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PREFACE 


Le XIème Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la 
Société Internationale pour l'Étude de la Philosophie Médiévale 
(S.LE.P.M.) s’est déroulé 4 Porto (au Portugal) du 26 au 30 aofit 2002. 
L’organisation en fut assurée par le Gabinete de Filosofia Medieval de 
l’Universidade do Porto. La publication des Actes du Congrès met fin à 
un long parcours qui a commencé au cours du Xème Congrès, qui eut lieu 
a Erfurt en 1997, par la présentation de la candidature de Porto pour 
l'organisation du Congrès de 2002. A l'assemblée générale des membres, 
deux thémes avaient été suggérés: «L’esthétique dans la pensée 
médiévale» et «La philosophie de l’esprit au Moyen Age». 

Apres des rencontres successives du bureau de la S.LE.P.M. avec le 
comité organisateur local, le théme général retenu fut: Intellect et. 
Imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale, parce qu’il correspondait le 
mieux aux attentes exprimées par les chercheurs pour les divers domaines 
des études de la philosophie médiévale. Grace aux discussions qui eurent 
lieu 4 ce moment-lä, il s’est avéré possible d’intégrer dans le programme 
quelques-uns des aspects qui s’annongaient les plus prometteurs 
concernant les deux thémes initialement proposés. A partir des héritages 
platonicien, aristotélicien, stoicien, ou néo-platonicien (dans leurs 
variantes grecques, latines, arabes, juives), la conceptualisation et la 
problématisation de l’imagination et de l’intellect, ou méme des facultés 
de l’äme en général, apparaissaient comme une ouverture possible pour 
aborder les principaux points de la pensée médiévale. Intellect et 
Imagination s’inscrivait d’ailleurs dans la tradition des thémes généraux 
des Congrés quinquennaux précédents de la Société. 

En effet, les concepts «imagination» et «intellect» sont porteurs d’une 
richesse philosophique extraordinaire dans l'économie de la philosophie 
médiévale et de la constitution de ses spécificités historiques. Dans sa 
signification la plus large, la théorisation de ces deux facultés de l’âme 
permet de dédoubler le débat en au moins six grands domaines: — la 
relation avec le sensible, où la fantaisie/l'imagination joue le röle de 
médiation dans la perception du monde et dans la constitution de la 
connaissance; — la réflexion sur l'acte de connaître et la découverte de 
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soi en tant que sujet de pensée; — la position dans la nature, dans le 
cosmos, et dans le temps de celui qui pense et qui connaît par les sens 
externes, internes et par l’intellect; — la recherche d’un fondement pour la 
connaissance et l’action, par la possibilité du dépassement de la distante 
proximité du transcendant, de l’absolu, de la vérité et du bien; — la 
réalisation de la félicité en tant qu’objectif ultime, de méme que la 
découverte d’une tendance au dépassement actif ou mystique de toutes les 
limites naturelles et des facultés de l’äme; — la constitution de théories de 
l’image, sensible ou intellectuelle, et de ses fonctions. 

Comme les communications allaient le montrer, les concepts 
«intellect» et «imagination» nous transportent au centre des théorisations 
médiévales les plus marquantes sur l’homme, le monde et Dieu, la matière 
et l'esprit, le langage et la connaissance, la certitude et la félicité, l'action 
et la contemplation. Dans ce sens, les deux concepts semblaient aptes A 
mettre en évidence non seulement les richesses et les impasses de la 
philosophie médiévale, mais aussi la fertilité dynamique qui résulte du 
croisement de sources, de l'émergence de nouveaux problémes et des 
discussions qu’ils suscitent. Dans la tradition patristique et augustinienne, 
les concepts de l’äme et de l’intellect, ou de la raison, constituent le point 
crucial de toute une intériorité qui est en quéte de la connaissance de soi, 
qui s’affirme et retrouve sa dignité ontologique dans l’approfondissement 
de la relation de similitude entre l'Homme et Dieu. Dans ce processus de 
recherche d'intelligibilité de soi, c'est le sujet de la connaissance lui-méme 
qui se trouve en discussion. Le grand flot de traductions gréco-latines ou 
arabo-latines des XIIème et XIIIème siècles nourrit de nouveaux concepts et 
de nouvelles discussions dans le domaine des problémes autour de l’äme, 
qui se structurait dans la tradition latine, assimilant ou rejetant une grande 
partie de ce que les philosophes arabes et juifs avaient pensé. La réception 
du De anima d' Aristote et de la constellation de commentaires et de 
paraphrases qui lui étaient associés, ont également contribué au 
changement du cadre augustinien et boétien dominant dans le Haut Moyen 
Age. Les différentes modalités d'assimilation des théories aristotéliciennes 
et péripatéticiennes, et leur appropriation par des auteurs arabes et latins ont 
eu les plus grandes conséquences au Moyen Age, mais aussi plus tard. Dans 
ce contexte, il semblait incontournable de discuter à propos de grands 
auteurs, depuis Augustin jusqu'à Suarez, en passant par Al-Farabi, Ibn Sina, 
Ibn Rushd, Bonaventure, Albert le Grand, Thomas d' Aquin, et beaucoup 
d'autres, plus ou moins hétérodoxes. Le programme des séances qui a été 
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proposé aux membres de la S.I.E.P.M. avait pour objectif de mettre en relief 
la richesse historico-philosophique de l'amplitude des problémes autour de 
«l’intellect» et de «l’imagination». C’est ainsi que les thèmes suivants ont 
été proposés des la première circulaire: 
Séances plénières: 
1. Le processus de la connaissance = 
2. La pensée et l’action 
3. Les “Conimbricences” 
4. Anthropologie de la connaissance 
5. Les limites de l’intellect 
6. Imagination et art 
Sections: 
I. Intellect et imagination: le problème des sources 
IE. Intellect et imagination: la théorie de la connaissance 
III. Intellect et imagination: la perspective anthropologique 
IV. Intellect et imagination: le point de vue de la logique 
V. Intellect et imagination: le point de vue de l'éthique 
VI. Intellect, imagination et nature 
VII. Métaphysique de 1’ intellect 
VII. Théologies de l’intellect et imagination eschatologique 
IX. Intellection du beau, imagination et production artistiques 
X. Contemplation et expérience mystique 
XI. Les Commentaires sur le “De anima" d’ Aristote à Coimbra 
XII. Sessions proposées par les membres 
I] faut souligner le succés rencontré par ces propositions: plus de 500 
inscriptions au Congrés et 242 communications accueillies dans le 
programme. D’aprés les nouvelles règles de la S.LE.P.M., seuls les 
membres ont pu présenter des communications, ce qui a été strictement 
respecté par la commission du programme. De méme, comme le veut la 
tradition, certaines communications qui n’étaient pas directement liées au 
théme général proposé (cf. section XII) ont également été intégrées dans 
des sessions spéciales. Le nombre et la diversité des nationalités 
représentées, 26 pays des cing continents ainsi que 6 langues officielles, 
tout cela montre bien la vitalité et l’actualit& des études de philosophie 
médiévale dans le monde. 
Pendant le Congrés, eut lieu également une séance sponsorisée: la 
conférence des Editeurs du projet Averrois Opera. En plus des leçons et 
des communications, un certain nombre de travaux et de rapports ont été 
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présentés dans le cadre des commissions de la S.LE.P.M., qui se sont 
réunies durant le Congres : 
I. Editions de textes 
II. L' Aristote latin et les commentaires latins médiévaux 
III Philosophie et science en Terre d'Islam 
IV. Sciences et Philosophie au Moyen Age 
V. Trivium 
VI. Informatique et étude des textes médiévaux 

VII. Philosophie juive 

VII. Philosophie byzantine 

Les comptes rendus de ces commissions sont publiés dans le Bulletin 
de Philosophie Médiévale, 44 (2002) 3-47; 45 (2003) 3-28; 46 (2004) 3- 
13. 

Pendant le Congrès également, 1 Assemblée plénière de la S.L.E.P.M. 
s’est réunie le vendredi 30 aoüt et un nouveau bureau a été élu (cfr. sa 
constitution, p. II). De même, des décisions intéressant la Société ont été 
prises (cfr. le procés verbal publié dans te Bulletin de Philosophie 
Médiévale, 44, 2002, 276-282). 

Les travaux du Congrês se sont déroulés avec beaucoup de 
dynamisme gräce à une participation active et de nombreuses discussions, 
provoquant l'attente de la publication des actes de cette rencontre. 

Aprés avoir consulté divers spécialistes chaque fois que cela s'est 
avéré nécessaire, les éditeurs des Actes ont réuni les 16 lecons pléniéres et 
sélectionné 141 communications à publier parmi les textes envoyés par les 
auteurs respectifs. Les critéres de sélection étaient basés sur la qualité 
scientifique des textes, mais aussi sur le souci d'assurer la pluralité des 
différents pays représentés et de faire place aux diverses langues officielles 
du Congrés, de facon à stimuler l'échange et la connaissance réciproque à 
propos des études de philosophie médiévale dans le monde. La dimension 
de l’œuvre prévue dépassait largement la limite raisonnable pour une 
publication de cette nature, mais les organisateurs ont voulu respecter 
l'engagement annoncé aux auteurs, à savoir de publier toutes les 
communications sélectionnées. C'est pour cette raison qu'il a été décidé, 
avec l'accord du bureau de la S.LE.P.M., de publier les communications 
en deux parties. Toutes les legons et communications directement liées au 
théme du Congrés sont publiées ensemble (avec de rares exceptions 
concernant des textes qui integraient et complétaient clairement des 
ensembles thématiques); les autres communications ont été réunies dans 
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un volume séparé. La publication présente comporte 3 volumes contenant 
les leçons plénières et les communications liées au théme général du 
Congrés. Ces actes ont été intégrés dans la collection de la S.I.E.P.M. 
«Rencontres de Philosophie médiévale», publiée par les éditions Brepols 
(volumes I-II); le volume IV contient les autres articles et est publié par 
la revue Medievalia. Textos e Estudos, du Gabinete de Filosofia Medieval 
de "Universidade do Porto (volume 23 de la revue, de 2004). 

Les Actes visent à mettre en évidence de facon articulée la richesse 
scientifique du Congrès lui-méme. Les lecons pléniéres sont publiées 
suivant l’ordre et l'organisation dans lesquels elles ont été présentées lors 
du Congrés. Pour les communications présentées dans les 80 séances 
paralléles, il aurait été impossible, voire m&me inadéquat d'utiliser le 
méme critére. Dans ce cas, on a retenu un critére qui concilie les facteurs 
géoculturel, chronologique et thématique, plus adéquats pour organiser les. 
principales lignes d'orientation des divers exposés. La plupart sont du 
domaine latin, mais il a été tout de méme possible de réunir des sections 
importantes pour les domaines gréco-byzantin, arabe et hébraique, chacune 
d'entre elles suivant un ordre chronologique, chaque fois que cela était 
possible. Pour les études concernant le domaine latin, nous avons adopté 
une distribution chronologique suivant les thémes et les auteurs, lorsque. 
leur nombre le justifiait. Le volume IV suit une organisation thématique, 
selon un ordre chronologique du contenu, lorsque cela fut possible. 

Le Congres a été une initiative de grande envergure, organisée avec la 
collaboration et l'aide d'un grand nombre de personnes et d’institutions. Il 
faut en premier lieu remercier spécialement tous ceux qui ont participé aux 
diverses commissions organisatrices (voir p. XL), notamment leur Vice- 
Président, M. Mário Santiago de Carvalho, professeur à l'Université de 
Coimbra. Les organisateurs tiennent aussi à mettre en exergue tout le 
soutien apporté par le bureau de la S.L.E.P.M., entre 1997 et 2002 (cfr. sa 
constitution, p. XXXIX), pour l'encouragement et la constante disponibilité 
manifestés, en particulier de la part de son Président, M. David Luscombe 
et de sa Secrétaire, M.me Jacqueline Hamesse, que nous remercions bien 
amicalement. L'Universidade do Porto et la Faculdade de Letras ont 
soutenu avec générosité la réalisation du Congrés, et les organisateurs 
adressent des remerciements particuliers au recteur de l’Université, M. José 
Novais Barbosa, et au Doyen de la Faculdade de Letras en fonction à ce 
moment-là, M. Rui Centeno. Le soutien financier regu de la part 
d'institutions publiques et privées a permis de faire face aux engagements 
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assumés pour l’organisation du Congrés; c’est ainsi que nous 
remercions avec beaucoup de reconnaissance le soutien apporté par la 
“Fundação para a Ciência e Tecnologia; la Fundação Eng. António de 
Almeida; la Fundação Luso Americana para o Desenvolvimento; la 
Fundação Calouste Gulbenkian; 1’ Universidade de Coimbra (Unidade 
I&D Linguagem, Interpretação, Filosofia); l’ Universidade de Lisboa 
(Centro de Filosofia); 1 Universidade Católica Portuguesa; et l Unicer. 
Le secrétariat du Congrès a bénéficié du professionnalisme des 
collaborateurs du Centre Leonardo Coimbra de la Faculdade de Letras 
de l’Universidade do Porto, dont nous remercions tout le dévouement 
accordé à ce projet, avant, durant et après le Congrès. 
: * 

Le XIème Congrés de la S.LE.P.M. ne se termine véritablement 
qu’avec la publication des actes, ce dont s’est chargé le Bureau de 
Philosophie dans le cadre de ses activités de recherche, rattachées à 
l’Instituto de Filosofia de l’ Universidade do Porto, Unité de Recherche et 
de Développement 502. 

La préparation du manuscrit a été particuliérement complexe, bien 
que tous les textes aient été remis en support informatique. La mise en 
page des volumes a dü faire face 4 divers problémes techniques, lies 
surtout aux caractéres spéciaux utilisés dans certains textes. La révision 
des textes a été particuliérement longue, car il a fallu demander aux 
auteurs de certains textes des révisions successives. Nous remercions donc 
la collaboration des auteurs pour la révision des textes et surtout le fait 
qu’ils aient attendu patiemment et avec beaucoup de compréhension la 
publication de ces volumes. 

Le bureau de la S.LE.P.M. a montré tout son engagement dans 
l’édition des actes, en accueillant la publication des volumes I-III dans sa 
collection «Rencontres de philosophie médiévale»; pour cette raison nous 
lui adressons de chaleureux remerciements en la personne de sa 
Présidente, M.me Jacqueline Hamesse. 

Le volume IV est publié dans la revue Mediaevalia. Textos e Estudos, 
avec le soutien financier de la Faculdade de Letras de 1’ Universidade do 
Porto, dont nous remercions vivement la direction. 

L'édition des quatre volumes n'a été possible que grâce aux 
financements attribués par la Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia et 
par le Departamento de Filosofia de la Faculdade de Letras de 
l’Universidade do Porto, auxquels nous exprimons notre gratitude. 
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Nous remercions la Biblioteca Páblica Municipal do Porto de nous 
avoir gentiment accordé l'autorisation de publier en couverture une image 
du manuscrit Geral 34 (Santa Cruz 1). 

Nous sommes, enfin, trés reconnaissants envers tous ceux qui ont 
collaboré aux diverses étapes de la préparation du manuscrit: Mme Zélia 
Mota de la Tipografia Nunes Lda, qui a réalisé patiemment la mise en page 
des 4 volumes; Daniela Silveira et Cléber Dias qui, avec beaucoup de 
dévouement et de générosité, ont collaboré à la révision des textes et à la 
version définitive des indices. 


Maria Cándida Pacheco 

José Francisco Meirinhos 
(Gabinete de Filosofia Medieval 
Universidade do Porto) 


FOREWORD 


The 11 International Congress of Medieval Philosophy of the Société 
Internationale pour l’Etude de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.LE.PM.), 
organized by the Gabinete de Filosofia Medieval of the Universidade do 
Porto, took place in Porto, Portugal, from the 26% to the 30 August, 2002. 
The publication of the Proceedings brings to a close a long process which 
began at the 10% Congress, held in Erfurt in 1997, with the presentation of 
an application to organize the 2002 Congress. At Erfurt, two general themes 
for the 11% Congress were suggested: “Aesthetics in Medieval Thought” 
and “The Philosophy of Mind in the Middle Ages”. 

Following successive meetings between the S.LE.P.M. bureau and the 
local organizing committee, the general theme Intellect and Imagination in 
Medieval Philosophy was selected, based on the belief that it offered 
common ground for the discussion of multiple ongoing studies in the various 
domains of Medieval Philosophy. Starting with the Platonic, Aristotelian, 
Stoic or Neo-Platonic (in its Greek, Latin and Arabic dimensions) legacies 
and its encounters with Christianity, the conceptualization and discussion of 
imagination and intellect, or indeed, of the faculties of the soul in general, 
seemed to provide a possible access to the main structuring lines of medieval 
thought. Intellect and Imagination thus constituted an appropriate and topical 
theme, following the tradition of the general themes of the Congresses that 
S.LE.P.M.’s organizes every five years. 

The concepts of “imagination” and “intellect” indubitably yield an 
extraordinary philosophical wealth in the economy of Medieval Philosophy 
and in the constitution of its historical specificity. In its broadest sense, the 
theorization of these two faculties of the soul allows for its unfolding in at 
least six major areas of discussion: — the relationship with the sensitive, 
where fantasy/imagination plays a mediating role between the perception 
of the world and the constitution of knowledge; — reflection.on the very 
act of knowing and the discovery of oneself as the subject/object of 
thought; — the standing, in nature, in the cosmos and in time, of he/she 
who thinks and knows by the external and internal senses and by the 
intellect; — the quest for an underpinning for knowledge and action, with 
the possibility of overcoming the distant proximity of the transcendental, 
the absolute, the truth and the good; — the attainment of happiness as the 
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ultimate goal of human life, as well as the discovery of a tendency to 
actively or mystically surpass all natural boundaries and the faculties of the 
soul; — the constitution of theories of image, sensitive or intellectual, and 
its theological or artistic functions. 

As the papers submitted came to confirm, “intellect” and “imagination” 
take us to the core of the most remarkable medieval theorizations about man, 
the world and God, matter and spirit, language and knowledge, certainty and 
happiness, action and contemplation. In this sense, the two concepts not only 
aptly brought to the fore the wealth and impasses of Medieval Philosophy, 
but also furnished fertile ground for exploration resulting from the 
intersection of sources, the emergence of new problems and the discussion 
these give rise to. In the Patristic and Augustinian tradition, the concepts of 
soul and intellect, or reason, constitute the crux of an entire interiority which 
seeks knowledge of itself, affirms itself and rediscovers its ontological 
dignity in deepening the relationship of likeness and image between Man 
and God. In this incessant quest for the intelligibility of the inner life, it is 
the very issue of knowledge that is at the centre of discussion. The vast 
number of Graeco-Latin or Arabic-Latin translations of the 12% and 13% 
centuries revives the study of the manifold issues which had come to be 
explored within the Latin tradition with new concepts and new discussions, 
absorbing or rejecting much of the thought of the Arab and Jewish 
philosophers that came before. The reception of Aristotle’s De Anima and 
the constellation of commentaries and paraphrases associated with it further 
contributed to altering the dominant Augustinian and Boethian framework 
of the Early Middle Ages. 

The different modalities of assimilation of Aristotelian and Peripatetic 
theories and their appropriation by Arab and Latin authors had major 
consequences far beyond the Middle Ages. In this context, discussion 
around great authors was unavoidable, going from Augustine to Suárez, 
including al-Farabi, Ibn Sina, Ibn Rushd, Boaventura, Albertus Magnus, 
Thomas Aquinas and many other more or less heterodox thinkers. The 
programme that was prepared for the different sections of the Congress and 
which was proposed to the S.I.E.P.M. members intended to highlight the 
historical and philosophical wealth of the range of issues revolving around 
“Intellect” and “Imagination”. Thus, since the first call for papers sent out 
to the members of the Society, the following themes were proposed: 

Plenary Sessions / Lectures: 

1. The Process of Knowledge 
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2. Mind and Action 
3. The “Conimbricences” 
4. Anthropology of Knowledge 
5. The Limits of the Intellect 
6. Imagination and Art 
Sections: i 
I. Intellect and Imagination: the problem of the sources 
II. Intellect and Imagination: the epistemological perspective 
III. Intellect and Imagination: the anthropological perspective 
IV. Intellect and Imagination: the perspective of Logics 
V. Intellect and Imagination: the perspective of Ethics 
VI. Intellect, Imagination and Nature 
VII. Metaphysics of the Intellect 
VII. Theologies of the Intellect and Eschatological Imagination 
IX. The intellection of Beauty and Artistic Production 
X. Contemplation and Mystical Experience . 
XI. The Commentaries on the Aristotelian “De Anima” in Coimbra 

XII. Sessions proposed by members 

The response to this proposal was quite remarkable, as attested by the 
more than 500 enrolments in the Congress, and the 242 papers included in 
the programme. According to S.I.E.P.M.’s new rules, strictly complied 
with by the programme committee, only members could present papers. 
However, in keeping with the tradition of the Congresses, the programme 
also included papers not directly related to the general theme proposed (cf. 
section XII). The number and diversity of participants, coming from 26 
countries and from 5 continents and speaking in 6 official languages, 
clearly testifies to the wide-reaching contemporary vitality of research on 
Medieval Philosophy. 

The Congress also featured a sponsored session: a conference by the 
editors of the Averrois Opera project. Apart from the lectures and papers, ` 
a number of studies and reports were presented at the S.LE.P.M. 
commissions which held several meetings during the Congress: 

I. Critical Editions 
II. The Latin Aristotle and Medieval Commentaries 
III. Islamic Philosophy and Science 
IV. History of Science and Medieval Philosophy 
V. Trivium 
VI. Computational in Linguistics and the Study of Medieval Texts 
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VII. Jewish Philosophy 

VII. Byzantine Philosophy 

The reports of these commissions have been published in Bulletin de 
Philosophie Medievale, 44 (2002) 3-47; 45 (2003) 3-28; 46 (2004) 3-13. 

The S.LE.P.M. General Assembly met during the Congress, on Friday, 
the 30% August, and, among other decisions that were made relating to the 
Society (cf. the corresponding Minutes published in Bulletin de 
Philosophie Medievale, 44 (2002) 276-282), elected the new 
administrative board (cf. its constitution on p. II). 

The Congress proceeded with dynamism and a high level of 
participation and discussion, which led to great expectations in the 
participants as to the publication of the Congress’ Proceedings. From the 
texts submitted by the authors, the editors of the Proceedings, in 
consultation with specialists whenever it was deemed necessary, 
assembled the 16 plenary lectures and selected 141 papers for publication. 
The selection criteria included not only the scientific quality of the texts, 
but also the need to be representative of the different countries of the 
Society’s members and the Congress’ official languages, so as to stimulate 
exchanges and mutual understandings as to the current state of research in 
Medieval Philosophy around the world. The sheer bulk of the Proceedings 
largely exceeded the reasonable limits for a publication of this kind, but 
the organizing committee wished to respect the announced commitment 
made to the authors to publish all the selected papers. Thus, with the 
agreement of the S.LE.P.M. bureau, it was decided that the papers were to 
be published in two parts. All the lectures and päpers directly related to the 
Congress’ theme were to be published together (with rare exceptions for 
texts which clearly integrated and completed thematic sets), while the 
other papers were to be included in a separate volume. It is that publication 
which is now being offered: the 3 volumes with the plenary lectures and 
the papers related to the Congress’ general theme are part of the 
S.LE.P.M.’s collection, published by Brepols editions (volumes I-II); 
volume IV contains the remaining papers and is published by the journal 
Mediaevalia. Textos e Estudos, of the Gabinete de Filosofia Medieval of 
the Universidade do Porto (Vol. 23, 2004). 

The Proceedings aim to highlight in a comprehensive manner the 
scientific wealth of the Congress itself. The plenary lectures are published 
according to the temporal and logical order in which they were presented 
at the Congress. As for the papers presented in the 80 parallel sessions, 
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the same criterion was neither possible nor appropriate. In this case, the 
criterion adopted combined geo-cultural, chronological and thematic 
factors, considered as the most appropriate in organizing the main 
guidelines of the papers submitted. For the most part, they have to do with 
the Latin domain, but even so, it was possible to include important 
sections for the Graeco-Byzantine, Arab and Hebraic domains, in which 
each follows a chronological order whenever possible. As for the studies 
in the Latin domain, a chronological order of themes or authors was 
followed whenever the number justified that a proper section be created. 
Volume IV follows a thematic organization, again with texts in 
chronological order by contents whenever possible. 
* 

The Congress was a major undertaking, involving the cooperation and 
commitment of a great number of people and institutions. In the first place, 
special acknowledgement is due to all those who participated in the 
organizing committee (see p XL), and particularly to its Vice-President, 
Prof. Mário Santiago de Carvalho, from the University of Coimbra. The 
organizers wish also to emphasize all the support provided by the 
S.LE.P.M. bureau in the 1997-2002 period (cfr. its constitution on p. 
XXXIX), as well as the steady encouragement and constant availability 
shown by its Chairman, Prof. David Luscombe, and by its Secretary- 
General, Prof. Jacqueline Hamesse. To both of them we are deeply grateful. 
The Universidade do Porto and the Faculdade de Letras generously 
supported the holding of the Congress, and the organizing committee owes 
a special thanks to the University's Rector, Prof. José Novais Barbosa and 
the then Faculty Dean, Prof. Rui Centeno. 

The financial support provided by public and private institutions was 
crucial in complying with all the obligations which organizing the Congress 
implied; thus we gratefully acknowledge the support provided by: 
Fundagáo para a Ciéncia e Tecnologia; Fundagáo Eng.? António de 
Almeida; Fundação Luso-Americana para o Desenvolvimento; Fundação 
Calouste Gulbenkian; Universidade de Coimbra (Unidade I&D 
Linguagem, Interpretação, Filosofia); Universidade de Lisboa (Centro de 
Filosofia); Universidade Católica Portuguesa; Unicer. The Congress” 
Secretariat was able to rely on the professionalism of the collaborators of 
the Centro Leonardo Coimbra of the Faculdade de Letras of the 
Universidade do Porto, whom we thank for all their dedication to this 
Project, before, during and after the Congress. 


XXX FOREWORD 


* 


The S.LE.P.M.’s 11 Congress only now truly draws to a close with 
the publication of the Proceedings, a responsibility that falls within the 
scope of the research activities of the Gabinete de Filosofia Medieval, 
which is part of the Institute of Philosophy of the University of Porto, 
Research and Development Unit 502. 

Preparing this publication was a particularly complex endeavour, 
despite the fact that all the texts were submitted in digital format. 
Pagination of the volumes encountered several technical problems, having 
mostly to do with special characters used in many texts. Proofreading was 
a particularly painstaking process, since successive revisions had to be 
requested from the authors. Thus we thank the authors for their 
cooperation in proofreading the texts and especially for having waited for 
the publication of the Proceedings with such patience and understanding. 

The S.I.E.P.M. bureau manifested its total dedication to the edition of 
the Proceedings by including the publication of Volumes I-III in its 
collection “Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale”, for which we warmly 
thank its President, Prof. Jacqueline Hamesse. 

Volume IV is published in the journal Mediaevalia. Textos e Estudos, 
with the financial support of the Faculdade de Letras da Universidade do 
Porto, to whose Board we convey our thanks. 

We thank the Biblioteca Püblica Municipal of Porto for its permission 
to use an image from the manuscript Geral 34 (Santa Cruz 1) on the cover. 

The edition of the 4 volumes was only possible with the financial 
support of the Fundacäo para a Ciéncia e a Tecnologia and the 
Departamento de Filosofia of the Faculdade de Letras of the Universidade 
do Porto, and we wish to express our gratitude to both these institutions. 

Last but not least, our heartfelt thanks to those who cooperated in the 
different stages of preparation of the Proceedings: to Ms. Zélia Mota of the 
Tipografia Nunes Lda, who patiently paginated the 4 volumes; and to 
Daniela Silveira and Cléber Dias, both of whom displayed great dedication 
in proofreading the manuscript and in preparing the final indexes. 


Maria Candida Pacheco 

José Francisco Meirinhos 
(Gabinete de Filosofia Medieval 
Universidade do Porto) 
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O XI° Congresso Internacional de Filosofia Medieval da Société 
Internationale pour l'Étude de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.LE.P.M.) 
decorreu no Porto de 26 a 30 de Agosto de 2002, organizado pelo Gabinete 
de Filosofia Medieval da Universidade do Porto. Com a publicagäo das 
Actas encerra-se um logo percurso que comecou no X° Congresso, 
realizado em Erfurt em 1997, com a apresentacäo de uma candidatura para 
a organizacäo do Congresso de 2002. Ainda em Erfurt foram sugeridos 
dois temas gerais Congresso: “A estética no pensamento medieval” e “A 
filosofia da mente na Idade Media”. 

Apös sucessivos encontros entre o bureau da S.LE.P.M. e o comité 
organizador local, foi escolhido o tema geral Intelecto e imaginagäo na 
Filosofia Medieval, considerado mais adequado, por oferecer um ponto 
comum para a discussão de múltiplas investigações em curso nos vários 
domínios dos estudos de Filosofia Medieval. Nas discussões então havidas 
revelou-se possível integrar no programa alguns dos aspectos que se 
anunciavam como mais sugestivos e promissores nos dois temas 
inicialmente propostos. Partindo das heranças platónica, aristotélica, 
estóica ou neoplatónica (nas suas variantes gregas, latinas, árabes) e os 
seus encontros com o cristianismo, a conceptualização e a 
problematização da imaginação e do intelecto, ou mesmo das faculdades 
da alma em geral, afigurava-se como uma abertura possível para o acesso 
às principais linhas de estruturação do pensamento medieval. Intelecto e 
imaginação ofereciam um tema adequado e actual, dentro da tradição dos 
temas gerais dos Congressos quinquenais da S.LE.P.M. 

Com efeito, os conceitos de “imaginação” e de “intelecto” apresentam 
uma riqueza filosófica extraordinária na economia da Filosofia Medieval 
e da constituição da sua especificidade historial. Na sua significação mais 
ampla, a teorização destas duas faculdades da alma permite o 
desdobramento em pelo menos seis grandes domínios de discussão: — a 
relação com o sensível, onde a fantasia/imaginação desempenha o papel 
de mediação na percepção do mundo e na constituição do conhecimento; 
— a reflexão sobre o próprio acto de conhecer e a descoberta de si mesmo 
como sujeito de pensamento; — a posição na natureza, no cosmo e no 
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tempo daquele que pensa e que conhece pelos sentidos externos e internos 
e pelo intelecto; — a busca de um fundamento para o conhecimento e a 
acção, na possibilidade da superação da distante proximidade com o 
transcendente, o absoluto, a verdade e o bem; — a realização da felicidade 
como objectivo último, bem como a descoberta de uma tendência para a 
superação activa ou mística de todos os limites naturais e das faculdades 
da alma; — a constituição de teorias da imagem, sensível ou intelectual, e 
das suas funções. i 
Como as comunicação viriam a comprovar, “intelecto” e 
“imaginação” transportam-nos para o centro das mais marcantes 
teorizacdes medievais em torno do homem, do mundo e de Deus, da 
matéria e do espírito, da linguagem e do conhecimento, da certeza e da 
felicidade, da acção e da contemplação. Neste sentido, os dois conceitos 
apresentam-se como muito adequados para evidenciar as riquezas e os 
impasses da Filosofia Medieval, mas também a fecundidade dinâmica que 
resulta do cruzamento de fontes, da emergência de novos problemas e das 
discussões a que dão origem. Na tradição patrística e augustiniana, os 
conceito de alma e de intelecto, ou de razão, constituem o ponto crucial de 
toda uma interioridade que busca o conhecimento de si mesma, que se 
afirma e reencontra a sua dignidade ontológica no aprofundamento da 
relação de semelhança e imagem entre Homem e Deus. Neste processo de 
busca da inteligibilidade de si mesmo é o próprio sujeito do conhecimento 
que se encontra em discussão. A enorme vaga de traduções greco-latinas 
ou arabo-latinas dos séculos XII e XIII revitaliza com novos conceitos e 
novas discussões o campo de problemas que se vinha estruturando na 
tradição latina, absorvendo ou rejeitando muito do que os filósofos árabes 
e judeus haviam pensado. A recepção do De anima de Aristóteles e da 
constelação de comentários e paráfrases que lhe estavam associados, 
contribuíram também para a alteração do quadro augustiniano e boeciano 
dominante na Alta Idade Média. As diferentes modalidade de assimilação 
das teorias aristotélicas e peripatéticas, e a sua apropriação por autores 
árabes e latinos teve as maiores consequências na Idade Média, mas 
também para lá dela. Neste âmbito apresentava-se como incontornável a 
discussão de grandes autores, de Agostinho a Suárez, passando por al- 
Farabi, Ibn Sina, Ibn Rushd, Boaventura, Alberto Magno, Tomás de 
Aquino e muitos outros, mais ou menos heterodoxos. O programa de 
secções que foi proposto aos membros da S.I.E.P.M. pretendia evidenciar 
a riqueza histórico-filosófica da amplitude de problemas em torno de 
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"Intelecto" e “imaginaçäo”. Assim, desde a primeira circular foram 
propostos os seguintes temas: 
Sessões plenárias: 
1. O processo do conhecimento 
2. Pensamento e acção 
3. Os Conimbricenses 
4. Antropologia do conhecimento 
5. Os limites do intelecto 
6. Imaginação e Arte 
Secções: 
I. Fontes da problemática do intelecto e da imaginação 
II. Intelecto e imaginação: a perspectiva do conhecimento 
III. Intelecto e imaginação: perspectiva antropológica 
IV. Intelecto e imaginação: a perspectiva da lógica 
V. Intelecto e imaginação: o ponto de vista da ética 
VL Intelecto, imaginação e natureza 
VII. Metafísica do intelecto 
VIII. Teologias do intelecto e imaginação escatológica 
IX. Intelecção do belo, imaginação e produção artísticas 
X. Contemplação e experiência mística 
XI. Os Comentários de “De Anima” de Aristóteles em Coimbra 
XII. Sessões propostas por membros 
A receptividade desta proposta merece ser sublinhada: mais de 500 
inscritos no Congresso, 242 comunicações acolhidas no programa. Pelas 
novas regras da S.LE.P.M. apenas os membros puderam apresentar 
comunicações, regra que foi estritamente cumprida pela comissão do 
programa, mas neste e dentro da tradição dos Congressos, também foram 
integradas comunicações que não estavam directamente relacionadas com 
o tema geral proposto (cfr. secção XII). O número e diversidade de 
nacionalidades presentes, 26 países dos cinco continentes e 6 línguas 
oficiais, manifesta bem a vitalidade contemporânea de âmbito mundial dos 
estudos sobre a Filosofia Medieval. 
No Congresso decorreu ainda uma sessão patrocinada: a conferência 
dos Editores do projecto Averrois Opera. Para além das lições e 
comunicações um certo número de trabalhos e relatórios foram 
apresentados nas comissões da S.I.E.P.M., que reuniram durante o 
Congresso: 
I. Edições críticas de textos 
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II. Aristoteles latinus e os comentarios latinos medievais 
III. Filosofia e ciência em Terra de Islão 
IV. Histöria da ciéncia e filosofia medieval 
V. Trivium 
VI. Tratamento electrönico dos documentos et estudo dos textos 
medievais 

VIL Filosofia Judaica 

VII Filosofia Bizantina 

Os relatórios destas comissões estão publicados no Bulletin de 
Philosophie Médiévale, 44 (2002) 3-47; 45 (2003) 3-28; 46 (2004) 3-13. 

Ainda durante o Congresso, na sexta feira dia 30 de Agosto reuniu a 
Assembleia plenária da S.I.E.P.M., onde foi eleita a nova direcção (cfr. a 
sua constituição na p. II) e onde foram tomadas outras decisões com 
interesse para a vida da Sociedade (a Acta da Assembleia foi publicada no 
Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale, 44, 2002, 276-282). 

Os trabalhos do Congresso decorreram com muito dinamismo graças 
a um elevado nível de participação e discussão, o que deixava muita 
expectativa nos participantes quanto às Actas que resultariam do 
Congresso. 

Dos textos enviados pelos respectivos autores, os editores das Actas, 
com consultas a especialistas sempre que se considerou necessário, 
reuniram as 16 lições plenárias e seleccionaram 141 comunicações para 
publicação. Os critérios de selecção contemplaram a qualidade científica 
dos textos, mas também a necessidade de acolher a representatividade dos 
diferentes países dos membros da Sociedade e as línguas oficiais do 
Congresso, de modo a estimular o intercâmbio e o conhecimento mútuo 
quanto ao estado presente dos estudos de Filosofia Medieval no mundo. A 
dimensão da obra prevista ultrapassava largamente o limite razoável para 
uma publicação desta natureza, mas os organizadores quiseram respeitar o 
compromisso anunciado aos autores de publicar todas as comunicações 
seleccionadas. Assim, foi decidido, com a concordância do bureau da 
S.LE.P.M., publicar as comunicações em duas partes. Todas as lições e as 
comunicações relacionadas directamente com o tema do Congresso seriam 
publicadas em conjunto (com raras excepções para textos que claramente 
integravam e completavam conjuntos temáticos), ficando as restantes 
comunicações num volume separado. É essa publicação que agora se 
oferece: os 3 volumes com as lições plenárias e as comunicações 
relacionadas com o tema geral do Congresso integram-se na colecção da 
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S.LE.P.M., publicada pelas edições Brepols (volumes I-III); o volume IV 
contém as restantes comunicações e é publicado pela revista Mediaevalia. 
Textos e estudos, do Gabinete de Filosofia Medieval da Universidade do 
Porto (vol. 23, de 2004). 

As Actas pretendem evidenciar de modo articulado a riqueza 
científica do próprio Congresso. As lições plenárias são publicadas na 
ordem e com a organização com que foram apresentadas no Congresso. 
Para as comunicações apresentadas nas 80 secções paralelas não seria 
possível nem adequado usar o mesmo critério. Neste caso foi adoptado um 
critério que combina os factores geocultural, cronológico e temático, por 
serem os mais adequados para organizar as principais linhas de orientação 
das comunicações apresentadas. A sua maior parte diz respeito ao âmbito 
latino, mas mesmo assim foi possível reunir secções importantes para os 
domínios greco-bizantino, árabe e hebraico, havendo em cada uma delas e 
sempre que possível uma ordenação cronológica. Para os estudos do 
domínio latino, adoptou-se uma distribuição cronológica em torno de 
temas ou em torno de autores, sempre que o seu número justificou que lhe 
fosse dedicada uma secção própria. O volume IV tem uma organização 
temática, de novo com os textos em ordem cronológica do conteúdo, 
sempre que possível. 

* 


O Congresso foi uma iniciativa de grande envergadura, organizada 
com a colaboração e empenho de um grande número de pessoas e de 
instituições. Em primeiro lugar é devido um agradecimento especial a 
todos os que participaram nas comissões organizadoras (ver p. XL), 
nomeadamente o seu Vice-Presidente, Prof. Mário Santiago de Carvalho, 
da Universidade de Coimbra. Os organizadores querem também destacar 
todo o apoio dado pelo bureau da S.I.E.P.M. no período 1997-2002 (cfr. a 
sua constituição na p. XXXIX), nomeadamente pelo incentivo e constante 
disponibilidade manifestados, em particular pelo seu Presidente Prof. 
David Luscombe e pela Secretária Prof.” Jacqueline Hamesse, a quem 
agradecem com amizade. A Universidade do Porto e a Faculdade de Letras 
apoiaram com generosidade a realização do Congresso, devendo a 
organização um agradecimento especial ao reitor da Universidade, Prof. 
José Novais Barbosa e ao então Presidente da Direcção da Faculdade, 
Prof. Rui Centeno. O apoio financeiro recebido de instituições públicas e 
privadas permitiu enfrentar os compromissos assumidos com a 
organização do Congresso; por isso, com grande reconhecimento 
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agradecemos o apoio dado por: Fundação para a Ciência e Tecnologia; 
Fundação Eng? António de Almeida; Fundação Luso-Americana para o 
Desenvolvimento; Fundagäo Calouste Gulbenkian; Universidade de 
Coimbra (Unidade I&D Linguagem, Interpretacäo, Filosofia); 
Universidade de Lisboa (Centro de Filosofia); Universidade Catölica 
Portuguesa; Unicer. O secretariado do Congresso contou com o 
profissionalismo dos colaboradores do Centro Leonardo Coimbra da 
Faculdade de Letras da Universidade do Porto, a quem agradecemos toda 
a dedicação a este projecto, antes, durante e depois do Congresso. 
* 

O XT Congresso da S.LE.P.M. encerra verdadeiramente agora com a 
publicação das Actas, de que se encarregou o Gabinete de Filosofia 
Medieval dentro das suas actividades de investigacäo, inseridas no 
Instituto de Filosofia da Universidade do Porto, Unidade de Investigacáo 
e Desenvolvimento 502. 

A preparacáo do manuscrito foi particularmente complexa, mesmo 
tendo em conta que todos os textos foram entregues em suporte 
informático. A paginação dos volumes enfrentou diversos problemas 
técnicos, relacionados sobretudo com os caracteres especiais usados em 
diversos textos. A revisáo de provas foi particularmente demorada, porque 
com alguns textos foi necessário pedir aos autores revisöes sucessivas. Por 
isso agradecemos a colaboragäo dos autores na revisäo de provas e 
sobretudo o terem aguardado com paciência e compreensão a publicação 
das Actas. 

O bureau da S.I.E.P.M. comprovou todo o seu empenhamento na 
edição das Actas ao acolher a publicação dos volumes I-III na sua colecção 
“Rencontres de philosophie médiévale”, por isso lhe dirigimos um 
caloroso agradecimento na pessoa da sua Presidente, Prof? Jacqueline 
Hamesse. 

O volume IV é publicado na revista Mediaevalia. Textos e estudos, 
com o apoio financeiro da Faculdade de Letras da Universidade do Porto, 
a cuja direcção endereçamos os nossos agradecimentos. 

Agradecemos à Biblioteca Pública Municipal do Porto a autorização 
para usarmos na capa uma imagem do manuscrito Geral 34 (Santa Cruz 1). 

A edição dos 4 volumes apenas foi possível com os financiamentos 
atribuídos pela Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia e pelo 
Departamento de Filosofia da Faculdade de Letras da Universidade do 
Porto, a quem exprimimos a nossa gratidão. 
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Agradecemos, por fim, àqueles que colaboraram nas diferentes fases 
da preparacäo do manuscrito; ä Senhora Zélia Mota da Tipografia Nunes 
Lda, que com paciência realizou a paginação dos 4 volumes; à Daniela 
Silveira e ao Cléber Dias que com enorme dedicação e generosidade 
colaboraram na revisão de provas e na preparação dos índices finais. 


Maria Cândida Pacheco 
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APPROACHING MEDIEVAL SCHOLARS’ TREATMENT OF 
COGNITION 


When considering whether there are any generalizations that would 
be tenable regarding the epistemological theories of the entire gamut of 
medieval Jewish, Muslim, and Christian philosophers, I happened quite by 
chance upon a model that provides a negative general claim. I think it safe 
to say, no medieval philosopher would have found satisfactory the muddle 
offered in June, 2002, by a man who, unfortunately, may hold all our 
futures in his hands, namely the American Secretary of Defense, Donald 
Rumsfeld: 


The message is that there are no ‘knowns.’ There are things that we know that we 
know. There are known unknowns. That is to say there are things that we now know 
we don’t know. But there are also unknown unknowns. There are things we don’t 
know we don’t know. So when we do the best we can and we pull all this information 
together, and we then say well, that’s basically what we see as the situation, that is 
really only the known knowns and the known unknowns. And each year, we discover 
a few more of those unknown unknowns (...). There’s another way to phrase that, and 
that is that the absence of evidence is not evidence of absencel. 


One thing we do not have regarding medieval theories of cognition is 
an absence of evidence. Indeed, for those of us interested in medieval 
scholars’ views on cognition, the last thirty years or so have been 


1 Donald Rumsfeld, June 2002, as quoted in L.H. LAPHAM, «Notebook: Power 
Points», Harpers Magazine 305 (August 2002) 9-11, on p. 11. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. |, pp. 01-34. 
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exceptionally fruitful, as the production of critical editions alongside 
numerous historians’ forays into unpublished manuscripts have given us a 
wealth of new material to assimilate. We have, consequently, learned a 
great deal about medieval theories as to how we arrive at knowledge, and 
whether and how we can obtain certitude. The volume of important studies 
is, to say the least, daunting, and I think we are not yet at the moment when 
we can produce a reliable, synthetic, historical treatment of this subject. 
What follows, therefore, is not an effort to do that; it is instead a discussion 
of some of the directions we have before us, the roadmaps we are 
following, and the vehicles we are using to get to that destination. 

Of course, there may be a problem in getting the right drivers behind 
the wheel. Not too long ago, an American philosopher trained in the 
analytic tradition remarked to the graduate students in his seminar on 
medieval philosophy that he was perplexed as to why, whenever an 
intellectual historian went to a used-car lot to buy an automobile, s/he 
would simply buy and drive away in the first vehicle s/he saw. The next 
day, in the seminar on medieval intellectual history, the students repeated 
the philosopher’s question to the historian. The intellectual historian then 
admitted to puzzlement of her own about the tendency of some Analytic 
philosophers who, upon going to the same car lot, would similarly chose 
an automobile at random, but would then proceed to spend their time 
polishing one of its headlights2. 

Although these characterizations would surely be unfair regarding 
any of us, nevertheless they do play with the divergence between what 
historians and philosophers of the analytic tradition are trying to 
accomplish and where we are trying to go. One might describe the 
difference between the approaches of such philosophers and intellectual 
historians to the works of a medieval thinker as, at least in part, this: the 
philosopher translates the medieval author’s views into the terms and 
philosophical issues of the philosopher’s own times, that is, her or his 
«present day»; the intellectual historian translates the thought of her or his 
«present day» as the effects or, at least, the results of the philosophical 
problems, views, or theories articulated by thinkers in the past3. These 


2 The exchange was between Scott MacDonald and the present author at Iowa 
circa 1991. 

3 I do not here advocate a teleological history, not least because the present-day 
philosophical issues thus translated will neither be exhaustive nor prove to have been final. 
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approaches are, or ought to be, complementary if we are to do justice to 
our sources, our intellectual ancestors. 

A fundamental fact, however, is that the present does not constitute a 
stable vantage point from which to observe and evaluate theories of 
scientist-philosophers of the past. Thus, what we believe today to be the 
case, especially if there is a scientific dimension to «what-we-believe-to- 
be-the-case», may not be thought to be the case, or may even have been 
disproved, a decade from now. On that basis alone, a historian may doubt 
that present-day theories can give us the terms into which a medieval text 
can be reliably translated, and so find this dynamic instability a problem 
for the philosopher’s enterprise. Yet, what seems a methodological 
problem to the historian, usually seems to a philosopher vastly to enrich 
the possibilities of interpretation that, in turn, may help us to arrive at the 
new standpoints from which we will see past interpretations to have been 
inadequate and past histories wrong. 

Moreover, it is useful to think of the «medieval authors» who are the 
objects of our inquiries not simply as «medieval philosophers» but more 
precisely as «medieval scientist-philosophers», as they are termed above. 
There are at least two reasons for doing so: first, beause medieval 
intellectuals could not and would not have wanted to distinguish science 
from philosophy. Indeed, the tendancy to segregate philosophy from the 
sciences is usual primarily in English-speaking countries, where «science» 
has come to mean chiefly the physical, chemical, biological, and medical 
sciences. By using these as models, we accept that any claim to be a 
«scientific discipline», requires proceeding in the manner of these sciences 
— that is, one must build one’s discipline upon experiments that test theory- 
specific hypotheses; often, one may be able to express the results 
mathematically; and the results generally must be «significant» as 
established by statistical analysis. These are criteria that have guided the 
so-called «social sciences». At least in English-speaking countries, the 
humanistic disciplines do not adopt such methods, and so are not and 
cannot be called «sciences». In much of Europe, however, science, 
Wissenschaft, and their cognates are closer to the medieval notion of a 
scientia, and so encompass theology, not to mention philosophy and 
medicine — thus the term embraces both our work and that of the 
intellectuals of the past whom we study. 

My second reason for referring to the authors whose writings we 
study as «scientist-philosophers» is also connected to our current 
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conditions — conditions that are felt again most strongly in English- 
speaking countries, where artistic, humanistic, and social-scientific 
endeavors receive a small fraction of the demographic, economic, and 
social resources that are available for the physical, chemical, biological, 
and medical sciences. Given the overwhelming emphasis throughout our 
cultures on the achievements and consequences: of these sciences, the 
continuing proclivity among philosophers in the analytic tradition to 
ignore or marginalize the scientific, medical, and mathematical features of 
medieval theories and debates is deeply unhelpful. It is unhelpful not 
because we thus perpetuate the two academic cultures to which C. P. 
Snow pointed so many decades ago4. Rather, bracketing apart the 
«scientific» content of a medieval author’s arguments has consequences 
for our reconstruction or appreciation of his (or, occasionally, her) views. 
Turning a blind eye toward the mathematical, scientific, or medical 
arguments and sources in our medieval authors’ texts can render these 
authors’ vocabulary and assumptions opaque and incomprehensible, just 
as it makes us miss or overlook key motivations for medieval scholars’ 
philosophical stances5. This, in turn, leads one to undervalue the theories 
that one encounters. 

The disregard of the scientific and medical components of our 
medieval authors’ treatment of an issue is a particular problem in 
scholarship regarding the centuries and sources I know best, the Latin 
tradition of the late twelfth-early fifteenth centuries. If we fail to take such 
components into account, we cannot entirely appreciate that we must give 
up the terms, the conclusions, and thereby the historical accounts — in 
short, the roadmap — of such great pioneers in our subject as De Wulf, van 
Steenberghen, Duhem, and Gilson. Thanks especially to our European 


4 C.P. Snow, The Two Cultures and A Second Look, New York, 1963. 

5 So, for example, there is no mention of al-Kindi or Alhacen in the chapter on 
Roger Bacon in E. GILson, History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, New York, 
1955, although Gilson alludes to «the optics of the Arabs» (p. 300). As a result, Gilson 
considers (p. 300) «the very notion of ‘species,’ in its meaning of physical or spiritual 
emanations (...) one of the most confused we find in mediaeval philosophy», and sees 
Bacon’s project as fundamentally Aristotelian. Thus, Gilson criticizes (p. 301): «There was, 
however, a difficulty. It was not easy to fit this quantitative type of explanation in a 
qualitative physics of Aristotelian forms» and states that «the problem of the human soul 
is studied by Bacon according to the same method and in the same spirit. His guide remains 
the same: Aristotle interpreted by Avicenna. ...». 
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colleagues, the research of the last thirty years has made evident that these 
mens’ exposition of the intellectual issues at stake in the nascent 
universities, as Latin-readers attempted to make sense of the scholarly 
writings reaching them from the Arabic world, was far too narrow. 
Wonderful as De Wulf, van Steenberghen, and Gilson were as historians, 
to paint the significant thirteenth-century Latin intellectual currents — no 
matter how much we shade them — as fundamentally Aristotelian and 
Augustinian (or Neoplatonic), and to depict their intersections as 
confrontations, is to paint with too depleted a palette6. 

Of course, Aristotle and his Muslim interpreters Avicenna and 
Averroes were extremely important authors for thirteenth-century scholars 
at Oxford and Paris — not to mention Bologna and Padua, Toulouse and 
Salamanca. Catholic scholars throughout Europe remained careful readers 
and adapters of Augustine’s views throughout the thirteenth-fifteenth 
centuries. But to ignore or treat as peripheral, the philosophical impact of 
the Latin translations of Euclid, Ptolemy, Galen, Abu Ma'shar 
(Albumazar), al-Kindi, and Alhacen, for instance, is to miss what gave 
Latin philosophy such richness, depth, and vitality, that intellectual 
traditions growing from its roots flourish to this day. Yet De Wulf, van 
Steenbergen, and Gilson made only passing mention of these authors”. 

Nowhere is it more useful to replace the periodization, scholarly 
categories, and implicit evaluative criteria of Gilson and his predecessors, 


6 E.g. M. DE WULF, Histoire de la Philosophie Médiévale, Paris, 1900; P. DUHEM, 
Le System du Monde, 10 vols., Paris, 1913-1959; GiLson, History of Christian Philosophy; 
F. VAN STEENBERGHEN, Aristotle in the West. The Origins of Latin Aristotelianism, Louvain, 
1955. See the useful historiographical discussion of S. MARRONE, The Light of thy 
Countenance: Science and Knowledge of God in the Thirteenth Century, vol. 1, A Doctrine 
of Divine Illumination, Leiden, 2001, 1-25. Duhem's treatment of the Parisian 
Condemnations of 1277 continues to shape historians' division of fourteenth- from 
thirteenth-century philosophy/science, as I discuss in TAcRAU, «Logic's God and the 
Natural Order in Late Medieval Oxford: the Teaching of Robert Holcot», Annals of Science 
53 (1996) 235-267. 

7 As is evident prima facie from the indices to the books cited above, note 6. 
Alhacen (Abu 'Ali al-Hasan ibn al-Hasan ibn al-Haytham, 965-c. 1039 C.E.) remains 
relatively unknown among historians of philosophy; thus, J.H.J. SCHNEIDER, in his review, 
Archiv für Geschichte der Philosophie 76 (1994) 340-44, of my Vision and Certitude in the 
Age of Ockham: Optics, Epistemology, and the Foundations of Semantics, 1250-1345, 
Leiden, 1988, could mistakenly refer several times to al-Ghazali rather than Alhacen as the 
author whose impact I discussed. 
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I think, than in analysing and explicating medieval theories of the mind 
and its cognitive processes. Thus, the subject of our Congress is 
particularly opportune. But in looking at medieval theories of the mind, 
we must keep in uppermost in our own that we are not examining an entity 
that corresponds to a Cartesian mind, nor to the contemporary 
materialists’ minds; for these (and other notions of the mind that derive 
from them) are, I think, not very close to medieval notions of the mind. 
The latter were, of course, various; and the numerous, significant 
differences among the theories concerning the mind advanced from 
Nemesius to Marsilius of Inghen are not to be minimized. Yet, regarding 
medieval scholars’ views as to what must be covered by an explanation of 
the mind’s workings, there are some generalizations we may make that 
will hold and be confirmed by subsequent research. 

The first is that there are portions of medieval analyses of the mind 
that are apt to be appreciated more readily now than they were when 
Gilson was formulating his understanding of those views8. Why would 
one think this? That is because the possibilities implicit in the Darwinian 
theory of evolution for the rapprochement of human and other animal 
minds have only become explicit in the scientific research of the last two 
or three decades. One crucial respect in which medieval theories of mind 
converge with those developing among psychologists and 
neuropsychologists now is that in none of the medieval theories with 
which I am familiar can the term «intellect» be synonymous, properly 
speaking, with «mind». For a Cartesian, it seems to me, the terms 
«intellect», «res cogitans», and «mind» must be completely co-extensive. 
But for Aristotle, Lucretius, Galen, Avicenna, Alhacen, Robert 
Grosseteste, Roger Bacon, Albertus Magnus, Mondino de’ Luzzi, Taddeo 
Alderotti, and countless other medieval authors, the term «intellect» 
signified only a faculty, a power, or a part of the mind. For them, what we 
refer to as «perceiving that», «reasoning», «thinking», or even 


8 As, e.g, Gilson was already doing in his «Les sources gréco-arabes de 
l'augustinisme avicennisant», Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 4 
(1929) 5-149. Later, for instance, when treating Duns Scotus in the History of Christian 
Philosophy, Gilson barely mentions «intuitive cognition», without which we would today 
find it difficult to discuss the Subtle Doctor’s epistemology. Thus, the aspects of medieval 
theories of cognition that I consider here are only a few of those that should lead us to 
challenge Gilson’s emphases and change our histories. 
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«remembering» and «dreaming» could not be attributed uncontroversially 
to the intellect (intellectus) — as opposed to the mind (mens or animus), 
itself only a «part»of the soul (anima)9. In our times, too, the ascription of 
the processes of perception, some sorts of figuring things out, 
remembering or dreaming, to the human mind alone — indeed, to what is 
still called «the intellect» more often than not — is becoming ever less 
tenable. This is because the accumulating evidence from the study of other 
animals, especially of other primates, is increasingly revealing the 
implications for the brain and the mind of our evolutionary continuity 
with other species10- even if we also have in our souls gifts that are more 
directly God-given. Over the course of the last century, medievalists have 
introduced us to the efforts of medieval theologians to understand and 
explicate philosophically what it could mean for the human mind to be 


9 Thus, I believe it only introduces confusion to translate anima, animus, mens, 
and intellectus, as synonyms, as remains all too common. For recent examples in English- 
language works, see MARRONE, Light of thy Countenance, vol. 1, passim, as at p. 73, 
quoting Guillelmus De Alvernia (William of Auvergne), De Anima 7.6: «Since it is not 
possible for mind to understand without a phantasm — and I mean without a mental sign or 
intelligible form (...) it is necessary that intelligible signs or forms be in the understanding 
intellect» where the Latin reads «Quoniam autem non est possibilem animam intelligere 
sine phantasmate, et intendo sine signo vel forma intelligibili (...) necesse est apud 
intellectum intelligentem esse signa intelligibilia seu formas antedictas» (my emphases), 
having earlier (p. 50) also translated William's «virtus intellectiva» as «mind». Again, p. 
130, discussing John Pecham: «Indeed, he maintained that everything mind knew it 
perceived with assistance from the uncreated light», translating Pecham Quaestiones de 
anima, q. 5, «Igitur fatendum est quod intellectus humanus videt, quaecumque 
intellectualiter cognoscit, in ipso lumine increato» which states more precisely that 
«whatever the human intellect knows intellectually, it sees under that uncreated light». As 
a result of such imprecision, Marrone (p. 29 and p. 30 note 3), relying on Roger Bacon 
Opus maius pars 2, cap. 5, can mistakenly describe «the receptive possible intellect» as, 
for Roger Bacon, the «unique inherent cognitive power of the soul», where Bacon, who 
considers the interior senses also to be cognitive powers, discusses only intellectual 
knowledge. See Bacon, Opus maius, pars 5: Perspectiva, ed. and transl. D.C. LINDBERG in 
Roger Bacon and the Origins of Perspectiva in the Middle Ages: A Critical Edition and 
English Translation of Bacon's Perspectiva with Introduction and Notes, Oxford 1996, part 
1, d. 1 c.4, pp. 12-17. 

10 See, for instance, the speculations concerning the evolutionary of sign language 
and vocal language in R. Fours, Next of Kin: My Conversations with Chimpanzees, New 
York, 1997, 344-51; also C. ALLEN, «Animal Consciousness» in E.N. ZALTA (ed.) Stanford 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Summer 2003 Edition), URL = <plato.stanford.edu/ archives/ 
sum2003/entries/consciousness-animal», version of May, 11, 2003. 
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created in the Image of the Divine Mind, how the created intellect can 
arrive at an understanding of God, and when and how created intellects 
can see God. These are veins of research that are far from mined out. What 
is already clear, however, is that many theologians appreciated that, by 
taking heavenly wills and intellects into account, the parameters of their 
theories of human cognitive capacities and incapacities shiftedll. Yet 
medieval theories reached in the other direction, too. Here Richard Sorabji 
is surely correct in maintaining that the way in which a theory does (or 
does not) take into account other animals’ minds, will have entailments for 
the account of perception. As Sorabji makes the point: 


If animals are to be denied reason (logos) and with it, belief (doxa), then their 
perceptual content must be compensatingly expanded, to enable them to find their 
way in the world. On the other hand, [their perceptual content] must not be expanded 
in such a way that perception becomes tantamount to belief (...). It is not only 
perception that will need to be distinguished from belief, but the possession of 
concepts, memory, intention, emotion, and speech, if these too can be found in 
animals that lack belief12. 


11 Such approaches were deeply rooted in Augustine’s interpretation of the 
statement from Genesis, that «God created man in His own image,» as referring to the 
intellect, will, and memory comprising the mind (mens), that is, the rational faculties of the 
human soul. See, for instance, Augustinus, De Trinitate, W.J. MOUNTAIN (ed.), Turnhout 
1968, Lib. 10, cc. 11-12, vol. 50A, especially p. 330 (Corpus Christianorum, series Latina, 
vol. 50-50A). As Richard FitzRalph stated (c. 1330), In Sententias Petri Lombardi, Lib.1, 
q. 5, a. 4, 1f «in mente <hominis> non esset imago trinitatis secundum suos actus, et ita 
superflueret totus Augustini De Trinitate, cum ipse in toto libro nititur praecise declarare 
questionem: potest cognosci Trinitas increata ex istius imagine per eius trinitatem creatam» 
in Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale Latin 15853, f. 33vb; Oxford, Oriel College 15, f. 19vb. 
Peter Lombard’s Sentences, Lib. 1, d. 3, elaborated Augustine’s interpretation, thereby 
ensuring that theologians would consider the human mind in the context of Trinitarian 
thought; similarly, the Lombard’s treatment of angels and angelic cognition in the second 
book of the Sentences led his readers to compare human and angelic intellects. In addition 
to TACHAU, Vision and Certitude, pp. 40, 60-61, 122n, 173n, 254-55, see S.D. DUMONT, 
«Theology as a Science and Duns Scotus’s Distinction Between Intuitive and Abstractive 
Cognition», Speculum 64 (1989) 579-99; C. TROTTMANN, La Vision Béatifique des disputes 
scolastiques à sa définition par Benoît XII, Rome, 1995, pp. 54-59; R. FRIEDMAN, «In 
Principio Erat Verbum: The Incorporation of Philosophical Psychology into Trinitarian 
Theology, 1250-1325», Ph.D. dissertation, University of Iowa, 1997. 

12 R. SORABI, Animal Minds and Human Morals: the Origins of the Western 
Debate, Ithaca N.Y., 1993, p. 7. Concerning medieval Latin discussions of animal 
cognition, vd. M.E. REINA, «Un abbozzo di polemica sulla psicologia animale: Gregorio da 
Rimini contro Adamo Wodeham», in Ch. WENIN (ed.), L’homme et son univers au moyen 
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If we amend Sorabji’s term «speech»to «language»13, we can take 
Sorabji as having directed us to the centrifuge in which medieval scholars 
separated purely intellectual operations and their cognitive substance from 
other mental phenomena. Hence the importance of understanding a 
medieval author’s convictions concerning the workings of the senses, 
particularly the «internal» (or «interior») senses, beginning with 
perceptual processes, if we want to grasp that author’s views regarding the 
human intellect!4. 

For most of our medieval authors, as well as for the ancient scholars 
whose discussions they knew, the sense of sight, or vision, was the 
paradigmatic sense: that is to say, these authors assumed both that the most 
important of the external senses for humans is vision, and that, with a few 
modifications and a few caveats, an explanation of vision could serve as 


âge. Actes du septième congrès international de philosophie médiévale, Louvain-la-Neuve, 
1986, pp. 598-609; K.H. TAcHAU, «What Senses and Intellect Do: Argument and Judgment 
in Late Medieval Theories of Knowledge», in K. JACOBI (ed.), Argumentationstheorie: 
Scholastische Forschungen zu den logischen und semantischen Regeln korrekten Folgerns, 
Leiden, 1993, pp. 651-666. 

13 I think this amendment is not a modification, but simply a clarification, of 
Sorabji’s point. While the majority of human languages involve articulate speech, fully 
developed sign languages with syntax, semantics, and pragmatics (such as American Sign 
Language) surely count as «language»; and clearly, the ability to have, relate, and express 
the «concepts, memory, intention [and] emotion» that Sorabji enumerates, involves 
language per se, rather than, for instance, the command of written language or the 
anatomical equipment required for the vocal production of language. Thus, for instance, 
Augustinus, De magistro, G. WEIGEL (ed.), Vienna 1961, Lib. 3, c. 5 (Corpus Scriptorum 
Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum, 77), explicitly includes both dance and the «gestures» of the 
deaf in language. 

14 For an appreciation of the fact that medieval accounts of vision extended into the 
interior senses, I am indebted to A.M. SMITH, «Getting the Big Picture in Perspectivist 
Optics», Isis 72 (1981) 568-589. Both because medieval authors who wrote about 
cognition were not working on problems of cognitive psychology that were exclusively 
Aristotelian (or Peripatetic) and because the understanding of universals (which Aristotle 
assigned to the intellect) does not exhaust the abilities we or medieval authors attribute to 
the intellect, much less to the mind and/or brain, I cannot agree with L. SPRUIT, Species 
Intelligibilis: From Perception to Knowledge, I: Classical Roots and Medieval 
Discussions, Leiden, 1994, p. 23, that medieval authors’ accounts of «sense perception and 
intellectual cognition, respectively, are too different to justify a joint analysis.» How such 
a «joint analysis» can be re-oriented with valuable results is shown by the important, richly 
detailed recent study by M.E. REINA, Hoc Hic et Nunc: Buridano, Marsilio di Inghen e la 
conoscenza del singolare, Florence, 2002. 
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an account of perception itself. This assumption continues to pervade our 
thinking as well, for our languages remain replete with metaphors and 
idiomatic expressions that equate seeing with believing or knowing, and 
light’s properties with a range of psychological capacities. Yet, an account 
of perception need not begin with visionl5. Another good candidate for 
priority is the sense of hearing — especially given the stress upon language, 
both spoken and mental, as the sine qua non of rationality, more 
controversially as what distinguishes human beings from other animals, 
and as the usual vehicle of divine revelation to his prophets. One might 
also begin with hearing because of the ubiquitous importance of music 
both for human beings and many other animals as well. Clearly Augustine 
and al-Kindi among medieval authors laid great stress on hearing as well 
as sight, but, I think, they were exceptional!6. Yet consider the difference 
changing the paradigm would mean for one’s notions of the primitive 
«facts» of perception: one would want to account for the perceiver’s 
ability to discern and anticipate patterns, and to distinguish the 
components of the dynamic universe of onrushing sounds. Duration, the 
rhythms of stressed and unstressed pulses, the timbre, pitch, loudness, 
duration, or brevity of sounds must all be sorted out by ear and brain in 


15 Jt remains all too common to treat «visual perception» as completely coextensive 
with «perception» in philosophical studies. See, for example, the opening statement of the 
philosopher F. Jackson who, despite the title of his important Perception: A Representative 
Theory, Cambridge, 1977, explicitly treats only visual perception, as he admits at the 
outset, p. 1, incipit: «In this book I argue that the correct philosophical theory of perception 
is a representative one. By such a theory, I mean one which holds (...) that there are objects, 
variously called external, material or physical, which are independent of the existence of 
sentient creatures (...) (The restriction to visual perception — seeing — is to be understood 
throughout.)». 

16 Augustine’s famous discussion of time in his Confessions is also important as a 
treatment of the phenomena of hearing; see Augustinus, Confessiones, Lib. 11, c. 27 as well 
as, for example, De magistro 3.5 and De musica. The latter is discussed in the dated but 
still helpful K. MEYER-BAER, «Psychologic and Ontologic Ideas in Augustine’s De 
musica», Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism 11 (1953) 224-230, at pp. 226-27. For 
Abu Yusuf Ya’ qub ibn Ishaq al-Kindi, see the treatise translated as De radiis (or Theorica 
artium magicarum), in M.-T. D’ALVERNY and F. Hupry, «Al-Kindi De radiis», Archives 
d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du moyen äge 41 (1974) 139-259. In this work, al-Kindi, 
who also wrote extensively about music, indicates the effect of words when they are sung 
(e.g., 236-37, 239, 249), but attends especially to what we would term the «magical» 
effects of words. : 
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order for there to be perception, upon which apperceptual processes can be 
built17. 

By comparison, the world perceptible to the organs of the sense of 
sight — the world of light and colors — has seemed more static and even 
trivial. This seems among philosophers to go back to Bertrand Russell. In 
his early Exposition of the Philosophy of Leibniz, after arbitrarily defining 
«perception» as «the knowledge [of a proposition] that something exists», 
Russell announced that «whatever its causes are, in any particular case, 
becomes a purely empirical problem, which may be left wholly to 
Psychology»18. It is hard for me to see this blithe dismissal as anything 
other than naïve or disingenuous, for Russell here refuses to engage the 
core question that must be resolved if we want to treat perception either as 
in itself existential knowledge, or as giving rise to it. 

The effort by scholars to solve the «empirical problem» of the causes 
of the sense-perceptual contents of human and animal minds had begun 
with Plato and Aristotle, if not earlier. Aristotle frequently makes clear 
that, to arrive at scientific knowledge, with its certitude, one starts with the 
senses, particularly the sense of sight. In a passage familiar to many 
philosophers, the opening sentences of his Metaphysics, Aristotle tells us: 


All humans by nature desire to know. An indication of this [natural desire to know] 
is the delight we take in our senses; for even apart from their usefulness they are loved 
for themselves: and above all others the sense of sight. For not only with a view to 
action, but even when we are not going to do anything, we prefer sight to almost 
everything else. The reason is that only sight shows us the differences among 
things»19. 


17 See R. JouRDAIN, Music, The Brain, and Ecstasy: How Music Captures our 
Imagination, New York, 1997; P. ALPERSON, «‘Musical Time’ and Music as an ‘Art of 
Time’», Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism 38 (1980) 407-417. 

18 B. RUSSELL, A Critical Exposition of the Philosophy of Leibniz, Cambridge, 
1900, pp. 164-165 (Russell’s own view at this time): «Perception, we may say, is the 
knowledge of an existential proposition, not consciously inferred from any other 
proposition, and referring to the same or nearly the same time as that in which the 
knowledge exists. If this had been duly realized — if people had reflected that what is 
known is always a proposition — they would have been less ready to suppose that 
knowledge could be caused by what is known. (...) Thus perception and intellectual 
knowledge become much more akin than is generally supposed. (...) Whatever its causes 
are, in any particular case, becomes a purely empirical problem, which may be left wholly 
to Psychology». 

19 Aristoteles, Metaphysics, Book 1 (A), 1, transl. W.D. Ross, in J. BARNES (ed.), 
The Complete Works of Aristotle, Princeton 1984, p. 1552, as modified by Tachau, 
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When Roger Bacon quoted these words, he added a further claim that 
many, perhaps most, medieval readers of Aristotle would have considered 
obvious, that «by means of vision we acquire experiences that are certain 
of everything in the heavens and on earth»20. 

Having now consulted authorities, let us ask ourselves: When we 
humans open our eyes and look out at the world, what happens? At least 
since the ancient Greeks posed this question directly, it has been clear that 
a good, complete answer should explain how the outside world affects our 
eyes, thereby our brains, and consequently our consciousness; but we also 
want an answer that explains how each individual’s unique personal 
experiential history affects — or even effects — what happens on each 
occasion when s/he opens his or her eyes. Thus, we can describe the 
answer we are looking for as bifurcated, and how anyone answers each 
part will both depend upon and dictate an answer to the great enveloping 
metaphysical question that gave rise to Greek philosophy: what is the 
nature of reality? What is the world really like, and how are things really? 
This larger question remains at the core of western philosophical inquiry 
today, yoking metaphysics, vision, and epistemology. Quite recently, for 
instance, the philosopher Barry Stroud put the connection simply; in his 
words, finding out «what the world is really like (...) involves 
distinguishing what is really so from what only appears to be so, or 
separating reality as it is independently of us from what is in one way or 
another dependent on us and so misleads us as to what is really there»21. 
When we open our eyes, visual perception begins. The connection, then, 
between this bigger project and the question «when we open our eyes and 
look out at the world, what happens?» is ineluctable: 


We want to understand not only what gives rise to our perceivings and [consequent] 
believings but also whether what we perceive or come to think about the world 
represents it as it really is. In which respects does the world correspond to the ways 
we think it is, and in which not? (...) [This] is a question not only about the world, 


following Roger Bacon, Opus Maius pars 5: Perspectiva, part 1, d. 1, c.1, LINDBERG (ed.), 
pp. 2-3. 
20 Bacon, Opus Maius pars 5: Perspectiva, LINDBERG (ed.), p. 2, my translation. 
21 B. STROUD, The Quest for Reality: Subjectivism and the Metaphysics of Colour, 
Oxford, 2000, pp. 3-4. 
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and not only about our perceptions, thoughts, and beliefs about it, but also about the 
relation between them22. 


This is, Ithink, the reason Aristotle begins his Metaphysics as he does. 
Our contemporaries remain far from being able to give a complete answer 
to the question of what happens in sight and how. But like ancient and 
medieval scholars, scientists and philosophers recognize that both activity 
and receptivity are involved in the processes of seeing the world, retaining 
something from what is seen, and recalling or understanding what we have 
seen23. Activity and receptivity (in medieval parlance, passivity) on the 
part of the observer and on the part of the universe remain the ontological 
and epistemological Scylla and Charybdis between which accounts of 
vision have and must be navigated. The greater the activity of the world 
upon the observer, the more reason we have to worry that the universe is 
a deterministic one; the greater the activity of the observer’s eye and brain 
in representing the world to the mind, the more reason we have to worry 
that these representations are sufficiently arbitrary and unique to 
misrepresent the world or represent it incompletely24. Worse, these may 


22 B. STROUD, Quest, p. 6. Stroud here takes as given that cognition involves 
representation. As I only suggested in my Vision and Certitude, the centrality of theories 
of representation for medieval — and thereby modern ~ gnoseology can hardly be 
overstated; see now O. BOULNOIS, Étre et representation, une généalogie de la 
métaphysique moderne à l'époque de Duns Scot (XIIIe-XIVe siècle), Paris, 1999. 

23 For a contemporary example, see the neuroscientist A. DAMASIO (who refers to 
the brain's activity as «constructing» and «mapping», and to the perceived object 
«caus[ing] a change in» the organism), The Feeling of What Happens, Body and Emotion 
in the Making of Consciousness, New York, 1999, especially pp. 20-22, 146-149, 318-322. 
Among medieval scholars, John Duns Scotus's dual, concurrent modes of cognition — 
abstractive and intuitive — provided a widely influential account on which perception is 
both passive initially (in abstraction) and active initially (in intuition); see TACHAU, Vision 
and Certitude, pp. 55-81; BOULNOIS, Etre et représentation, pp. 42-43, 133-150. A post- 
medieval way of expressing the difference between the receptive and active processes lies 
in terming the former «sensation» and the latter «perception»; see A. BEN-ZEEV, «The 
Passivity Assumption of the Sensation-Perception Distinction», British Journal for the 
Philosophy of Science 35 (1984) 327-343. Lest one introduce anachronism into the 
explication of medieval theories, I believe it is preferable not to use the terms «sensation» 
and «perception» in this way rather than as synonymous. 

24 Of course, if, with the ancient Stoics, one is committed to an absolutely 
deterministic cosmos, then one would have to hold that, in vision, all activity on the part 
of the eye and brain is not arbitrary, but instead the result of prior, determining causes. 
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diverge so much from person to person that we can never actually have 
precisely the «same» perceptions or images in mind — or even ones 
sufficiently similar — to be talking about the same thing when we speak 
what’s on (or in) our minds. This conclusion would land us right back with 
Gorgias of Leontini25, which is not very far to have travelled in 2,500 years. 
With this glance at what is at stake, we are in a position to survey how 
Ancient authors in fact endeavored to explain optical phenomena. In brief, 
all scholars who addressed these posited that, for corporeal sight to occur, 
either the eye actively reaches out to the world by emitting something (a 
process historians of science call «extramission»), or the eye is the passive 
recipient of something from a somehow active object (a process termed 
«intromission»)26. The hypotheses as to how this contact occurs are 
needed because the visible object and the eye must be separated by an 
intervening, transparent medium — usually air, crystal, glass, and/or water 
— in order for sight to be possible. So the question arises: does the medium 
have a role to play in vision, or does it merely stand in the way? 
Aristotle provided an intromissionist account that was physically 
dependent upon a progressive transformation of the medium. On his 
account, the light (lux) of the sun actualizes the potential of the receiving 
air; as a result, the air becomes actually warm, the sky is actually colored 
blue and is actually visible. When the potential of the eye to sense that 
color and light has been actualized by the air touching the eye, the eye 
actually sees. Just as the air is actually colored, so, in the eye, the interior 
humors are actually (albeit temporarily) colored, thus producing the 
appropriate sensation27. This link in the chain was controversial in 


25 Gorgias of Leontini, ca. 480-399 B.C.E., was alleged to have maintained: (1) that 
nothing is; (2) that even if it be, it cannot be comprehended; and (3) even if someone could 
comprehend it, it could not be communicated to another. 

26 In the following treatment of theories of vision and the internal senses, I draw 
upon what I have written elsewhere, most recently in two articles co-authored with D.C. 
LINDBERG, «Perspectiva: La scienza della luce, del colore e della visione», for La scienza 
medievale, vol. 4 of Storia della scienza, Rome, 2002, pp. 397a-406b; and «The Science of 
Light and Color, Seeing and Knowing», the Cambridge History of Science (forthcoming). 
The best introduction to ancient theories is D.C. LINDBERG, Theories of Vision from al- 
Kindi to Kepler, Chicago, 1976, pp. 1-17. See also G. ROMEYER-DHERBEY, «Voir et 
toucher: le probléme de la prééminence d’un sens chez Aristote», Revue de Métaphysique 
et de Morale 96 (1991) 437-454. 

27 Aristoteles, De anima, 2.7, 418a26-418b17, 419a7-15; see also De sensu et 
sensato, 2-3, 438b1-439b10. 
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fourteenth-century Oxford, at least, and it has been deemed bizarre by at 
least one philosopher writing recently28. To understand it, one must 
appreciate that Aristotle was concerned to refute his philosophical 
predecessors’ distrust of sense perception as a source of veridical 
knowledge of the world. The importance for Aristotle of the eye’s 
becoming temporarily similar to the colored body arose from his 
conviction that the body’s organs experience what the world is really like 
precisely by means of such an assimilation. 

Yet the sensation of a color is not itself knowledge, but its 
prerequisite; hence, according to Aristotle, for both human beings and 
other animals, the process of progressive assimilation — a process that 
produces and depends upon «sensations and images remain[ing] in the 
sense-organs even when the sensible objects are withdrawn»29— must 
continue from the external organs into the heart and brain30. Thus, he 
theorized, when a person examines an extramental object, holding it in his 
hand while smelling and gazing upon it in the light, not just the eye, which 
receives the visual images of the object from the illuminated medium, but 
other exterior senses receive impressions whereby they are assimilated to 
the object: the nose receives odors, and tactile qualities are impressed upon 
the hand. These impressions along with other sensible features of the 
object (such as its motion or rest) common to more than one exterior sense 
are brought together in a «common sensation» (aisthesis koine). 

Although by aisthesis koine Aristotle evidently designated an activity, 
his readers generally read him as having posited an interior faculty or 


28 R. Woorr, «The Coloration of Aristotelian Eye-Jelly: A Note on On Dreams 
459b-460a», Journal of the History of Philosophy 37 (1999) 385-391. For arguments 
launched by Walter Burley and, in the next generation, during the debate between Robert 
Holcot and William Crathorn over whether an actual assimilation of cognizer to cognized 
object entails absurdities, see TACHAU, Vision and Certitude, pp. 254-255, 263-264. 

29 Aristoteles, De anima, Lib. 3, c. 2, 425b, which was, however, known to 
medieval readers as part of book 2; vd. Averroes Cordubensis, Commentarium Magnum In 
Aristotelis De Anima, F. S. CRAWFORD (ed.), Cambridge Mass. 1953, Lib. 2, comm. 138, p. 
339; also Aristoteles, De anima, Lib. 3, c. 8. 

30 H.A. WoLrson, «The Internal Senses in Latin, Arabic, and Hebrew 
Philosophical Texts», Harvard Theological Review 28 (1935) 69-133, remains 
fundamental. For the significance of Aristotle’s expansion of psychology beyond the study 
of the human soul to include those of animals, see GER LLOYD, Aristotelian 
Explorations, Cambridge, 1996, pp. 38-66; SORABII, Animal Minds, cc. 1-2. 
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capacity, the «common sense», that carries out this activity31. His readers 
agreed, too, that he had described other internal senses, although their 
number and names were a matter of some dispute. There was general 
acceptance of two further interior senses. The first of these, «phantasy», 
(phantastikon, translated into Latin variously as imaginatio and as 
phantasia), gains its name from the «appearances» (phantasmata, or 
phantasms) or residual perceptual impressions of sensed objects that it 
manipulates. For later use of the images of what the senses have perceived, 
such as the higher work of the rational (or intellectual) soul requires, these 
images must be retained somehow; the treasury that stores them is, 
Aristotle specifies, the interior sense (not intellectual faculty) of 
«memory» (Gk. mnemoneutikon, Lat. memoria). In addition, Galen, 
subsequent Neoplatonists, and Avicenna, noticed that Aristotle also 
referred to «cogitation» (Gk. dianoetikon, Lat. cogitatio), which they 
therefore transmitted as another interior sense32. 

Vision, as a paradigm of sensation, was to Aristotle, a result of 
physical and psychological phenomena to be explained, therefore, in 
physical terms. The coeval development of Greek mathematics meant that 
Euclid and his successors soon recognized that light and vision were 
susceptible to mathematical analysis. For our present purposes, we may 
pass over their remarkable (and still accepted) achievements, except to 
note that their mathematical treatment of vision depended upon the 


31 See J. BRUNSCHWIG, «Les multiples chemins aristotéliciens de la sensation 
commune», Revue de Métaphysique et de Morale 96 (1991) 455-473. 

32 See below and WOLFSON, «Internal Senses» 71-72. These exterior and interior 
senses do not exhaust the capacities of the «sensitive», «rational», and «vegetative» parts 
of the soul that Aristotle lists; moreover, he says little about the anatomical location of its 
various capacities. He does insist upon the capital role of the heart — as opposed to the brain 
— as the organic sine qua non of what makes us (and other animals) alive. In this sense, he 
considers the heart the «home» of the sensitive soul, including the common sense. He 
accepts that a healthy heart, which is one in which the humors are at equilibrium, is hot; 
and that the brain, to which animation is brought from the heart, is, by comparison, 
normally cold. This last feature makes it ideal for preserving images of things seen, just as 
refrigeration preserves foods; hence Aristotle clearly locates phantasy and memory in the 
brain. See E. CLARKE, «Aristotelian concepts of the form and function of the Brain», 
Bulletin of the History of Medicine 37 (1963) 1-14. REINA, Hoc Hic et Nunc, delineates the 
disputes at Paris among fourteenth-century scholars as to which interior senses Aristotle 
had described, whether the existence of any others should be admitted, and whether the 
common sense is lodged in the heart or brain. 
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hypothesized existence of a «visual cone» formed of rectilinear visual rays 
radiating from a common apex in the observer’s eye, to the object that, 
upon the rays’ contact, the observer perceives. The construct of a visual 
cone made it possible, for example, to explain by simple geometry how 
one perceives the height and size of distant objects: objects reached by 
rays high in the visual cone appear higher than those intercepted lower in 
that cone, and the visible object’s perceived size will be proportional to the 
angle formed in the eye by the visual rays tangent upon its periphery. The 
geometrical power of the hypothesis of such visual cones reinforced the 
plausibility of the extramissionist understanding of vision one could derive 
from Plato’s remarks, and which were made explicit by Ptolemy. He, of all 
the Greek and Hellenistic mathematicians, was most responsible for 
bringing together in his work the shared geometrical foundations of optics 
and astronomy — if for no other reason than to reach a mathematical 
understanding of the problems posed for observation of celestial 
phenomena by the reflection and refraction of light, and thereby a means 
of correcting for the resulting perceptual distortions33. Medieval readers 
came to recognize that the Euclidean and Ptolemaic approach might help 
to establish whether we perceive the world as it really is, because it offered 
a potential mathematical route to distinguishing veridical from erroneous 
perception, by allowing one to account for the resolution and apparent 
size, shape, and placement of objects as a function of their distance from 
the observer and their orientation with respect to the line of sight34. 

A final scholar whom we should take into account is the physician 
Galen (d. after 210 A.D.). For historians of optical thought, Galen has been 
memorable above all for his contributions to opthalmology. His work on 
the anatomy and physiology of the eye and optic nerves was, to be sure, 


33 See A.M. SMITH, «Ptolemy’s Search for a Law of Refraction: A Case-Study in 
the Classical Methodology of ‘Saving the Appearances’ and its Limitations», Archive for 
History of Exact Sciences 26 (1982) 221-240. In medieval Latin, the visual cone was 
usually termed a «pyramid»; see LINDBERG, Theories of Vision, pp. 263-264, note 8. 

: 34 LINDBERG, Theories of Vision, chapter 1; S. BERRYMAN, «Euclid and the Sceptic: 
A Paper on Vision, Doubt, Geometry, Light and Drunkenness», Phronesis: A Journal of 
Ancient Philosophy 43 (1998) 176-196; A.M. SMITH, «Ptolemy, Alhacen, and Kepler and 
the Problem of Optical Images», Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 8 (1998) 9-44, especially 
pp- 20-21. For Pierre Auriol’s explicit reliance to this purpose on «intentional» lines of 
sight and visual «pyramids» (i.e., cones) derived from Alhacen’s «intellectual» lines and 
«imaginable» visual pyramids, see REINA, Hoc Hic et Nunc, pp. 40-43. 
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detailed, largely accurate, and medically important, yet this hardly 
exhausted his significance for medieval scientist-philosophers interested 
in cognition. Galen was, after all, a great if eclectic scholar who studied 
and contributed to Platonic, Stoic, and Peripatetic philosophy35. From the 
Stoics, he drew the fundamental agent of perception in his extramissionist 
theory of vision: the pneuma conveyed from the brain by the optic nerves 
to the eye. On Galen’s account, when we open our eyes and look out upon 
the world, this pneuma emerges from our eyes. Transforming the 
transparent air that surrounds us into an extension of the optic nerve, the 
pneuma makes the medium an instrument of vision, capable of perceiving 
the objects it touches and of conveying its perceptions of them back within 
us to the brain36. There these perceptions are impressed, with these 
impressions in turn providing the requisite basis of other psychological 
processes: the completion of perception, and with it, consciousness, the 
storage of sensed images, memory, and so on. According to Galen, the 
psychic pneuma carries out these processes in distinct regions of the brain, 
evidently within the tissue of the brain itself37. It is worth remarking, 
however, that late antique and medieval scholars often attributed to Galen 
the view that these operations took place instead in the four structures of 
the brain known as its «cavities» or, more commonly, «ventricles». (These 
are features of the brain’s anatomy that do exist38.) 


35 For Galen’s philosophical formation and contributions, see J. WHITTAKER, 
«Plotinus at Alexandria: Scholastic Experiences in the Second and Third Centuries», 
Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 8 (1997) 159-190, at pp. 172-185; 
S. EBBESEN, Commentators and commentaries on Aristotle's Sophistici Elenchi: a Study of 
post-Aristotelian ancient and medieval writings on fallacies, Leiden, 1981, vol. 1, pp. 56- 
57, 78-87. 

36 LINDBERG, Theories of Vision, pp. 9-11; G. Lesses, «Content, Cause, and Stoic 
Impressions», Phronesis: A Journal of Ancient Philosophy 43 (1998) 1-25; WHITTAKER, 
«Plotinus at Alexandria» 172-185; F. SALMÓN, «The Many Galens of the Medieval 
Commentators on Vision», Revue d’histoire des sciences 50 (1997) 397-419. 

37 J. LEYACKER, «Zur Entstehung der Lehre von den Hirnventrikeln als Sitz 
psychischer Vermégen», Archiv fiir Geschichte der Medezin 19 (1927) 253-286, at 257- 
261; W. PAGEL, «Medieval and Renaissance Contributions to Knowledge of the Brain and 
its Function», in F.N.L. Poynter (ed.), The History and Philosophy of Knowledge of the 
Brain and its Functions, Oxford, 1958, pp. 95-114, pp 97-99; Smith, «Getting the Big 
Picture» 572-575. 

38 Medieval authors’ location of these functions in the ventricles is, on current 
evidence, mistaken, but not silly in light of the ongoing effort among neuroscientists to 
establish the locales responsible for many mental processes. For the structures of the brain, 
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Given the multiple fronts on which Greek and Hellenistic scholars 
had proceeded to analyse the workings of light and vision, it is not 
surprising that for most, if not all, late antique schools of thought, light 
was at the core of the metaphysical and cosmological theories, with vision 
correspondingly accorded primacy in accounts of the processes by which 
a person encounters, records, recalls, interacts with, and comes to 
understand the cosmos. Yet, the bringing together of the diverse theoretical 
concerns, with the correspondingly diverse explananda of the Platonic, 
Euclidean, Aristotelian, and Stoic traditions, a process of synthesis begun 
by Ptolemy and Galen, was due above all to the Neoplatonists. Their 
theories of light have attracted considerable attention among historians of 
philosophy; here I wish to stress only two points. First, Plotinus and his 
Neoplatonist followers were deeply committed to the harmonization of 
Aristotle’s thought with Plato’s, and to the absorption of views from other 
philosophical schools that could be made compatible with their own39; as 


see N.C. ANDREASEN, The Broken Brain: The Biological Revolution in Psychiatry, New 
York, 1984, p. 99, fig. 4. Galen, like Herophilus before him, evidently knew the two lateral 
ventricles of the frontal lobe, the third ventricle near the center of the brain, and the fourth 
in the cerebellum. Because there were no ancient and medieval conventions for precisely 
depicting the verbal anatomical descriptions in Galen’s medical works, and few 
manuscripts contained sketches of the brain’s anatomy, medieval and early-modern readers 
had difficulty establishing exactly which anatomical features of the brain were the 
«ventricles» to which Galen (and subsequent physicians) referred. Many scholars reduced 
the number of ventricles to three, and several manuscript images that do exist have seemed 
to twentieth-century scholars to show a division of the brain into frontal, temporal, and 
occipital lobes; moreover, medieval authors frequently termed these ventricles «cells» 
(cellulae). Thus imagery and terminology have exacerbated the tendancy of modern 
scholars to dismiss or mistranslate medieval authors’ views; see, for instance, William of 
Auvergne, The Soul, 5.5, transl. R.J. TESKE, Milwaukee, 2000, p. 194: «In the human body 
there is a suitability for receiving intelligible forms (...) [which] they locate in the middle 
compartment of the head, in which they suppose such a suitability exists, because even the 
physicians commonly call that compartment the compartment of reason, just as they 
usually call the posterior part of the head the memorative compartment, and the anterior 
part the imaginative compartment» (my emphases), where the Latin reads «cellula capitis», 
for each instance of «compartment» in Guillelmi Alverni Episcopi Parisiensis.... Opera 
omnia, Paris 1674, vol. 2 suppl. p. 119a. William here reveals at least indirect familiarity 
with the Nemesian scheme of interior senses, for which see note 41 below. 

39 On Neoplatonist «harmonization» of Plato and Aristotle, see K. VERRYCKEN, 
«Philoponus’ Interpretation of Plato’s Cosmogony», Documenti e studi sulla tradizione 
filosofica medievale 8 (1997) 269-318, at pp. 270-274 and, in the same volume, I. HADOT, 
«Aspects de la théorie de la perception chez les néoplatoniciens: sensation (aisqhsis), 
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a result, generations of their medieval readers made the same effort to 
synthesize, rather than sever, Aristotelian and Platonic teachings — and 
nowhere more so than in accounts of light and vision. Second, it is worth 
observing that the Plotinus knew and accepted Galen’s anatomical and 
physiological evidence that the starting point of sense perception 
(including visual perception), of the subsequent sensory evaluation or 
«judgment» of what the eyes have seen, and such other functions as 
imagination, lay in the brain and required its use of the body’s nerves. This 
may seem obvious to us, but it was by no means undisputed in Plotinus’s 
time; some ancient Peripatetic authors (such as Alexander of Aphrodesias) 
ascribed these powers instead to the heart40. That the Galenic view came 
to predominate was thanks in no small measure to Plotinus’s late fourth- 
century Christian follower, the physician Nemesius of Emessa. In his On 
the Nature of Man, a treatise synthesizing the views of Platonist, 
Aristotelian, Stoic, and other authors with those of Galen, Nemesius 
located the soul’s «ruling» faculties as distinguished by Galen within the 
brain’s ventricles. Assigning the coming together of the various external 
senses’ impressions or images in the imagination to the frontal (or 
anterior) ventricles, Nemesius allocated sensory cogitation and reason to 
the middle ventricle (thus providing the meeting grounds for the soul’s 
sensory and intellectual faculties), while situating memory in the posterior 
ventricle41. 

As historians have long realised, the teachings of Nemesius, Galen, 
and Plotinus were not directly available to medieval readers in the Latin 
west before the eleventh century; nevertheless, to some extent their 
doctrines on vision, the interior senses, and cognition were transmitted via 
Augustine. For Augustine, the crucial feature of vision to be explained is 


sensation commune (koinh aisqhsis), sensibles communs(koina aisqhta) et conscience de 
soi (sunaisqhsis)» 33-86, especially at pp. 78-80. 

40 T. TIELEMAN, «Plotinus on the Seat of the Soul: Reverberations of Galen and 
Alexander in Enn. IV, 3 [27], 23», Phronesis: A Journal of Ancient Philosophy 43 (1998) 
306-325. In the thirteenth century, Roger Bacon drew explicit attention to Aristotle's own 
insistence that not just the brain, but also the heart was an instrument of sensation; see 
Bacon, Opus maius, pars 5: Perspectiva, LINDBERG (ed.), part 1, d. 1, c. 5, lin. 282-290, pp. 
18-21. See above, note 32, regarding Aristotle's views on the heart as the «home» of the 
sensitive soul. 

4| Némésius d'Émése, De natura Hominis traduction de Burgundio de Pise, G. 
VERBEKE and J.R. MONCHO (eds.), Leiden 1975, c. 5, 7, 9, 12, on pp. 71, 81, 86, 89. 
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the active effort, even initiative, of the viewer, who chooses to focus 
attention upon some objects or fields and not others — an active 
engagement achieved partly by the extramitted visual rays that Augustine 
accepted from Plotinus as well as Stoic sources. Like them, too, Augustine 
admitted that the viewer was also a recipient, not only of an exterior light 
that was also required for vision to occur, but also of an image (or 
«species») of the seen object that the viewer’s memory would receive and 
retain42. Yet, like Plato himself, Augustine was interested in the corporeal 
vision of physical objects «by the [extramitted] visual rays that shine 
through the eyes and touch whatever we see», primarily as a model for 
understanding how the «mind’s gaze» (acies mentis) actively reaches 
toward and achieves intellectual knowledge or spiritual understanding of 
intelligible objects — including, Augustine stressed, God43. When 
thirteenth-century theologians turned to the mathematical and scientific 
study of light and vision, they found encouragement in Augustine’s frequent 
allusions to the spiritual implications of both sensory and intellectual sight. 

Only in the ninth through twelfth centuries C.E. were intellectuals 
able to surpass the competing theoretical approaches of the ancient Greek 
and Hellenistic philosophers, mathematicians, and physicians; that 
achievement belonged to polymaths writing in Arabic in the Islamic 
world. The most notable of these scholars were al-Kindi, Avicenna, 
Alhacen, and Averroes (as they where known to Latin readers from the 
thirteenth century on). These great scholars’ achievements in explaining 
the workings of light, vision, and cognition based upon vision, have been 
discussed in detail by several scholars44. Here it will be useful to stress 
just a few points. First and most important: al-Kindi theorized and 


42 See M. MILES, «Vision: The Eye of the Body and the Eye of the Mind in Saint 
Augustine’s De Trinitate and Confessions», The Journal of Religion (1983) 125-142. 

43 As Augustine states, for instance, in Augustinus, De magistro, c. xii, 39-40. 
Although his medieval readers generally treated corporeal and intellectual vision as a 
dichotomy, Augustine actually posited a trinity of visions: corporeal, intellectual, and 
spiritual. See especially Miles, pp. 126-127, 129. 

44 LINDBERG, Theories of Vision; SMITH, «Getting the Big Picture»; G.F. VESCOVINI, 
Studi sulla prospettiva medievale, Torino, 1965; A.I. SABRA, «Sensation and Inference in 
Alhazen’s Theory of Visual Perception», in P. MACHAMER and R.G. TURNBULL (eds.), 
Studies in Perception: Interrelations in the History of Philosophy and Science, Columbus 
Ohio, 1978, pp. 160-185; B. Eastwoop, «Al-Farabi on Extramission, Intromission, and the 
Use of Platonic Visual Theory», Isis, 70 (1979) 423-425; D RAYNAUD, «Ibn al-Haytham 
sur la vision binoculaire: un précurseur de l’ optique physiologique», Arabic Sciences and 
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Alhacen systematized that visible objects radiate their perceptible 
features pointilistically45. This is the technical way of saying that each 
dot46 of an object’s surface multiplies only an image (or species) of that 
dot, not an image of the whole, and it means that, if one takes a blue globe, 
from every dot on its surface, light will radiate rectilinearly in all 
directions. When some of these rays fall upon an eye, they will produce an 
apparently unified image, just as the pixels captured by radiating photons 
do in a digital camera. Anyone who has used a digital camera or a 
computer should understand the basic correctness of al-Kindi’s and 
Alhacen’s insight, for our theory of photons’ radiation is its more 
sophisticated child. The light source produces (or emits) photons, which 
we do not see with our eyes; but these photons can produce an image under 
certain conditions on specifiable surfaces. This pointillistic radiation of 
light was the core of Robert Grosseteste’s and Roger Bacon’s theory of the 
«multiplication of species» and, I would argue, is fundamentally correct 
insofar as it explains how a coherent image can be formed in the eye by a 
non-coherent process. In my opinion, there are plenty of remaining 


Philosophy, 13 (2003) 79-99; TACHAU, «Et maxime visus, cuius species venit ad stellas et 
ad quem species stellarum veniunt: Perspectiva and Astrologia in Late Medieval 
Thought», La Visione e lo sguardo nel Medio Evo, Florence 1998, vol. 1, 201-224 
(Micrologus 5). 

45 See LINDBERG, Theories of Vision, pp. 18-32, 58-86. For al-Kindi’s optical work, 
see al-Kindi Liber de causis diversitatum aspectus, H. HUGONNARD-ROCHE (ed.) in R. 
RASHED (ed.), Oeuvres philosophiques et scientifiques d’al-Kindi, vol. 1: L’Optique et la 
catoptrique, Leiden 1997, pp. 437-534. For the Arabic work that Latin readers knew as 
Alhacen's De aspectibus, see The Optics of Ibn al-Haytham, Books I-III on Direct Vision, 
2 vols., A.I. SABRA (ed. and transl), London 1989; for the Latin text, Opticae thesaurus. 
Alhazeni Arabis libri septem ... Item vitellonis Thuringopoloni libri X, F. RISNER (ed.), 
Basel 1572, and now A.M. SMITH, Alhacen's Theory of Visual Perception: A Critical 
Edition, with English Translation and Commentary, of the first Three Books of Alhacen's 
De aspectibus, the medieval Latin version of Ibn al-Haytham’s Kitab al-Manazir, 
Philadelphia, 2001. Al-Kindi’s account of radiation from visible objects was part of his 
larger theory that the universe is a vast network of radiating forces, as he explains in his 
treatise De radiis (note 16, above); see P. TRAVAGLIA, Magic, Causality, and Intentionality. 
The Doctrine of Rays in al-Kindi, Florence, 1999; R. RASHED, «L’Optique géométrique», 
in R. RASHED and R. MORELON (eds.) Histoire des sciences arabes, vol. 2 Mathématiques 
et physique, Paris, 1997, pp. 293-318, especially pp. 296-305. 

46 Although, as the term «pointillistic» implies, authors speak of the «points» on 
the surface, these cannot be geometrical points strictly speaking; hence, my choice of a 
term that describes a physical space sufficiently small to border invisibility. 
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problems that the perspectivists’ accounts could not solve, but any 
philosopher — whether Peter Olivi, William of Ockham, or Etienne Gilson 
— who considers these «specks» (species) to be intermediary images 
themselves, is mistaken about what the perspectivist theory postulates — or 
at least, such a philosopher should have the same objection to 
contemporary physicists’ theories today47. 

What makes the story more complicated was the effort of Roger 
Bacon and others to combine this theory with Avicenna’s account of 
perception and its results, which Bacon knew from the two works 
available in Latin in which Avicenna had treated vision, the interior senses, 
and their workings at length. The first, a portion of his Kitab al-Shifa, 
circulated as a commentary on Aristotle’s On the Soul (De anima); the 
other, his Kitab al-Qanun fi 'l-Tibb, or Canon of Medicine (Liber canonis), 
incorporated opthalmology as well. Among Avicenna’s most significant 
contributions in these and other explications of vision were his extensive 
refutations of extramissionist accounts. He rejected any construal of the 
extramitted visual cone as a physical reality, either as posited by Ptolemy 
or modified by others, such as al-Kindi48. Avicenna also pointed to 
absurdities entailed by the Galenic hypothesis of a pneuma emitted from 


47 This is a point I have tried to make in Vision and Certitude, at p. 44, note 53, and 
pp. 129-135. A.S. McGRADE has defended Ockham’s critique in «Seeing Things: Ockham 
and Representationalism», in C. WENIN (ed.), L’Homme et son Univers, 591-597, and 
«Some Varieties of Skeptical Experience», in O. PLUTA (ed.), Die Philosophie im 14. und 
15. Jahrhundert In memoriam Konstanty Michalski (1879-1947), Amsterdam, 1988, pp. 
421-438. I do not intend here to rule out that there are reasonable objections — physicists 
may, after all, someday replace the current understanding of light, so it cannot be an 
absolute standard against which to gauge medieval theories — but I am urging that any 
objections to the theory be lodged only against what actually is the theory. E. GILSON, it 
seems to me on his own admission, had no such clarity regarding the theory, given his 
remarks in his History of Christian Philosophy, pp. 300-301: «The more interesting part of 
his [Roger Bacon’s] work is his theory of the multiplication, or propagation, of species. It 
is directly inspired of Robert Grosseteste and of the optics of the Arabs. The very notion of 
‘species,’ in its meaning of physical or spiritual emanations flowing from beings and 
reaching other things, is one of the most confused we find in mediaeval philosophy. 
Grosseteste and Bacon have attempted to give it a scientific meaning....» (my emphases). 

48 LINDBERG, Theories of Vision, pp. 43-52, for further detail; also G. VERBEKE, 
«Introduction sur la doctrine psychologique d’Avicenne», in Avicenna Latinus Liber de 
anima sive Sextus de naturalibus, ed. S. VAN RIET, 2 vols., Louvain/Leiden 1968, 1972, 
vol. 1, pp. 65*-78*. 
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the eyes, capable of converting the surrounding air into a further 
instrument of vision49. Instead, Avicenna held with Aristotle that when 
rays of light from a luminous source strike a visible object, they actualise 
its color, and by illuminating any transparent medium that intervenes 
between this object and a viewer, they enable such a medium to transmit 
the object’s colored form to the eye’s crystalline humor. Varying strengths 
of light activate the transmission of forms of varying clarity and intensity. 
A form thus transmitted is an image or «simulacrum» of the object which 
it therefore represents, and a form’s reception by the sense organ of a 
sentient being initiates, for Avicenna as for Aristotle, a process of sensory 
cognition by assimilation50. Indeed, the impression of visible forms on the 
crystalline humor of the eye does not in itself complete vision. This occurs 
only when the impressed forms have first been transmitted as successive 
impressions from each eye, via the pneuma in the optic nerves, to their 
juncture (the optic chiasma); have then been fused there into one 
similitude; and finally, when that likeness has been transmitted to the 
pneuma flowing in the anterior ventricle of the brain. There the common 
sense and retentive imagination have access to the impressed forms of 
objects transmitted by any of the five exterior senses51. 

In different treatises Avicenna proposed differing schemas of interior 
senses, but always located them in the ventricles of the brain and made 
clear that all depend upon the flow of the vital spirit (pneuma) back and 
forth through these cavities. Although Avicenna does not sharply 
distinguish the common sense and retentive imagination in his Canon of 
medicine, in his On the soul, these are the first two of five interior senses. 
The common sense accepts the forms transmitted to it from the five 


49 Avicenna, De anima, VAN RIET (ed), Lib.3, cc. 1-5; see G. VERBEKE, 
«Introduction», pp. 63*- 83*; Lindberg, Theories of Vision, 47-49. 

50 Avicenna, De anima, VAN RIET (ed.), Lib. 3, cc. 7-8, discussed in G. VERBEKE, 
«Introduction», pp. 74*, 84*-85*. Ancient Epicureans had used the Latin term 
«simulacrum» to translate the Greek atomists’ «eidola», for the material skin-like replica 
cast off by visible bodies. Its use in the Latin translation of Avicenna, however, probably 
does not signal any effort to reconcile Epicurean and Aristotelian accounts of vision. On 
the crucial role played by Avicenna’s De anima in establishing representation at the core 
of cognition, see BOULNOIS, ÉEtre et representation, 9, 69-70. 

51 Avicenna, De anima, VAN RIET (ed.), Lib. 3, c. 1, 3, 7-8, pp. 173, 194, 254-271; 
see VERBEKE, «Introduction», pp. 74*, 83*-86*; LINDBERG, Theories of Vision, 49-52; R. 
Harvey, The Inward Wits, Psychological Theory in the Middle Ages and Renaissance, 
London, 1975, c. 1. 
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external senses; it can then combine these forms to produce a compound 
image of the sensible object, and to produce awareness of such «common 
sensibles» as movement and rest, which are transmitted but not perceived 
by external senses. After this, the adjacent retentive imagination 
(imaginatio) is available to store these newly compounded sensible forms 
or images52. The middle ventricle is occupied, according to Avicenna, by 
the «cogitative» sense and the «estimative» sense (vis estimativa). Each is 
capable of adjudicative operations, or «sense judgment». The first of these, 
the «cogitative» sense, also known as the «formative» or «imaginative» 
sense, is the sensitive soul’s power for «imagining» or «phantasizing», that 
is, for creating new images from those presented by the imagination. It is 
here that the intellectual part of the soul taps into the sensory realm. 
«Cogitation’s» activities are closely related to those of the other sense in 
this ventricle, «estimation», the faculty by which animals and people 
notice «intentions» — not impressed sensible forms per se, but such 
properties as pleasantness, friendship, painfulness, or hostility exuded by 
the perceived object. Use of this power allows a lamb, for example, to 
discern the danger to itself in its very first approaching wolf; the same 
faculty enables us to make perceptual distinctions before we think about 
them53. The final interior sense is housed in the the third, or posterior 
chamber of the brain: this is sense memory (as distinct from intellectual 
memory), which preserves the estimative sense’s intentions. The 
Avicennean hypothesis of a distinct estimative sense, with the 
concommitant treatment of sense-memory as merely retentive (and not 
also perceptive), provoked controversy and was indeed rejected outright 
by Averroess4. . 


52 Avicenna, VAN RIET (ed.), Lib. 1, c. 5; Lib. 4, c. 1-2; Lib. 5, c. 8. In this edition, 
vol. 2, see G. VERBEKE, «Une conception spiritualiste de l'homme», pp. 49*-50*, for the 
different schemas of internal senses in Avicenna’s other works. For example, in other works 
and in some portions of the De anima itself, Avicenna terms the common sense «phantasia» 
(Arabic bantasia); see also WOLFSON, «Internal Senses» 92, 95-97. 

53 Avicenna, De anima, VAN RIET (ed.), Lib. 4, c. 1, vol. 2, pp. 6-8. See VERBEKE, 
«Introduction», pp. 34*-63*, 90*; D. BLACK, «Estimation (Wahm) in Avicenna: the Logical 
and Psychological Dimensions», Dialogue 32 (1993) 219-258; BLACK, «Avicenna on the 
Ontological and Epistemic Status of Fictional Beings», Documenti e studi sulla tradizione 
filosofica medievale 8 (1997) 425-454; WOLFSON, «Internal Senses» 95-100; Smith, «Big 
Picture». 

54 Avicenna, De anima, VAN RIET (ed.), Lib. 4, c. 1, vol. 2, pp. 8-10; WOLFSON, 
«Internal Senses» 101-102, 107-109; D. BLACK, «Memory, Individuals, and the Past in 
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There is much that is both Aristotelian and Galenic in Avicenna’s 
treatment of these «inward wits»; nevertheless, Avicenna owes as much to 
Greek and Arabic Neoplatonism, including their belief in the superiority of 
intellectual to sensory experience. He shared, too, their conviction that, 
just as the sun or another luminous source must illuminate visible objects 
and transparent media for corporeal vision to be brought about, so for 
rational understanding, a higher, intelligible light must shine upon the 
intellectual part of a soul and emanate intelligible forms to it. Even then, 
for reason to reach understanding, it must already have been well prepared 
by its own study of those traces of past sense experience that the 
imagination and memory have retained55. The parallels that Avicenna thus 
described between the effects of real, sensible, visible light and of an 
equally real, but intelligible, invisible light might be of little interest for 
the historian of perspectiva were it not for the similarities to Augustine’s 
thinking — similarities that, by strengthening the appearance of 
convergence, facilitated the reception of Avicenna and ultimately Alhacen 
as sources compatible with patristic wisdom. 

The first Latin author to have tried to absorb the technical optical 
literature coming from the Islamic world seems to have been Grosseteste, 
who drew upon it to sketch a scientific answer to our question, «what 
happens when we open our eyes»? According to Grosseteste, what we see 
with our.eyes when we look at a visible object are light and colors — colors 
being the original light of the universe as incorporated into transparent 
material bodies (thus literally «embodied»). These colors on the object’s 
surface are its visible aspects, form, or «species»; and when they are 
suffused with rays of light, they generate rays in turn, multiplying 
themselves from every point on the surface rectilinearly in all directions. 
Sight, however, also requires that this radiation from the visible object of 
its visible «species» interact with a visual spirit made, Grosseteste says, 
«of the same nature as the sun's light» that emanates from the eye56. This 


Averroes’s Psychology», Medieval Philosophy and Theology 5 (1996) 161-187. See also 
T.-A. DRUART, «Imagination and the Soul Body Problem in Arabic Philosophy», in A.-T. 
TYMIENIECKA (ed.), Soul and Body in Husserlian Phenomenology, Man and Nature, 
Boston, 1983, pp. 327-342. For the critique by Marsilius of Inghen, see REINA, Hoc Hic et 
Nunc, pp. 300-306. 

55 G. VERBEKE, «Conception spiritualiste», pp. 63*-73*. 

56 Robertus Grosseteste, De operationibus solis, in J. McEvoy, «The Sun as res 
and signum: Grosseteste’s Commentary on Ecclesiasticus ch. 43, vv. 1-5», Recherches de 
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is ultimately the view of both Plato and Galen, and it means that, for 
Grosseteste as for al-Kindi, the eye, like all other objects in the universe, 
is active in this process57: it sends forth its visual spirit. Yet the eye is also 
the recipient, a fact that guarantees that there is an objective core to what 
we perceive: because this extramental radiation would exist even if we did 
not, the outside world and its arrangement produce what reaches the eye’s 
visible spirit. When, as a result, the eye has received this form, the act of 
vision is complete, according to Grosseteste, but the work of the interior 
senses — by which we know what we see — has yet to begin. Grosseteste 
enumerates four such senses, which he locates in the cavities of the brain 
that, after Nemesius, had been reduced to three by Augustine, among 
others58. In the brain’s first «cell», are the common sense and the 


théologie ancienne et médiévale 41 (1974) 38-91, at parag. 7, pp. 69-71; De iride, L. BAUR 
(ed.), Die philosophischen Werke des Robert Grosseteste, Bischofs von Lincoln, in Beiträge 
zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters 9 (1912) pp.72-73; De luce seu 
inchoatione formarum, Baur (ed.), philosophischen Werke, pp. 52-56; In posteriorum 
analyticorum libros, P. Rossi (ed.), Florence 1981, 2.4, p. 386; Hexaémeron, R.R. DALES 
and S. GIEBEN (eds.), London 1982, 10.1-2, pp. 97-99 (Auctores Britannici Medii Aevi 6). 
Grosseteste is not drawing directly on Plato, but on Augustine, as McEvoy and Lindberg 
document, for which see D.C. LINDBERG, «The Genesis of Kepler's Theory of Light: Light 
Metaphysics from Plotinus to Kepler», Osiris 2d series 2 (1986) pp. 4-42; see also K. 
HEDWIG, Sphaera Lucis: Studien zur Intelligibilität des Seienden im Kontext der 
mittelalterlichen Lichtspekulation, in Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und 
Theologie des Mittelalters n. f. 18 (1980); A. SPEER, «'Lux est Prima Forma Corporalis,’ 
Lichtphysik oder Lichtmetaphysik bei Robert Grosseteste?», Medioevo, Rivista di storia 
della filosofia medievale 20 (1994) 51-76. 

57 His Neoplatonic sources, notably the pseudo-Dionysius and Augustine, 
confirmed for Grosseteste that an original point of light had, by «multiplying itself», 
generated the entire universe of concentric spheres. Almost certainly, he had read al- 
Kindi's De radiis, for Grosseteste's doctrine of the universal agency of the «multiplication» 
of light restates the Persian scholar's doctrine of the universal radiation of force. Like al- 
Kindi, Grosseteste argued that every object in the universe innately — that is, by its nature 
— acts on its surroundings through the emanation of its likeness or «species» in all 
directions. Although Grosseteste also termed what radiates «power» or «force» (vis or 
virtus), he preferred the Augustinian term «species.» See notes 45-47, above, and 
Grosseteste, De luce, BAUR (ed.), philosophischen Werke, pp. 51-52; De lineis, angulis, et 
figuris, ed. BAUR, philosophischen Werk, pp. 59-65. See also LINDBERG, Theories of Vision, 
pp. 97-98. 

58 Augustinus, De Genesi ad Litteram 7.18, as quoted in LEYACKER, «Entstehung 
der Lehre» p. 255. 
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imagination; nearby, in the middle cell resides the estimative sense; and 
within the brain’s rearmost cavity lies the memory59. 

But the senses, both external and interior, are only part of the story. 
For Grosseteste, the pseudo-Dionysius and Augustine had thoroughly 
established that the human mind experiences intellectual insights and 
understanding regarding intelligible objects (such as mathematical objects, 
Forms, universals, or truths) by real processes that are precisely like those 
by which corporeal vision of visible objects are brought about. Grosseteste 
states explicitly and more than once that this is the case. He does so in 
influential works, including his commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics 
— the commentary that would introduce several generations of students to 
Aristotle’s theory of scientific method. There, Grosseteste stresses: 


I [Grosseteste] therefore say that there is a spiritual light (lux spiritualis) that floods 
over intelligible objects (res intelligibiles) and over the mind’s eye (oculus mentis) — 
[this is a light] that is related to the interior eye and to intelligible objects just as the 
corporeal sun relates to the bodily eye and to corporeal visible objects. Therefore, the 
intelligible objects that are more receptive of this spiritual light are more visible to the 
interior eye (...). And so things that are more receptive of this light are more perfectly 
penetrated by the mind’s gaze (acies mentis) that is likewise a spiritual irradiation, 
and this more perfect penetration is greater certitude60, 


If we take together what Grosseteste tells us elsewhere about vision 
with what he asserts here, we arrive at the following as his account. When 
suffused with light, a corporeal visible object can multiply its species to be 
received by the corporeal eye; the latter must also send forth a visual spirit 


59 Despite McEvoy’s conviction, The Philosophy of Robert Grosseteste, Oxford, 
1982, p. 297, that Grosseteste’s «doctrine of the internal senses follows Avicenna’s to the 
details,» the elimination of the «cogitative» sense for a total count of four interior senses 
suggests some influence of Averroes’ theory as well (see above, note 54), despite the 
latter’s rejection of the estimative sense. If so, Grosseteste would be among the first 
scholastics to evince any familiarity with Averroes’ De anima. For Grosseteste’s interior 
senses, see his posteriorum analyticorum 2.6, p. 404; see also Grosseteste, «Deus est» in 
S. WENZEL, «Robert Grosseteste’s treatise on Confession, Deus est», Franciscan Studies 
30 (1970) pp. 218-293, at p. 262. Thus Grosseteste differed from his Parisian 
contemporary, William of Auvergne, whose enumeration in his De anima, 4.3, in 
Guillelmus de Alvernia Opera omnia, vol. 2, supp., p. 108, of interior senses (sensus 
communis, imaginativa, estimativa, ratiocinativa, rememorativa) is Avicennean. 

60 Grosseteste, posteriorum analyticorum, Rossi (ed.), 1.17, pp. 240-41; see also 
Hexaémeron, DALES and GIEBEN (ed.), 2.9.1-2, pp. 96-97. 
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for there to be corporeal sight. Similarly, to be seen, the intelligible object 
must be irradiated, but by a «spiritual» light. Moreover, the object must 
also be irradiated by the acies mentis, which is the mind’s analogue to the 
visual spirit extramitted by the bodily eye. 

Grosseteste was neither novel nor unusual in his conviction that such a 
spiritual light exists; among thirteenth-century theologians, William of 
Auvergne, Bonaventure, and Henry of Ghent were among the most influential 
who relied upon it to explain intellectual knowledge of divine truth61. The 
crucial point here is that spiritual light irradiating intelligible objects and the 
mind’s eye so that they can be seen is not, for Grosseteste and others who 
posit it, a metaphoré2. Just as, for the philosophical dualist (and heir to this 
tradition) Descartes, res cogitans is absolutely as real as res extensa, so for 
Grosseteste and his successors, what has spiritual or intellectual being 
really exists. Yet, unlike Descartes, these heirs to Augustine and Plato treat 
spiritual light as having dimension or extension, and so exerting its agency 
along geometrical rays precisely as does corporeal light63. 


61 Moody's discussion of William of Auvergne’s theories of light and vision 
remains valuable; see E.A. Moopy, «William of Auvergne and His Treatise De Anima», in 
idem, Studies in Medieval Philosophy, Science, and Logic, Berkeley, 1975, pp. 59-60; for 
Bonaventure, see LINDBERG, «Kepler’s Theory», 17-19; for Henry of Ghent, see TACHAU, 
Vision and Certitude, pp. 28-39; DUMONT, «Scientific Character of Theology». 

62 Pace S. MARRONE, William of Auvergne and and Robert Grosseteste: New Ideas 
of Truth in the Early Thirteenth Century, Princeton, 1983, pp. 185-186, 195-200, and Light 
of thy Countenance, vol. 1, pp. 31-32, 43-50. In both these valuable studies, when reading 
Grosseteste’s explicit statements, Marrone evidently does not believe that the bishop means 
what he says; instead, Marrone states in Light of thy Countenance, vol. 1, that Grosseteste 
was (p. 46) only making «use of the image of light», or (p. 56) «the image of intelligible 
light», and was merely being (p. 46) «adamant about preserving a role for the language of 
vision, with all it implied about the function of light»; but (pp. 56-57) «it is impossible to 
tum up any role for illuminationism or Augustinian patterns of thought. For the nuts and 
bolts of an epistemology sustaining the Aristotelian schema of science to which both 
scholastics swore allegiance, the image of light was beside the point» (emphases mine). 
Marrone, however, does not provide any method for distinguishing between when we may 
and when we should not take seriously Grosseteste’s «image»or «language» of vision; thus, 
see rather, LINDBERG, «Kepler’s Theory». Moreover, Marrone seems to overlook the parallel 
between the (ultimately platonic) visual spirit emitted from the corporeal eye to which 
Grosseteste and Augustine subscribed and the acies mentis (see above, note 43). Of course, 
for our contemporaries any «visual spirit» may be nonexistent and «spiritual» light may be 
a metaphor, but if so, we differ on these points from the medieval scholars whom we study. 

63 See, for instance, Peter Olivi's critique of (what is probably Roger Bacon’s) 
perspectivist theory, as discussed in TACHAU, Vision and Certitude, pp. 44-48. 
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The final issue that I want to treat here arises in Roger Bacon’s theory 
of color and appearances. Medieval discussions of color merit more 
attention than they have received from historians of science and 
philosophy, for many of the issues that medieval theorists engaged have 
remained to the present at the heart of multifaceted debates among 
physicists, neuroscientists, psychologists, and philosophers regarding the 
nature of color. There is as yet no consensus, for example, whether colors 
are objective features of the physical world, or rather subjective, intensely 
personal mental constructs or experiences, somehow dependent upon 
neurophysiological structures and processes, as many philosophers and 
scientists now accept. Much hinges, however, on whether we deny that 
color is perceiver-independent, and hold instead that colors are mind- 
dependent, variable individually or from one culture to another64. 

Of Aristotle’s several discussions of color, one that particularly 
interested medieval readers in the Latin West was his consideration of the 
rainbow at Meteorology 3.2. There he remarks that crimson, leek-green, 
and purple, are the hues actually present in the rainbow and similar 
phenomena, although yellow, too, «is often seen between crimson and 
green»65. For Bacon, as for other perspectivists, this was a puzzling 
statement, one that explicitly introduced the possibility that some colors 
that we see are entirely objective features of the physical world while 
others arise in our perceptual apparatus. Bacon thought Aristotle mistaken 
in thinking there to be only three actual colors in any rainbow; rather, 
Bacon declared, there are five, namely whiteness and blackness (darkness) 
at its outer limits, and yellow, red, green, within them66. Yet the rainbow’s 
visibility is not entirely independent of the observer, Bacon concedes, 
pointing to our quotidien experience: 


If two people stand observing the rainbow in the North and one moves westward, the 
rainbow will move parallel to him; and if the second person goes eastward, the 


64 B. MAUND, «Color», Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, as modified on July 
9, 2002, and accessed August 14, 2002; also helpful is J. Van BRAKEL, «The Plasticity of 
Categories: The Case of Colour», British Journal for the Philosophy of Science 44 (1993) 
103-135. 

65 Aristoteles, Meteorologica, 3.2, 371b34-372a11; also 3.5, 375al-11. 

66 To accommodate Aristotle’s enumeration in De sensu et sensato, 4, 442a19-29, 
of seven colors in the spectrum, Bacon allowed that «yellowness» and «greenness» could 
be divided into further tints; Bacon, Opus maius pars 6, Scientia Experimentalis, J.H. 
BRIDGES (ed.), The Opus Majus of Roger Bacon, 2 vols., London 1897, c.12, vol. 2, p. 197. 
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rainbow will move parallel to this second person. If he stands still, the rainbow will 
remain stationary67. 


Because motion by an observer is accompanied by the rainbow’s 
corresponding motion, «there are as many rainbows as observers» — that 
is, no two observers see the very same rainbow. This means, Bacon 
concludes, that in the place where a rainbow appears to be located, nothing 
exists except the «appearance» of colors, present only temporarily. If the 
position of any observer affects where or whether a rainbow appears in the 
clouds, then its apparently distant extramental colors must be (at least 
partially) subjective phenomena, as are the iridescent colors visible in 
peacocks’ tails and pigeons’ necks or shifting spectra projected upon a 
wall. Such colors all have a «weaker» kind of objective reality, as Bacon 
states, having «more an appearance of true color than its existence». These 
«appearances», Bacon remarks, may have very little being, they do have 
some. Moreover, Bacon notes, in the case of the rainbow we can confirm 
empirically that these are not independently «vivid» and stable («fixed») 
colors, by deliberately producing the sight of rainbow colors at close range 
— by bringing our eye to dewdrops on the grass, for instance, or squinting 
in bright sunlight68. 

Yet the phenomena Bacon adduced could be deployed to make the 
opposite point, as Theodoric of Freiberg showed when he inquired how 


67 Bacon, Opus maius pars 6, Scientia Experimentalis, BRIDGES (ed.), c. 7, vol. 2, 
p- 187. 

68 Bacon, Opus maius pars 6, Scientia Experimentalis, BRIDGES (ed.), cc. 2, 7-8, 12, 
vol. 2, pp. 172-174, 185-187, 190-192, 197-198; also Opus maius pars 5, Perspectiva, D.C. 
LINDBERG (ed.), pp. 62, 278; and De Multiplicatione Specierum, ed. and transl. D.C. 
LINDBERG, Roger Bacon's Philosophy of Nature: A Critical Edition, with English 
Translation, Introduction, and Notes, of De multiplicatione specierum and De speculis 
comburentibus, Oxford 1983, part 1, c. 3, pp. 54-56. The philosophical significance of such 
phenomena may be more familiar to philosophers from Berkeley’s discussion of them in 
the first of his Three Dialogues Between Hylas and Philonous, in George Berkeley: 
Principles, Dialogues, and Philosophical Correspondence, C.M. TURBAYNE (ed.), 
Indianapolis, 1965, p. 123: «Philonous What! Are then the beautiful red and purple we see 
on yonder clouds really in them? (...) Hylas I must own, Philonous, those colors are not 
really in the clouds as they seem to be at this distance. They are only apparent colors. Phil. 
‘Apparent’ call you them? How shall we distinguish these apparent colors from real? Hyl. 
Very easily. Those are to be thought apparent which, appearing only at a distance, vanish 
upon a nearer approach. Phil. And those, I suppose, are to be thought real which are 
discovered by the most near and exact survey ...». 
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many colors there are in the rainbow and whether they have «real» or 
«only apparent being». Like Bacon, Theodoric rejects Aristotle’s belief 
both that there are only three colors in the rainbow and that, therefore, the 
yellow visible in the rainbow between crimson and green is not a «true 
color», but instead appears only «according to sight’s deception or 
illusion». On the contrary, Theodoric responds, the yellow visible in 
rainbows is just as real as any other colors there. We can confirm the 
reality of all of these spectral colors, Theodoric claims, by considering 
phenomena nearer to us, including those that Bacon had adduced to show 
that these colors’ existence is partly mind-dependent. Still, while the 
colors in the rainbow are real, on Theodoric’s view they are nevertheless 
not present in the same way as colors in an opaque body, nor even as are 
the unstable «wandering colors» (colores peregrini) produced by a ray of 
light passing through a stained-glass window99. 

Theodoric, a Dominican friar and Parisian master, composed his On 
Colors and On the Rainbow while teaching fellow Dominicans in 
Toulouse in the years just before Pierre Auriol began lecturing on Peter 
Lombard’s Sentences to the Franciscans in that city. One may well suspect, 
therefore, that Theodoric’s interests were a source for Auriol’s. Be that as 
it may, the latter’s novel solution for the puzzles about the transient reality 
of «apparent» colors directly confronted the core epistemological 
assumptions both of the perspectivists and other theologians who had 
begun to absorb their theories. Bacon and other writers on optics had 
clearly believed that an understanding of perspectiva would remove any 
hesitation as to whether, starting from sense perception, we can know the 
sensible world as it actually is arranged before us as we perceive it under 
normal conditions70. Nevertheless, Bacon’s theory contained too little and 
too much to defeat a skeptical epistemology. His defense of extramission, 
not to mention his insistence on the active participation of the sense of 
vision and the mind’s other perceptual and evaluative powers in making at 
least some color phenomena in the world appear to us as they do, could 


69 Theodoric of Freiberg, De iride, K. FLASCH, L. STURLESE et al. (eds.), in Dietrich 
von Freiberg Opera omnia, vol. 4, Hamburg 1985, Lib. 2, c. 1, pp. 145-148 (Corpus 
philosophorum teutonicorum Medii Aevi, vol. 2.4); De colore, cc. 9-10, in ibid., pp. 284- 
285. 

70 G.F. VESCOVINI, «Vision et Réalité dans la Perspective au XIVe siècle», in La 
Visione e lo sguardo, pp. 161-180. 
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justify the very worry that intromission should have solved: does what we 
see faithfully resemble the actual, extramental world? 

Nonetheless, for Bacon and for perspectivists generally, shifting or 
unstable colors were exceptional. Auriol understood them very differently. 
As he states: 


Those who ask conceming the colors of a rainbow, or the colors which are in the neck 
of a dove, or an image which appears in a mirror, or a candle appearing somewhere 
other than its location, whether these have real being or only intentional being, mean 
to ask whether these have only subjective and fictitious or apparent being, or whether 
they have real and fixed being externally in the nature of things, independent of any 
apprehension71. 


As I have detailed elsewhere, Auriol’s own controversial answer, that 
these appearances have no extramental existence, made him famous for 
generations of theologians. Denying that they are visible species that have 
multiplied from the object, Auriol insists that the sensitive and intellectual 
cognitive faculties (stimulated, perhaps, by such species) form these 
appearances. What Bacon and other perspectivists had thought the 
observer’s perceptual powers sometimes do, Auriol holds, they always do 
in the act of vision (in his terminology, «ocular cognition» or «intuition»), 
veridical or not: they actively form purely subjective conceptions that 
appear like, and thereby represent that object. These mental appearances 
have, Auriol emphasizes, a real, albeit «diminished», «intentional», or 
«apparent» existence72. 

If Auriol brings us to a point that was a crux of the debates between 
Locke and Berkeley73, almost all the many medieval readers who knew 
Auriol’s views rejected them. The Franciscan theologian, Bernard of 


71 Petrus Auriolus, Scriptum in primum librum Sententiarum, d. 23, quoted in 
TACHAU, Vision and Certitude, p. 96, n. 35. The post-Kantian term «subjective» accurately 
translates Auriol's «objective.» 

72 TACHAU, Vision and Certitude, pp. 85-112. On «diminished» and «intentional» 
being in thirteenth-century theories, see also BOULNOIS, Ettre et représentation, pp. 88-105. 

73 In addition to the quotation from George Berkeley, in note 68, above, see his 
Siris, sec. 251: «all phenomena are, to speak truly, appearances in the soul or mind; and it 
hath never been explained, nor can it be explained, how external bodies, figures, and 
motions, should produce an appearance in the mind,» as quoted in A. SHIMONY, 
«Perception from an Evolutionary Point of View», The Journal of Philosophy 68 (1971) 
571-583, at p. 575. 
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Arezzo, who seems to have adopted Auriol’s epistemology about 1335, 
and his contemporary critic, Nicholas of Autrecourt, who evidently 
adapted Auriol’s «apparent» beings in his own understanding of mental 
entities as «appearances», were exceptions74. 

Yet the epistemological and ontological problems of color perception 
have remained difficult for philosophers and scientists up to today. Color 
cannot be ‘merely peripheral to an account of vision or cognition based 
upon visual perception. After all, as Aristotle asserted in his De anima: 
«The object of sight is the visible, and what is visible is color and a certain 
kind of object which can be described in words but which has no single 
name»75. Or, in the words of Barry Maund: 


The visual world as we see it is a world populated by colored objects. (...) So much 
of our perception of physical things involves our identifying objects by their 
appearance, and colors are typically essential to an object’s appearance, that any 
account of visual perception must contain some account of colors. (...) Despite much 
thought, over thousands of years, by philosophers and scientists, however, we seem 
little closer now to an agreed account of color than we ever were76. 


That appraisal of our situation gives us all a good reason to pay more 
attention to color in medieval theories of intellection, imagination, and 
certitude. 


University of Iowa 


74 TACHAU, Vision and Certitude, pp. 180-212, 275-302, 315-352, 360-363 (with 
Bemard and Autrecourt at pp. 335, 340-352); Z. KALUZA, «Voir: la clarté de la 
connaissance chez Nicolas d' Autrécourt», in La Visione e lo sguardo, pp. 89-105. 

75 Aristoteles, De Anima, Lib. 2, c. 6, trans. J.A. SMITH in BARNES (ed.), incipit; see 
also Averroes, De Anima, CRAWFORD (ed.), Lib. 2, comm. 66, p. 229: «Illud igitur cui 
attribuitur visus est visibile. Et visibile est color, et quod possibile est dici sed non est 
dictum». 

76 MAUND, «Color». 
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CONCEPTUAL ACTS 


Two kinds of links were standardly made in medieval philosophy 
between thought and action: There is, on the one hand, the connection 
between internal thought and the actions which mental deliberation brings 
about, sometimes, as an outward. result of the practical conclusions 
reached by the intellect. The very idea of a mental discourse, actually, was 
best illustrated, for many medieval authors, by the craftsman’s mental 
planning of what he or she is about to dol. So here is the first connection : 
inner thought is taken to manifest itself in external actions. And this 
already raises, undoubtedly, fascinating philosophical issues.about which 
much is to be found in medieval texts. But what I will be interested in is 
the other general sort of connection that came to be regularly discussed in 
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries between the theme of mental 
discourse and that of actio or actus. Something philosophically important, 
I think, took place exactly there and this is what I would like to draw 
attention to on the present occasion. 

. Mental discourse was sometimes described as being itself the result of 
certain acts — intellectual acts, that is, accomplished within the agent’s 
mind. Acts, in this scheme, occur upstream with respect to mental 
discourse rather than downstream. Aquinas’s theory, here, was centrally 
representative : the mental word, according to this theory, is the product of 


1 A classical example of this — that was well-known in late medieval 
philosophy — is Anselm of Canterbury’s Monologion, chapter 10, where God’s inner 
representation of what He was about to create.is compared with the internal locutio of the 
craftsman who is about to produce something. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 aoút 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 37-51. 
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some intellectual acts; and Aquinas is very clear that it is not to be 
identified with the acts that produced it. It is something extra2. 

This theory of mental discourse as a product of certain intellectual 
acts came to be the subject for intense discussions in the late thirteenth 
century and far into the fourteenth. Many authors, contra Aquinas, wanted 
to identify mental discourse with the relevant mental acts, rather than with 
the products of such acts. This gave rise to a fascinating debate, which, 
unfortunately, is still widely neglected, even in the scholarly literature. 
This neglect, as far as I can see, is responsible for a number of significant 
misunderstandings in the literature on medieval epistemology. And 
contemporary work in philosophy of mind could also benefit, I gather, 
from a better remembrance of this wonderful debate of the thirteenth and 
fourteenth centuries. | 

In order to illustrate how that can be, I will focus here upon the idea 
of act that was centrally involved in the debate, and upon a number of 
problems that were raised about it. Let me insist that this is just one aspect 
of the debate ; yet it provides, I think, a good example of how medieval 
philosophy of mind at its best tums out to be relevant for ongoing 
discussions in today’s philosophy of mind. 


ACTS AND THEIR ONTOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK 


Let us ask for a start what an act is. When some said that mental 
language is the result of intellectual acts while others preferred to identify 
it with these acts themselves, what common understanding of «act» — 
actus — did they take themselves to be sharing ? This is the first point to 
clarify in our enquiry. The answer, as should be expected, is that the 
common notion of an act that came to be crucial in the late medieval 
epistemological and psychological discussions was directly borrowed 
from metaphysics: Aristotelian metaphysics, of course, where the idea of 
act , by contrast with potency, is so central. 

Insofar as precise sources are concerned, the systematical use of actus 
within the technical apparatus of epistemology in the thirteenth century is 


2 Thomas Aquinas’s clearest expositions of his doctrine of the mental word are found 
in Summa contra Gentiles, I, 53 and IV, 11, and Quaestiones de potentia, 8, 1. More on this 
below. See in particular footnotes 9 to 17. 
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hooked, in particular, to a short passage from Aristotle’s De Anima II, 1 
(412a22-23), where it is said that «actuality [entelecheia] is so spoken of 
in two ways, first as knowledge [episteme] is, and second as contemplation 
[theorein] is»3. Aristotle’s distinction is between the kind of actuality that 
knowledge has, and the stronger kind of actuality that thinking has. One 
knows a lot of things without actually thinking about them. Knowing, on 
the other hand, is not a pure potentiality; something must really be stored 
in the mind of the knower, waiting there to be activated, something that 
continues to exist in the knower even when he or she is not paying attention 
to it. Aristotle’s passage, then, suggests two degrees of actuality: a 
weaker — more dispositional — variant exemplified by knowledge; and a 
stronger — fully actual — one, exemplified by active thinking. 

In the thirteenth century’s De Anima literature, this distinction came 
to be currently expressed in terms of «primary acts» (such as knowledge) 
and «secondary acts» (such as thinking); or, alternatively, in terms of the 
more familiar distinction between a habitus (Aristotle’s exis) such as 
knowledge is supposed to be (as well as virtues), and an act (actus) in the 
strongest sense, such as actually thinking or actually feeling something 
(fear for example). 

We find a revealing — and influential — systematization of the whole 
apparatus in Albert the Great’s De Anima. When he gets to this passage of 
Aristotle’s De Anima II, 1 I have just quoted, Albert develops a whole 
theoretical scheme on the basis of this very distinction between actuality 
as knowledge is and actuality as contemplation — or thought — is. Albert 
explains that the Greek word entelecheia is rendered in Latin by actus or 
perfectio. There are, he says, two sorts of such acts: primary acts and 
secondary acts. In the case of a substance, the primary act is the substantial 
form itself, while the secondary act is the proper and essential operation of 
that substantial form. The example Albert gives is that of light, considered 
here as a substantial form having lightening as its proper and essential 
operation. The primary act in this case is light itself and the secondary act 
is the operation of lightening4. What ontological connection exactly is 


3 The English translation is from D.W. HAMLYN, Aristotle De Anima. Books II and 
III, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1993, p. 9. 

^ Albert the Great, De Anima II, 1, 1, C. STROICK (ed.), in Opera Omnia VII. 1, 
Aschendorff, 1968, p. 65 : «Sicut si dicerem quod lux lucentis est esse et actus primus, et 
lucere est actus essentialis eius secundus, eo quod haec est actio eius, quae suae formae 
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supposed to hold within substances between. the primary and the 
secondary act thus understood is an intriguing question, no doubt, which I 
will, however, leave aside in the present context. What epistemology turns 
out to be really interested in is the case of accidental — rather than 
substantial — forms: in human beings at least, knowing something in 
particular or thinking about it, whatever their differences are, are both 
accidental states of the knower. 

In the case of accidents, such as these, the primary act, Albert says, is 
the habitus while the secondary act is the actual operation corresponding 
to this habitus. This is where the epistemological example given by 
Aristotle fits in as an especially interesting particular case: knowing 
something is a habitus — or, if you prefer: an accidental primary act —, 
while thinking is the corresponding accidental secondary acts. 

Albert’s scheme about acts provides a good way of pinpointing what 
exactly the later debate on mental language and mental acts was all about. 
As I said earlier, the question that came to be discussed was whether 
concepts and mental discourses are produced by certain intellectual acts, or 
whether they can be identified with these very acts. The idea of an act that 
was relevant in this discussion precisely corresponds to the fourth entry in 
Albert’s table: that of accidental secondary acts, or accidental operations6. 


diffusio quaedam est. essentialis; omnis enim essentia propriam et-essentialem habet 
operationem, qua numquam .destituitur, quando est essentialis, sicut lux non destituitur a 
lucere, quod est eius actio». 

5 Ibid., p. 65 [about the distinction between primary and secondary acts]: «Huius 
autem exemplum in accidentalibus est scientia in sciente, quae dat ei esse scientis, 
secundum quid sciens est, et huius actio essentialis secundum scientiam est considerare 
scita, quae scit per scientiam. Ita enim est in omni forma naturali, quod ipsa in habitu habita 
est actus primus [...]». ., 

6 The identification, in the case of accidents, of the primary act with the habitus 
and of the secondary act with the act tout court came to be normal practice in thirteenth and 
fourteenth centuries’ philosophy. See for example Thomas Aquinas, In De An. III, 2, 
Leonine ed., vol. 45.1, Rome, 1984, p. 209: « [...] set quando iam habet habitum sciencie, 
qui est actus primus, potest cum voluerit procedere in actum secundum, quod est operatio». 
The point is still explicit in the Buridanian school towards mid-fourteenth 
century: «universaliter quilibet habitus dicitur actus primus respectu sui actus», says (the 
pseudo?) J. Buridan (B. PATAR, Le Traité de l'âme de Jean. Buridan), De prima lectura, 
Louvain, Institut Supérieur de Philosophie, 1991, Bk II, q. 2, p. 233; NB — admittedly 
Patar's attribution of this entire treatise to Buridan himself is doubtful, but it certainly 
belongs to the Buridanian school). 
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There was a consensus at the time that thinking about something in 
particular was an accidental operation of the mind, with a stronger form of 
actuality than simply knowing something. Whenever a mental discourse 
occurs in the mind of a thinking agent, there. occurs in this particular mind, 
everybody would agree, an actual singular accident: the thinking 
operation. And this act can be said to be something real, although transient, 
something which is distinct from the underlying substance. It is like an 
accidental episode in the life of a given mind. 

Different kinds. of such psychological acts were standardly 
acknowledged: appetitive acts, for example, such as acts of desire, fear or 
repulsion; volitive acts, acts of the will, that is, such as decisions; and 
cognitive acts, of course, some of which sensible, some intellectual7. 
When we actually think about something, intellectual acts occur as real 
accidents within the mind. Such was the basis of agreement. The point 
that came to be controversial on this basis is the following: do we need, in 
our general account of knowledge and thought, to posit something extra, 
in addition to these intellectual acts? 


7 Fora detailed recent presentation of the medieval theory of the mental acts, as it 
is found in Aquinas, see J.F SELLÉs DAUDER, Conocer y amar. Estudio de los objetos y 
operaciones del entendimiento y de la voluntad segün Tomás de Aquino, Pamplona, 
Ediciones Universidad de Navarra, 2nd ed., 2000 (1st ed. 1995). 

8 J. F Sellés in the book just quoted argues at length for excluding Aquinas's 
cognitive acts from the realm of the Aristotelian categories altogether. He successively 
reviews all ten categories to show in each case that such acts are not to be found there 
(Conocer y amar, pp. 187-215). His arguments against seeing cognitive acts as qualities or 
actions, however, are not convincing. Sellés' point, in the case of the category of quality, is 
that if cognitive acts were qualities, they would be known by the mind in much the same 
way as physical objects are, which, obviously, they are not (pp. 194-195). But no textual 
evidence is produced that Aquinas ever subscribed to the principle invoked here that all 
qualities are known in the same way. Isn't it to be expected, on the contrary, that intellectual 
qualities — if any — would be known in distinctive ways by the mind, especially in the 
case of its own cognitive acts? Aquinas, after all, more than once describes cognitive acts 
as being accidents. See for example Quaest. de verit. X, 8, ad 14: «[...] quantum ad actum 
cognitionis, qui est accidens quoddam». Sellés himself mentions a number of other such 
passages in Conocer y amar, p. 187, n. 115, which I don't see any reason to take as 
metaphorical, as he proposes. Among the nine Aristotelian categories of accidents, 
Thomas's cognitive acts seem to fit quite well with either quality or action (or both). 
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A CONTROVERSY ABOUT CONCEPTS 


The most famous theory that answered «yes» to the question just 
mentioned was Aquinas’s, with his doctrine of the mental word — the 
verbum mentis —, the exact interpretation of which has been — and still 
is, I am afraid — a vexed point in Aquinas’s scholarship. One thing is 
clear, though: Aquinas has widely been interpreted in the decades that 
followed his death as promoting special extra entities within the process of 
thinking, in addition to the cognitive acts. And in my view, he was rightly 
so interpreted9. Aquinas, actually, even posits two kinds of special entities 
he takes to be required in the process of thinking in addition to the 
cognitive acts: those are the intelligible species on the one hand, and the 
concepts or mental words on the other hand. And he takes them to be 
different from each other: the concept in Aquinas is not the intelligible 
species. 

The intelligible species, in Aquinas’s epistemology, is what is 
deposited in the intellect as a result of abstraction10. It is required by 
Aquinas as the terminus ex quo for the intellectual act of thinking to take 
placell. Such an act is a transient episode, but it takes its point of 
departure, so to say, in something stable which is already available there 
in the mind, namely the intelligible species acquired as a result of previous 
abstractions. These species in Aquinas have an accidental beingl2. 
Ontologically, an intelligible species must be thought of in Aquinas as an 


9 I have elaborated the point, with many references, in «From mental word to 
mental language», Philosophical Topics, 20, 2, 1993, 125-147, and «Aquinas on 
intellectual representation», in D. Perler (ed.), Ancient and Medieval Theories of 
Intentionality, Leiden, Brill, 2001, 185-201; see also C. PANACCIO, Le discours intérieur 
De Platon à Guillaume d’Ockham, Paris, Seuil, 1999, chap. 6. In the recent literature on 
Aquinas, a completely different approach is exemplified by J.P. O'CALLAGHAN, «Verbum 
mentis: Philosophical or theological doctrine in Aquinas?», American Catholic 
Philosophical. Association Proceedings 74, 2001, 103-119; the author strives to evacuate 
all philosophical significance from Aquinas’s doctrine of the mental word by reducing it 
(arbitrarily, it seems to me) to a mere theological «image or metaphor » (p. 108). 

10 Aquinas's standard exposition of his theory of intelligible species is in S. theol. I, 84-85. 

11 See for example Quaest. de potentia 8, 1: «nam species intelligibilis, qua fit 
intellectus in actu, consideratur ut principium actionis intellectus». 

12 See S. contra Gentiles I, 46: «Species intelligibilis, in intellectu praeter 
essentiam eius existens esse accidentale habet». 
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enduring accident with intellectual acts sometimes stemming from it, so to 
say. My actual and transient thought that chickadees are birds, let’s say, is 
an operation that takes as its departure the two intelligible species of 
‘chickadee’ and ‘bird’, that were previously stored in my mind by 
abstraction (and that will stay there after my act of thought is over). These 
acts of thought which are thus rooted in my mental stock of intelligible 
species then produce something new, according to Aquinas, namely the 
mental word (which in the chosen example is the mental sentence 
«chickadees are birds»). 

A lot of texts in the Aquinas corpus support this reading: A 
particularly clear example is in the Quaestiones de potentia, question 8, 
art. 1, where Aquinas says that the intelligent agent can be in relation with 
four items in the cognitive processe: 

(1) the external thing, the one which is known, 

(2) the intelligible species, 

(3) the act of thought itself, 

(4) the conceptio intellectus, which is what Aquinas also calls the 
verbum mentis or conceptus. 

The latter, Aquinas insists, differs from the other threel4: the concept 
is something extra with respect to the external thing, the intelligible 
species and the intellectual act. Something that takes place only while a 
given act of thought is in the process!5, and as a transient result of it16. 
This is exactly what came to be controversial: do we really need to posit 
this fourth item. On this point arised the debate I want to draw your 
attention to. 

Aquinas’s claim is that we do need to posit such mental words or 
concepts as distinct items, but with a special mode of existence of their 


13 Quaest. de potentia 8, 1: «Intelligens autem in intelligendo ad quatuor potest 
habere ordinem: scilicet ad rem quae intelligitur, ad speciem intelligibilem, qua fit 
intellectus in actu, ad suum intelligere, et ad conceptionem intellectus». 

14 Ibid.: «Quae quidem conceptio a tribus praedictis differt». 

15 See Quaest. de verit. 4, 1, ad 1: «[...] cum verbum interius sit id quod intellectum 
est, nec hoc sit in nobis nisi secundum quod actu intelligimus, verbum interius semper 
requirit intellectum in actu suo, qui est intelligere». 

16 See in particular S. contra Gentiles IV, 11, where the formation of the mental 
word is elaborately described as a form of «engendering». In Quaest. de verit. 4, 2, it is said 
to be an «effect» of the cognitive act («ipsa enim conceptio est effectus actus intelligendi»), 
with a reality of its own. 
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own. Concepts in his view are not natural things like intellectual acts are 
taken to be. They are neither substances nor accidents. Yet they exist 
somehow within the mind when the knower actually thinks. Aquinas says 
they have an intentional — rather than a natural — mode of existence!7. 
So not only are extra items called for —the concepts or mental words — 
but they are attributed, in addition, a special mode of existence. 

This, at least, is how the theory appeared to philosophers and 
theologians of the late thirteenth century!8. A standard critique that was 
addressed to it by many authors between the 1280s and the time of 
Ockham was that the postulation of this fourth sort of items — purely ideal 
items moreover — was entirely superfluous. The point that.was made was 
that whatever job we want these ideal objects to accomplish, the 
intellectual acts can do just as well, without producing such peculiar 
offsprings19. 

Let me concentrate, as a salient example, on one Franciscan critique 
of Aquinas, William of Ware, in the 1290s, who had a great impact upon 
the debate as it went on afterwards20. William’s discussion of what sort of 


17 See Compendium theologiae 1, 41: «[...] oportet quod verbum in nostro 
intellectu conceptum, quod habet esse intelligibile tantum, alterius naturae sit quam 
intellectus noster, qui habet esse naturale». 

18 Discussions of this theory of the mental word are found for example in: Richard 
of Middleton, In Sent. I, 27, art. 2, q. 1, Brixiae, 1591 (repr. Frankfurt, Minerva, 1963), 
247-248; Peter John Olivi, Tractatus de Verbo, R. PASNAU (ed.), Franciscan Studies 53, 
1993, 121-153; Thomas Sutton, Quodl. I, 17, M. ScHMAUSS (ed.), Munich, Bayerische 
Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1969, 115-123; Godfrey of Fontaines, Quodl. X, 12, ed. J. 
Hoffmans, Louvain, Institut Supérieur de Philosophie, 1924, 358-366; John Duns Scotus, 
Ord. 1, 27, q. 1-3 (in Op. Omnia VI, Vatican ed., 1963, 63-106). Aquinas continued to be 
thus understood in late scholasticism; see J. SCHMUTZ, «La migration des concepts. La 
distinction entre concept formel et concept objectif au croisement des scolastiques 
parisienne et espagnole», in E. FAYE and Z. KALUZA (eds.), Philosophie et théologie à Paris 
au xve siécle, Paris, Vrin, forthcoming (see exp. sect. 2.3). 

19 "The first to formulate this criticism, as far as I know, was Peter John Olivi at the 
beginning of his Lectura super Iohannem (this is the part edited by Pasnau under the title 
of Tractatus de Verbo; see n. 18 above). 

20 See William of Ware, In Sent. I, 27, q. 3, M. SCHMAUSS (ed.) in Der Liber 
Propugnatorius des Thomas Anglicus und die Lehrunterschiede zwischen Thomas von 
Aquin und Duns Scotus, vol. II, Münster, Aschendorff, 1930, pp. 253*-271*. For recent 
cameo presentations of William of Ware, with references, see R.L. FRIEDMAN, «The 
Sentences Commentary, 1250-1320. General trends, the impact of the religious orders, and 
the test case of Predestination», in G. Evans (ed), Medieval Commentaries on the 
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entity the mental word is is.rich and complex; many arguments are 
scrutinized. But the one aspect I want to mention bere is that William of 
Ware focuses at some point on the very idea of an act, conceived as an 
operation endowed with accidental being. William exposes on this subject 
an unwarranted presupposition which, apparently, plays a crucial role in 
theories such as Aquinas’s, that posited concepts or conceptual contents as 
extra items with respect to acts: «It is not found in any Saint or philosopher 
that an action which stays within the agent should lead to a product within 
the agent, really differing from this very action»21. William’s point is that 
Aquinas and his followers on the mental word resort, in their reasoning 
about the matter, on an inappropriate model of what a mental act is. The 
model they use is that of an operation which produces something out of 
something else. An operation of this sort needs a terminus ex quo, a point 
of departure, and working on it somehow it yields a result. 

The gist of William of Ware’s remark is that while this model might 
be appropriate for external actions and operations, those that occur in the 
material world, it is not for intellectual acts. The background here is 
‘Aristotle’s explicit distinction in Metaphysics IX between the acts that 
produce something external and those that stay within the agent22. 
Intellectual acts, obviously, exemplify the latter case. So nothing in the 
Aristotelian theory — which served in the context as the commonly 
accepted framework — requires that what William calls an actio manens 
in agente should have a result distinct from itself as is the case for the actio 
transiens in extrinsecum23. Taking for granted that a conceptual act should 
produce within the mind something distinct from the act itself, therefore, 
simply is an unwarranted presupposition. 

Thomas Aquinas, of course, was very familiar with Aristotle’ S 
distinction between immanent and transitive acts. He uses it himself in a 
number of important passages and regularly mentions intelligere as a 


Sentences of Peter Lombard, Leyden, Brill, 2002, pp. 63-65; and R. Cross, «William of 
Ware » in J.J E. GRACIA and T.B. NOONE (eds.), A Companion to Philosophy in the Middle 
Ages, Oxford, Blackwell, 2002, 718-719. 

21 «Item a nullo Sancto nec philosopho reperitur quod per actionem manentem in 
agente sit aliquid productum in agente differens re ab ista actione » nen of Ware, In 
Sent. 1, 27, 3, ed. M. Schmauss, 1930, p. 262*). 

22 Metaph. IX, 8, 1050a30-36. 

23 William of Ware, In Sent. I, 27, 3, M. SCHMAUSS (ed.), 1930, p. ». 264%. 
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salient example of immanent acts24. His understanding of the distinction, 
however, does not preclude immanent acts from engendering something 
distinct from themselves, as long as this product stays within the agent. In 
the Quaestiones de veritate 8, 6, for example, the transitive action is 
described as «that which proceeds from the agent to some external thing, 
which it transforms», while the immanent action is characterized as «that 
which does not proceed in an external thing, but stays in the agent himself 
as a perfection of this agent»25. The inside/outside opposition, in such 
passages, obviously has to do with the agent as a whole, and not merely 
with the act. As Thomas explains in the Summa theologiae, immanent 
operations terminate into objects too, but mental objects26. William of 
Ware’s critique is that the production model appropriate for transitive acts 
is also presupposed for immanent acts: intellectual acts are thought to 
generate something distinct from themselves, but that stays, nevertheless, 
within the mind of the agent. No accepted theory entails that, William 
remarks. The presupposition, therefore, is unwarranted. Let us drop it, and 
a number of problems simply vanish. 

The intellectual act is itself something real; nobody, as I said, doubted 
that. Once the concept is identified with the act itself, there is no need to 
worry anymore about the special ontological status of purely intentional 
items, or about their possibly being obstacles for cognition should they be 
seen as intermediate objects of thought (as they are indeed in some of 
Aquinas’s writings)27. These difficulties evaporate when we realize that 
they are brought about by an unexamined picture of what a mental act is. 
It is a transient accident within the mind, everybody agreed on that. But 
nothing in the Aristotelian idea of an immanent act forces us to reduplicate 


24 See for example: Quaest. de verit. 8, 6, resp.; S. c. Gent. I, 100 and II, 1; Quaest. 
de pot. 3, 15 resp. and 10, 1, resp.; S. theol. I, 14, 2, resp., I, 56, 1, resp., and lallae, 3, 2, 
ad 3. 

25 «Respondeo dicendum, quod duplex est actio. Una quae procedit ab agente in 
rem exteriorem, quam transmutat [...] Alia vero actio est, quae non procedit in rem 
exteriorem, sed stat in ipso agente ut perfectio ipsius; et haec proprie dicitur operatio» 
(Quaest. de verit. 8, 6, resp.). 

26 See S. theol. I, 14, 2, resp.: «licet in operationibus quae transeunt in exteriorem 
effectum, obiectum operationis, quod significatur ut terminus, sit aliquid extra 
operantem; tamen in operationibus quae sunt in operante, obiectum quod significatur ut 
terminus operationis, est in ipso operante». 

27 See for example Quaest. de verit. 4, 2, ad 3: «[...] dicendum, quod conceptio 
intellectus est media inter intellectum et rem intellectam [...]». 
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it with ghostly items endowed with a special mode of existence. Such is 
William of Ware’s argument. A great contribution, I believe! And 
historically important too. 

Walter Burley, for one, follows William of Ware, sometimes literally, 
on this28. John Duns Scotus too was very familiar with Ware’s discussion. 
He has some reservations as to William’s final identification of the mental 
word with «the act of intellection itself insofar as it is received» in the 
knower29, but he clearly sides with William on the main point: namely that 
no extra mental entity is needed in addition to the intellectual act to serve 
as its product, or as its terminus ad quem30. And the Scotists followed him, 
as can be expected31. On the other hand, the actus-theory of concepts, as 
is well-known, is also the one William of Ockham finally subscribed to in 
his mature works32. It came to be accepted by John Buridan as well, and 
by his nominalist school33. The Thomists kept resisting of course. 


28 See W. BURLEY, Quaest. in Perih. 1, parg. 1.5-1.65, S.F. Brown (ed.), 
Franciscan Studies 34, 1974, pp. 210-211; for example parg. 1.61: «Praeterea, a nullo 
philosopho invenitur quod per actionem manentem in agente sit aliquid productum in 
agente realiter differens ab illa actione, sed per actionem transeuntem ad extra est aliquid 
operatum praeter actionem et non per actionem manentem in agente». 

29 See William of Ware, In Sent. I, 27, 3, M. SCHMAUSS (ed.), 1930, p. 264*: «[...] 
verbum nihil aliud est quam ipse actus intelligendi, ut recipitur in potentia [...]». John 
Duns Scotus’s discussion of this approach is to be found in Ord. I, 27, 1 and Rep. Paris. I, 
27, 2. 

20 See John Duns Scotus, Ord. I, 27, 1, in Op. omnia VI, C. BALIC (ed.), Vatican, 
1963, p. 83: «[...] verbum est actus intelligentiae productus a memoria perfecta, non 
habens esse sine actuali intellectione [...]». 

31 A well-known case is that of Walter Chatton, who discussed the point with 
Ockham and certainly influenced him to some extent. See G. GAL, «Gualteri de Chatton et 
Guillelmi de Ockham controversia de natura conceptus universalis», Franciscan Studies 
27, 1967, 191-212. 

32 See William of Ockham, Summa logicae I, 12, Op. phil. I, Ph. BOEHNER (ed.) er 
al., St. Bonaventure, 1974, p. 43: «Omnia autem quae salvantur ponendo aliquid distinctum 
ab actu intelligendi possunt salvari sine tali distincto [...]»; also Quaest. in libr. Phys. Arist. 
q. 1-7, Op. phil. VI, S. BROWN (ed.), St. Bonaventure, 1984, pp. 397-412; and Quodl. IV, 
35, Op. theol. IX, J.C. Wey (ed.), 1980, pp. 469-474, which all date from Ockham’s mature 
period in philosophy. Ockham’s evolution on the matter is well documented; for a good 
recent presentation, see E. KARGER, «Théories de la pensée, de ses objets et de son discours 
chez Guillaume d’Ockham», Dialogue 33, 1994, 437-456. 

33 See for example J. Buridan, Quaest. in Metaph. Arist. V, 9, Paris, 1518, f° 
32rb: «[...] dico quod proprie loquendo relatio est quidam conceptus animae [...] et ideo 
relatio est actus animus [...] et ille actus est conceptus praedictus [...]». The treatment of 
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Hervaeus Natalis, in particular, launched a fierce defense of Aquinas’s 
theory of.the mental word in the 1310s34. On the whole, however, the 
actus-theory of concepts did win the field in the fourteenth century. It was 
accepted by the most dynamic and original thinkers of the period, from 
Scotus, Burley and Ockham to Buridan, Oresme, Peter of Ailly and many 
others35. i 


INTELLIGIBLE SPECIES AND MENTAL WORDS 


One thing I have to insist upon at this point is that the controversy I 
am presently talking about is entirely different from the debate that went 
on at the same period about intelligible species — or what some called, a 
bit more precisely, «impressed intelligible species»36. Many authors — 
including Aquinas of course — held that an act of thought always needed 
some previously stored intellectual representations. Those were the 
intelligible species. But the mental word or concept — in Aquinas 
notably — is what happens at the other end of the intellectual act and as a 
result of it. There were indeed discussions about the dispensibility of both 
of these in the late thirteenth and the early fourteenth century. But those 
were two different discussions, relatively independent from each other. 
The species discussion has been intensively studied in recent literature37, 
the one I am drawing attention to here is the other one. 


intelligible species and habitus in the Buridanian commentaries on the De Anima is 
generally committed to some version or other of the actus-theory of concepts insofar as it 
entirely dispenses with ideal mental objects for cognitive acts and habitus; see: (the 
pseudo?) John Buridan, Quaest. de An. III, 9-10, B. PATAR (ed.), 1991, pp. 449-460; and N. 
Oresme, Quaest. de An. III, 9-11, B. PATAR (ed.), Louvain, Institut Supérieur de 
Philosophie, 1995, pp. 375-400. 

34 See Hervaeus Natalis, De Verbo, art. 2: «Utrum verbum sit actus intelligendi», in 
Quodlibeta Hervei, Venice, 1513, f° 11-12. 

35 - As Paul Spade remarks (in Peter of Ailly: Concepts and Insolubles, Dordrecht, 
Reidel, 1980, p.8), Peter of Ailly in his Conceptus, written around 1372, simply takes the 
actus-theory for granted without bothering to argue for it. 

36 For the use of «species impressa», see Godfrey of Fontaines, Quodl. IX, 19, J. 
HOFFMANS (ed.), Louvain, Institut Supérieur de Philosophie, 1924, pp. 270-281: «Utrum 
intelligere fiat in recipiendo speciem aliquam». 

37 See in particular: K. TACHAU, Vision and Certitude in the Age of Ockham, 
Leiden, Brill, 1988; L. SPRUIT, «Species Intelligibilis». From Perception to Knowledge, 
Leiden, Brill, 1994, D. PERLER, «Things in the mind: Fourteenth-century controversies 
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William of Ockham, to take a salient example, rejected both the 
intelligible species and the mental word as distinct from the intellectual 
acts and habitus. Even in his works, however, those are two independent 
discussions, found in different places. He rejected intelligible species from 
the very start, and on the sole basis that they were superfluous. Only 
economy arguments are invoked by Ockham on this subject, and they are 
to be found in his earlier writings38. By contrast, Ockham accepted at first 
the postulation of ideal internal objects such as Aquinas’s mental words or 
concepts, which he called mental ficta39. He eventually came to see them 
as superfluous too, but this appears in his writings as the result of an 
independent series of arguments40. The two discussions — the one on 
intelligible species and the one on intentional objects for intellectual acts — 
are kept separate even in Ockham. John Duns Scot, on the other hand, 
rejects the mental word as the inner result of cognitive acts41, but he accepts 
the intelligible species as their point of departure42. Those were clearly seen 
as distinct issues. My insistence here is on the one about whether or not 
special ideal objects pop up within the mind when intellectual acts occur, 
and as a result of them, the locus classicus for the debate being Distinction 
27 of the Commentaries on the Sentences. This controversy still hides 
philosophical gold, I believe. Especially in the context of today’s 
discussions in philosophy of mind and philosophy of cognitive science. 


REPRESENTATIONALISM AND THE ACTUS-THEORY OF CONCEPTS 


According to Jerry Fodor, the «basic thesis» of what he calls the «new 
psychological synthesis» is «that cognitive mental processes are (perhaps 


over ‘intelligible species’», Vivarium 34, 1996, 231-253; and R. PASNAU, Theories of 
Cognition in the Later Middle Ages, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1997. 

38 See William of Ockham, Rep. in Sent. II, 12-13, Op. theol. V, G. GAL and R. 
Woon (eds.), St. Bonaventure, 1981, pp. 251-310. 

39 For Ockham’s own version of the fictum-theory of concepts as he once favored it, 
see Ord. I, 2, q. 8: «Utrum universale univocum sit aliquid reale exsistens alicubi 
subiective», Op. theol. II, S. BRowN and G. GAL (eds.), St. Bonaventure, 1970, esp. pp. 271- 
289. 

40 For Ockham’s rejection of the fictum-theory, see the texts mentioned in n. 32 
above. 

41 See above n. 30. 

42 See John Duns Scotus, Ord. I, dist. 3, pars 3, q. 1: «Utrum in parte intellectiva 
proprie sumpta sit memoria habens speciem intelligibilem priorem naturaliter actu 
intelligendi», in Op. omnia III, ed. C. BaLIC, Vatican, 1954, pp. 201-244. 
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exhaustively) constituted by the kinds of operations that [computing] 
machines perform»43. The idea of an «operation», as can readily be seen, 
is central in this characterization of .how the mind works. Now, these 
operations that computers perform are generally thought of in the literature 
as being accomplished on certain objects, which serve as symbols with a 
syntax and so on44. 

Mental symbol in this contemporary view are treated prima facie as 
the immediate objects of mental computation, the objects upon which 
operations of a certain sort are accomplished by the thinking mind. The 
medieval question, then, turns out to be relevant: Should these objects be 
posited as distinct somehow from the operations, or identified with them? 
And ifthey are posited as distinct items, what would their status be? Their 
ontological status, that is. Working with an unexamined ontology in such 
matters is bound to be harmful, not only in philosophy, but in cognitive 
science too. This is were the medieval debate is still useful, insofar as it 
led, on the basis of detailed arguments, to the elimination of these special 
mental objects without renouncing in the process the advantages of a 
semiotical description of intellectual thought. 

One question the medieval debate directly raises for us, is whether the 
idea of an «operation» that is involved in our cognitive psychology 
requires or not the position of objects upon which the mental operations 
should be performed. This is William of Ware’s question. As far as I can 
see, it still is a relevant one. An operation, I suppose, can be identified, for 
all practical purposes, with a transient state of the operator. Why should 
special internal objects be needed for such operations to take place? If the 
answer is that something or other must serve as symbols for mental 
computations, the medieval discussion, then, brings in another critical 
point: Can’t the symbolic or semiotical functions that are postulated by the 
contemporary Representationalist theory of the mind, be attributed to the 
operations themselves (seen as transient states) rather than to their 
hypothetical ideal objects? I take it to be William of Ockham’s great 


43 JA. FODOR, The Mind Doesnt Work that Way. The Scope and Limits of 
Computational Psychology, Cambridge, Mass., MIT Press, 2000, p. 13. 

44 See for example J.A. FODOR, Psychosemantics. The Problem of Meaning in the 
Philosophy of Mind, Cambridge, Mass., MIT Press, 1988, p. 16-17: «What I’m selling is 
the Representational Theory of Mind [...] At the heart of the theory is the postulation of a 
language of thought: an infinite set of ‘mental representations’ which function both as the 
immediate objects of propositional attitudes and as the domains of mental processes». 
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contribution in epistemology to have systematically devised — or, at least, 
tried to devise — a detailed description of human thought in terms of the 
working of a semiotical system, with the semiotical properties being 
attributed to the operations — the acts — rather than to their postulated 
ideal objects or contents. A significant breakthrough, I believe, in the 
history of Westem thought! 

Unfortunately, the whole debate seems to have been forgotten 
somehow in modem philosophy. The Scholastic tradition, admittedly, 
stayed familiar with it until far into the seventeenth century45, and it left 
significant traces, no doubt, in authors such as Descartes46, Arnauld47, or 
Locke48. But it can nevertheless be said to have been forgotten in one 
important sense: virtually nobody among the most dynamic and 
influential non-scholastic thinkers of the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries — those who shaped modern thought — seems to have known 
anymore what that discussion had been about, and what the main 
arguments were on either side. Something, there, failed to be registered in 
the main trend. Which is highly regrettable. Importantly misleading 
assumptions about mental operations and their objects become more 
easily noticeable, I am convinced, in the light of this surprisingly rich 
controversy of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, of which I have 
here but scratched the surface. 


Université du Québec à Montréal 


45 See J. SCHMUTZ, «La migration des concepts... » (mentioned above n. 18). In the 
paper he read at the Porto conference (« De Lisbonne à Londres: John Seargeant (1622- 
1710) et les critiques scolastiques de l'idéalisme moderne»), Schmutz presented another 
rich dossier of direct references to this debate from Gabriel Biel to the Conimbricenses, and 
even later. On the Conimbricenses and the actus-theory of concepts, see also Mario 
Carvalho's contribution to the present volume. 

46  Descartes's talk about the «objective reality of concepts » (in the Third Meditation, 
for instance) has often been connected with scholastic sources. See, in particular: T. J. CRONIN, 
Objective Being in Descartes and in Suarez, Rome, Gregorian University Press, 1966. 

47 Antoine Arnauld seems to come out, in his controversy with Malebranche, as a 
promoter of the actus-theory of concepts. See on this: D. MOREAU, Deux cartésiens. La 
polémique entre Antoine Arnauld et Nicolas Malebranche, Paris, Vrin, 1999. 

48 Locke, in the Essay, characterizes the «ideas» — which are the basic items of his 
epistemology — as being mental «objects of the understanding» (An Essay Concerning 
Human Understanding, Introd., 8; see also II, 8, 8), which is strongly reminiscent of the 
fictum theory of concepts. 


RISTO SAARINEN 


WEAKNESS OF WILL: PHILOSOPHICAL AND THEOLOGICAL 
THEORIES OF ACTION 


J. MODERN AUTHORS ON ARISTOTLE’S AKRASIA 


One feature of a genuine philosophical problem is that it can become 
relevant in new and unexpected contexts which are independent of the 
earlier historical treatment of the problem. Aristotle’s akrasia, «weakness of 
will», exemplifies this feature in a paradigmatic manner. A weak-willed 
person, as Aristotle says in Nicomachean Ethics, Book VII, wants to do 
good, but he nevertheless acts against his own better judgment. The 
existence of akrasia is a philosophical problem, because Socrates held that 
no one acts against his or her own knowledge. But if this is the case, then 
there are no truly akratic actions. On the other hand, weakness of will seems 
to be acommon phenomenon. How is this phenomenon explained? Aristotle 
solves the problem by saying that the weak-willed person ignores something 
at the very moment of akratic action. Even if he or she claims to know that 
she is doing wrong, she does not use her knowledge in a clear and distinct 
manner. In this sense Aristotle denies the possibility of a clear-eyed akrasia. 
In other words, weak-willed behavior is only possible if something remains 
inconsidered during the decision-making and the action!. 

During the last decades, weakness of will has again become a relevant 
issue in contemporary philosophy. Aristotle is employed as the starting- 


1 For an overview of the philosophical discussion, cfr. W. CHARLTON, Weakness of 
Will: A Philosophical Introduction, London, Duckworth 1988; and J. GOSLING, Weakness 
of Will, London, Routledge 1990. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale ($.1.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 53-71. 
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point of this contemporary discussion, but the discussion itself is 
systematic and philosophical rather than historical. The beginnings of 
contemporary discussion are characterized by the attempt to reduce the 
number of mental concepts and to develop an account of intentional action 
which can dispense with the notion of will. This line of analytic 
philosophy, initiated by thinkers like Gilbert Ryle and G.E.M. Anscombe, 
soon realized that in Aristotle’s theory of action we have a historical theory 
which does not apply a concept of autonomous will but operates with a 
«forward» connection between judging a course good and pursuing it?. 

But if we are to understand intentional action as the outcome of 
rational decision-making process, which does not need an additional free 
will, we are soon faced by the old problem of Aristotle. This was realized 
by philosophers like R.M. Hare who denied the possibility of clear-eyed 
akrasia3. On the other hand, analytical philosophy also attempted to offer 
solutions which could make akrasia a real possibility without postulating 
additional mental concepts. The best known and most discussed of these 
solutions is the one put forward by Donald Davidson. In his article «How 
is Weakness of Will Possible»4 Davidson claims that it is possible to 
affirm, simultaneously, the following three statements: 


. Pl: If an agent wants to do x more than he wants to do y and he believes himself free 
to do either x or y, then he will intentionally do x if he does either x or y 
intentionally. | i 

P2: If an agent judges that it would be better to do x than to do Y then he wants to do 
x more than he wants to do y. 
P3: There are incontinent actions. 


2 See CHARLTON 1988, 10. 

3 For the older contemporary discussion, see C. MORTIMORE, (ed.), Weakness of 
Will, London, Macmillan 1971; CHARLTON 1988, 10. 

^ D. Davipson, «How is Weakness of the Will Possible». In Moral Concepts, J. 
FEINBERG (ed.), pp. 93-113, Oxford, Oxford University Press 1970. (Also in his Essays on 
Actions and Events, pp. 21-42. Oxford, Clarendon Press 1980.) The following description 
is taken from this article and from the subsequent discussion surveyed in both Charlton 
1988 and Gosling 1990. Cfr. also R. SAARINEN, «John Buridan and Donald Davidson on 
Akrasia» Synthese 96, 1993, pp. 133-154. but note that the following interpretation of 
Davidson differs to some extent from the interpretation I offer in my essay of 1993. For a 
very thorough examination on Davidson's argument, see J. PEIINENBURG, Acting against 
One's Own Best Judgement. Diss. Groningen, University Library Groningen1996. (also in: 
www.ub.rug.nl/eldoc/dis/a.j.m.peijnenburg as of April 2002). 
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We see that Pl establishes a forward connection between willing and 
doing and P2 a forward connection between judging and willing. How can 
Davidson justify that there are nevertheless akratic, i.e. incontinent 
actions? 

Davidson makes the existence compatible with the «forward 
connection» expressed in Pl and P2 by distinguishing between two Kinds 
of jugdments: prima facie (conditional, all-things-considered) judgments, 
on the one hand, and unconditional (sans phrase, absolute) judgments, on 
the other hand. He says that an incontinent person judges that, all things 
considered, it would be better to do y than to do x. But this is a conditional 
judgment, whereas P2 is an. absolute judgment. A judgment which 
proceeds from taking into account all relevant circumstances and thus 
bases itself upon them, is a judgment relative to the available evidence and 
thus it remains conditioned by the circumstances. 

The akratic person has thus in her mind two judgments: an absolute 
judgment commanding x and a conditional forbidding judgment, saying 
that all things considered x should not be done. But now the logical 
problem has disappeared, since a conditional judgment cannot conflict 
with any unconditional judgment. This description of akrasia does not 
make weak-willed behavior psychologically understandable, since it is 
nevertheless odd that somebody acts against his or her better knowledge. 
Davidson is not giving a psychological rationale, but only solving the . 
logical problem. It should also be noted that a conditional judgment is not 
meant to be a preliminary or incomplete judgment. On the contrary, it 
represents the «all-things-considered» reflection, whereas the absolute or 
unconditional judgment here stands for the hasty and inattentive 
estimation of the weak-willed person. But this estimation is unconditional 
or absolute in the sense that it prompts willing and doing, whereas a 
conditional judgment does not. 

The merits of Davidson’s discussion have been described as follows: 
«It is the first one to focus attention on the notion of the prima facie in 
practical thinking. This notion is of central importance both to the moral 
philosopher and to the philosopher of action. ... Moral philosophers ... tend 
to think that general moral philosophers purport to determine what is 
absolutely right and wrong, and not just right and wrong prima facie»5. 


5 CHARLTON 1988, 115-116. 
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Two remarks should be made conceming this description. First, the 
distinction between «prima facie» and «absolute» judgments is more 
complicated. A prima facie judgment is something preliminary. But for 
Davidson both prima facie and all-things-considered denote conditions 
which make the judgment in some sense conditional. An «all-things- 
considered» judgment is in a some rather strong sense more thorough than 
an absolute judgment. But as a cause of willing an absolute judgment is 
more powerful than a conditional one. 

Secondly, a historian of philosophy is immediately on the alert when 
somebody is reported to be the first to say something. If we look at the 
medieval moral philosophers, we can see that the Aristotelian tradition 
was very careful in its attempts to define the good judgment and how it 
prompts action. We may ask whether the right judgments described by 
medieval moral philosophers are in Davidson’s classification «all-things- 
considered» judgments or «absolute» ones. 

In the following I will examine some medieval explanations of 
akrasia and relate them to Davidson’s discussion. My emphasis will be on 
philosophical texts (2-4), but I will also pay attention to some theological 
explanations. (6) I will argue that the medieval discussion shows important 
similarities with the contemporary philosophical debate on akrasia (5). I 
will finally (7) highlight one aspect of the medieval discussion which, in 
my view, has an even wider philosophical significance. 


U. SYNESIS AS GOOD JUDGMENT IN ARISTOTLE AND AQUINAS 


The following presentation employs the concept of synesis, a topic 
which was not dealt with in my book Weakness of the Will in Medieval 
Thought but which is nevertheless relevant for the medieval explanations 
of akrasia. 

According to Aristotle, the good judgment which serves as basis of 
prudential action is formed by the virtue of synesis. Synesis is-concerned 
with judging well and soundly (EN 1143a15) about things «which may 
become subjects of questioning and deliberation» (1143a6). Aristotle 
discusses the relationship of synesis to intellect, reason, and perception 
which are all active in the formation and use of the practical syllogism. In 
this context the Latin translation of EN states that intellectus as an intuitive 
mental capacity concerns the extreme terms of syllogism, whereas ratio 
pertains to the demonstrative reason. When a particular course of action is 
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being deliberated, intellect and perception (sensus) are strongly related to 
each other, since the senses perceive the singular things upon which the 
intellect bases its universal generalization. Whereas in theoretical issues 
the intellect is dealing with universals, in practical syllogism it generalizes 
from the singular and particular things in a manner which is fundamentally 
dependent on singular facts®. 

Although the Latin text of EN does not in particular relate synesis 
with perception, Aristotle in the context (EN 1142a24-30) clearly says that 
prudence deals with sensus7. Thus it is natural to think that, insofar as the 
prudential capacity of judging well the particulars is concerned, synesis 
has to do with perception. Thomas Aquinas takes this step and teaches that 
the Greek word synesis or eusynesis means that the person has a good 
sensus. As good or right judgment synesis is made by the cognitive power 
as a clear apprehension of things8. Synesis is the special judicative «use» 
of knowledge in prudentia] action, a use which presupposes learning and 
deliberation and which is followed by the actual command9. In his 
Sententia libri Ethicorum Thomas remarks that in addition to the external 
perception we find an internal sense at work, a sensus which Thomas calls 
intellect as related to the singulars10. 

Thomas's discussion of synesis as right judgment already reveals 
some features on how medieval philosophy understood the moral 
judgments. Since ethics deals with a singular and contingent subject 
matter and since the judgment is highly dependent on perception, the 
moral judgments are qualified by these circumstances. Thomas says that 


6 Aristoteles Latinus. L. MINIO-PALUELLO, G. VERBEKE (ed.) Vol. 26,1-3: Ethica 
Nicomachea (EN), R.A. GAUTHIER (ed.), Leiden, Brill 1967. Translatio Grosseteste, 
recensio pura, p. 266, 13-23 (EN 1143a31-b5): «Sunt autem singularium et extremorum 
«omnium operabilia. Et enim prudentem oportet cognoscere ipsa, et synesis et gnome circa 
operabilia. Hec autem extrema et intellectus extremorum in utraque. Et enim primorum 
terminorum et extremorum intellectus est et non racio. Hic quidem secundum 
demostraciones inmobilium terminorum et primorum, hic autem in practicis extremi et 
contingentis et alterius proposicionis. Principia enim eius quod est cuius gracia, ipse. Ex 
singularibus enim, universale. Horum igitur oportet habere sensum. Hic autem est 
intellectus». 

7 Recensio pura, 262,23-263,3. 

8 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae (ST), IVI q51 a3. 

9 Thomas, In Eth. VI 1c9 n 5,7-8. 

10 In Eth. VI 1c9, n.15. 
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our intellect is twofold: whereas in theoretical matters it operates with 
universals, in practical matters it deals with the minor premise of the 
practical syllogism, and in so doing it employs both the perception of the 
externals and its own capacity for internal sensus, an estimative power 
that, with the help of perceptual information, formulates the minor 
premisell. 

If we explain Aristotle’s synesis as a correct awareness of the 
situation, we can say that already in Thomas the emerging right judgment 
is, in Donald Davidson’s vocabulary, an all-things-considered judgment 
rather than an absolute judgment. This is so because, in moral issues, the 
emerging judgment is relative to and dependent on the contingent facts of 
which we can have no universal truths. But probably for Aquinas, 
Davidson’s distinction would not make much sense since absolute 
judgment in Davidson’s terms would simply be a judgment that prompts 
action. And for Aquinas right moral judgments normally do prompt 
actions although they are dependent on particular facts. 

. In the following I will argue, however, that the late Green 
discussion after Thomas Aquinas begins to display a deeper awareness of 
the issue how different types of judgments yield different results with 
regard to the «forward connection» between thought and action. This is 
especially clear in John Buridan’s treatment of synesis, prudence, and 
weakness of the will. 


II. BURIDAN ON SYNESIS AND PRUDENCE. 


Thomas’s view of synesis as good or right judgment is important for 
this development. The first Franciscan commentator of Ethics, Geraldus 
Odonis, compiles and systematizes Thomas’s terminology into a threefold 
scheme in which the deliberative part (eubulia), the judicative part 
(synesis) and the actually commanding part of prudence are all subdivided 
into four partial powers or abilities. When they are discussing the partial 
virtues of prudence, both Odonis and Buridan quote the following 
memory verse: . 


11 In Eth. VI 1c9, n15. Cfr. Doig, J., Aquinas's Philosophical Commentary on the 
Ethics: A Historical Perspective, Dordrecht, Kluwer, 2001, pp. 258-260. 
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[Eubulia:] Qui solers, docilis, memor est, qui vir rationis 
Rectum consilium perficit ille suum. 

Tardus, et indocilis, ignarus, et immemor extans 
Rectum consilium non facit ille suum. 
[Synesis:] Hinc intellectus, sensus, cautela malorum 
Mens circumspecta, dant bona iudicia. 

Mens hebes, insensata maneas, incauta periclis, 
Incircumspecta, dant mala iudicia. 
(Commanding prudence:] Certa ac suasiva mens, constans atque benigna 
Utile praeceptum perficit ipsa suum. 

Ambiguus, fatuus, inconstans atque malignus 
Vanum praeceptum construit ipse suum. 
(Executive act:] Si curo, vigilo, si diligo, solliciterque, 
Utiliter perago, quae peragenda volo. 

Nec somnolenta, nec mens improvida felix, 
Nec torpens animus, nec vagabunda manus12. 


Let us more closely examine the philosophical issue explained in the 
context of this poem. John Buridan follows Odonis in his presentation of 
the subvirtues. Moreover, in his discussion of weakness of will Buridan 
constructs his view of syllogistic judgment in keeping with his discussion 
of synesis. I will therefore outline the content and the philosophical use of 
the relevant passages as they stand in Buridan!3. 

For Buridan, prudence consists in the totality of (1) deliberation 
(consilium/ eubulia), (2) judgment (iudicium/ synesis) and (3) the resulting 
command and (4) its execution. Prudence is thus not one simpliciter, but 
it is nevertheless a unified whole which is constituted by these partsl4. 


12 Buridan, Quaestiones super decem libros Ethicorum, Paris 1513 (Reprint 
Frankfurt, Minerva 1968), fol. 134va-vb. Cfr. Geraldus Odonis, Sententia et Expositio cum 
quaestionibus super libros Ethicorum. Venice 1500, fol. 134 ra-va; J.J. WALSH, «Some 
Relationships between Gerald Odo’s and John Buridan’s Commentaries on Aristotle’s 
Ethics», Franciscan Studies 35 (1975) 237-275; here: pp. 242-244. 

13 For a more detailed discussion, cfr. R. SAARINEN, «The Parts of Prudence: 
Buridan, Odonis and Aquinas», Dialogue, 42 (2003) 749-766. 

14 Buridan 1513, 134 rb: «Dicendum est (ut magis mihi videtur) quod prudentia 
perfecta secundum quam homo dicitur simpliciter prudens, homo non solum prudens 
consiliator, aut prudens iudicator, aut prudens preceptor, vel exsequtor. Non est unus 
habitus unitate simplici sed unitate ordinis et connexionis multarum partium ab invicem 
formaliter distinctarum». 
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Prudence exercises a threefold or fourfold function: the first function 
(consilium) deliberates the available means. The second function 
(iudicium) judges over these means. The third function gives the command 
to act and the fourth function is the execution itself. Buridan remarks, 
however, that the fourth function, in his opinion, is not an elicited act and 
thus does not belong to the intellectual virtue of prudence but rather to the 
will as the dynamic part of the soull5. 

Buridan goes on to outline the parts of prudence in an even more 
detailed fashion. The first, second and third functions, presented above, 
can all be subdivided into four parts. The inventive and deliberate part can 
(1) employ shrewdness or skill in conjecture (solertia, Gr. eustochia), as 
Aristotle says (EN 1142b1-5). Furthermore, the role of eubulia is divided 
into three: (2) as memory it records the material presented to it, (3) as 
reason it brings this material into consideration, and (4) as learning ability 
(docilitas) it equips the person with the capacity to become informed. The 
good counsel needs all of these four subdivisions, or abilities, in order to 
emerge in a perfect fashion16. 

The second function, synesis, judges the material presented to it by 
good counsel. It employs four abilities, two of which pertain to the major 
premise of the practical syllogism, two others to the minor premise. 
Whereas (1) the intellect (intellectus) is able to make a correct estimation 
of the major premise, (2) perception (sensus) apprehends the concrete case 
expressed by the minor premise. Possible defects concerning the major 
premise are controlled by (3) circumspection or watchfulness which 
recollects all relevant general circumstances. Around the minor premise 
(4) caution exercises a similar function when it investigates the particular 
problems related to it!7. We may note here that synesis for Buridan is 


15 Buridan 1513, 134 va. 

16 Buridan 1513, 134 va. . 

17 Buridan 1513, 134 va-vb: «Dicunt etiam quod pars iudicativa quam Aristoteles 
vocat synesim quattuor habet partes vel habilitates exigit sine quibus non potest ipsa esse 
bona et perfecta. Quoniam cum de conclusione fiat iudicium supet premissas, oportet sana 
capere maiorem et minorem et excludere defectum a maiori et minori. Conceptus igitur 
maioris est sana existimatio finis et legis propter quam et secundum quam dicendum est sic 
operandum esse in tali casu, et vocatur intellectus. Conceptus autem minoris est sana 
apprehensio presentis operabilis quod agitur vel circa quod agitur, et vocatur sensus, quia 
particulare agibile mediante sensu ab intellectu comprehenditur. Defectus autem excluditur 
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related to sensus in its judicative acts (perception, caution) concerning the 
minor premise. But synesis is equally strongly connected with the 
universal major premise in its acts of intellectus and circumspection. 

The third function, command to act, also must meet four 
requirements, two of which pertain to the intellect, two to the appetitive 
powers. First, (1) a determination with certainty is needed. The intellect 
further needs (2) an effective persuasion (suasio efficax) in order to 
convince the appetitive powers properly. A persuasion which remains 
ambiguous or unconvincing does not bring about the expected result. The 
appetitive powers must be equipped with (3) benevolence and (4) 
constancy 18. 

Although Buridan does not consider the fourth, executive function to 
be a part of prudence, he concludes by saying that some teachers divide it 
likewise into four parts: (1) providence, (2) vigilance, (3) diligence and (4) 
solicitude19. 

This elaborate division of prudence serves the purpose of clarifying 
Buridan’s answer, firstly, that prudence is a virtue which can be subdivided 
and, secondly, that the unity of prudence can be seen whereby its various 
parts are all needed, in order for a prudent action to emerge. It is, however, 
not quite clear whether the elaborate division plays a more fundamental 
philosophical role in Buridan’s ethics and action theory, especially since 
he presents it as a theory of some other teachers. Some parts of this 
analysis, especially the executive function, are only briefly mentioned. 

In the following I will nevertheless argue that the second and third 
functions are theoretically interesting and that they are related to other 
contexts of Buridan's commentary of EN, especially to Book VII. The 


a maiore per recollectionem circumstantiarum omnium que debentur operi, et huiusmodi 
recollectio vocatur circumspectio. A minori vero defectus excluditur per discretionem 
bonorum et malorum possibilium evenire actui vel operi, quam discretionem macrobius 
vocat captionem vel cautellam». 

18 Buridan 1513, 134 vb: «Item dicunt illi quod pars praeceptiva ad hoc quod 
praeceptum sit bonus et utile requirit duo ex parte intellectus et duo ex parte appetitus. Ex 
parte enim intellectus requirit primo certam determinationem. Secundo requirit efficacem 
suasionem. Appetitus enim praeceptum formidabile non reciperet bene, neque praeceptum 
etiam non vallatum suasionibus. Ex parte enim appetitus requiritur primo benignitas ... 
Secundo requiritur constantia». 

19 Buridan 1513, 134 vb. 
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syllogistic division of synesis is here relevant. Aristotle employs the 
practical syllogism already in his explanation of synesis, and he returns to 
the parts of the practical syllogism in a detailed manner when incontinent 
behaviour is explained in Book VII. Buridan’s syllogistic organization of 
the parts of synesis relates the universal premise to the concrete 
opportunities expressed by the minor premise. In this sense synesis as 
rectum iudicium is an awareness of the concrete situation in its relationship 
to the universal norms of conduct. This awareness prompts the intellect (1) 
to find the proper general directive and the perception (2) to relate it to a 
particular circumstance. 

It is essential to note that intellect (1) and sensus (2) are accompanied 
by their «twin» or «shadow» abilities of circumspection (3) and caution 
(4). These: abilities increase the awareness of a prudent person in an 
important way. Their task is to exclude the possible defects in the major 
and minor premises. Circumspection functions «by recollecting all 
circumstances» relevant to the formation of the major premise. Caution 
works by «distinguishing all eventual good and bad aspects related to 
action»20. Synesis thus, in principle, goes through all intellectual and 
perceptual aspects relevant in the situation. The shadow abilities serve the 
purpose of double-checking the situation: if, e.g., perception finds that 
some course of action ought to be followed, caution checks that there are 
no hidden side effects and that there is no other alternative course of action 
which would be even better. . 

- As a profound awareness of both intellectual and perceptual matters 
synesis thus forms a judgment so that it is safeguarded against possible 
errors. Buridan’s elaborate description leaves open the possibility that all 
defects may never be overcome: a deep awareness of all possible problems 
may lead to a situation in which the resulting judgment remains qualified 
or uncertain. 

That this possibility is not only theoretical but also influences the 
concrete judgment is strengthened by the observation that the first 
requirement of the third, commanding function, is the certainty of 
determination. Also the second requirement, effective persuasion, points 
to the same issue: whereas the opposite of certainty is ambiguity, the 


20 Buridan 1513, 134 va-vb (quoted above). 
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opposite of effective persuasion is weak and unconvincing advice2!. The 
third, or commanding, function is that part of prudence which actually 
performs the practical syllogism. The two intellectual requirements of that 
function are conditioned by the outcome of synesis: if the judgment 
remains uncertain or unpersuasive, the commanding prudence does not 
work properly. 


IV. AKRASIA AND GOOD JUDGMENT IN BURIDAN (BOOK VII, Q6-8) 


Buridan’s explanation of akrasia in Book VII, q6-8, concentrates on 
the role of iudicium in syllogistic reasoning. Although synesis is not 
explicitly mentioned, Buridan in fact outlines again the judicative part of 
prudence and is thus speaking on the same issues that are in Book VI, q18, 
gathered under synesis. 

In the sixth question it is asked whether one can possess 
simultaneously contrary judgments concerning a particular action22. The 
answer is negative, since the intellectual soul is a unity which must come 
to a unified judgment. In the process of answering Buridan employs the 
distinction between deliberative and judicative prudence. Whereas the 
former collects and examines the «appearances», that is, information and 
reasons that stem from «things and circumstances», the latter is an 
intellectual power that makes a total judgment which is qualitatively more 
than the sum of appearances23. 


21 Buridan 1513, 134 vb. Buridan employs the expressions «fatuus», «fatuitas» and 
«praeceptum formidabile». In the context he gives the opposite vice to all 12 (or 16) virtues 
of prudence. 

22 Buridan 1513, 142 va: «Utrum de aliquo operabili possint haberi simul contraria 
iudicia». 

23 Buridan 1513, 143 rb: «Dicam quod potest poni differentia inter apparentiam et 
iudicium, quantum saepe, ut mihi videtur, expertus sum, quod cum rationes viderem ad 
utramque partem probabiles, tamen ad neutram partem iudicii determinabam me, etiam 
neque novis rationibus ad unam partem, vel ad aliam supervenientibus, sed in suspenso 
tenebam me. Et iterum videmus non omnes aeque cito nec aeque intense consentire 
apparentiis, immo prudentis est prius examinare consilia. Apparentiae namque videntur se 
tenere ex parte rerum et circumstantiarum suarum. Iudicium autem est actus ipsius 
intellectus circa apparentias, et nos videmus si voluntas ad unam partem afficiatur, quod 
intellectus plene iudicabit pro parte illa ex apparentia debilissima, nec apparentiae valde 
fortes poterunt ipsum movere ad aliam partem». 
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Although the judgment thus differs from mere counsel, Buridan 
qualifies the ways in which the judgement becomes one. He says that it is 
not possible to have one judgement according to the senses and a contrary 
judgment according to the intellect. This is so because the intellect as a 
higher power necessarily overcomes the judgment of the senses24. We note 
already here that like in Book VI, q18, both the senses and the intellect 
participate in the judicative activity of prudence as synesis. 

In addition, Buridan admits that the final judgment sometimes 
remains «weak» (debile) or «faint» (formidabile seu formidinale)25. This 
is of course essential for the understanding of akratic behavior, since in the 
case of a weak judgment the person may act against better knowledge. 
Interesting for us in this context is, however, that'this feature is related to 
the classification given in Book VI, q18: in order that the command can be 
effective, both a determinatio certa and a suasio efficax are needed. The 
analysis of akrasia shows that this is not always the case, and therefore it 
is possible to act against some judgments. 

Since deliberation, judgment and command are successive, the lack of 
certainty and conviction in the command have its origins in synesis: if the 
four virtues related to the practical syllogism are not working properly, the 
actual judgment lacks some qualities. Aristotle remarks in this context (EN 
1142b18-20) that the akratic person can have a correct deliberation, which 
indicates that in such case the error first occurs when either synesis or 
command is concerned. 

In q7 of Book VIL, Buridan asks whether the akratic person knows 
when he is doing wrong26. His final answer is that one cannot claim to 
know with an «actual, particular and complete knowledge» that he is doing 
wrong. The akratic person is sinning with an «incomplete» knowledge, in 
which something remains «ignored, inconsidered or incompletely 
judged»27. Thus the error is already to be found at its root either in eubulia 
(consideration/deliberation) or in synesis (judgment). 

Conceming the syllogistic structure of the right judgment, Buridan 
pays attention to the interaction between intellect and sensus. The passions 


24 Buridan 1513, 142 vb. 

25 Buridan 1513, 143 va. 

26 Buridan 1513, 143 va: «Utrum incontinens sciat quando prave agit». 

27 Buridan 1513, 144 ra-rb. See R. SAARINEN, Weakness of the Will in Medieval 
Thought. From Augustine to Buridan, Leiden, Brill 1994, pp.178-180. 
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distract the senses of an akratic person. Although the intellect is a higher 
power, its capacity for judging also becomes hampered as a result of this 
distraction. This is why the akratic person can normally take all 
circumstances into consideration, but not while he is disturbed by 
passion28. 

For Buridan, the possibility of akratic behavior stands or falls with the 
certainty of judgments concerning a particular action. As q8 of Book VII 
states, the will necessarily accepts a judgment which is totally certain: 


Sixth, if someone judges that something is good for him according to a 
consistent good reason, so that it appears good according to all good reasons and 
so that nothing evil follows, then, it seems to me, if this judgment is uncertain 
(dubium), the will nevertheless does not necessarily accept it ... Seventh, if the 
judgment in question is totally certain (certum omnino), i.e., that the person firmly 
and sufficiently believes he sees all relevant circumstances and all their 
combinations, and, given all these combinations he firmly believes that the 
decision at hand will be good for him in any case and by no means bad, then I say 
that the will necessarily accepts it. And I do not consider a judgment made with 
certainty to be identical with true or scientific judgment; it is a judgment which is 
firmly believed and of which all faintness has been excluded (omni exclusa 
formidine)29. 


The judicative part of prudence works in this quote so that it checks 
all circumstances and aims at excluding all possible alternatives and their 
combinations. Both in content and in terminology this description is 
therefore very similar to the one given in Book VI, q18, as the description 
of synesis. The judicative part of prudence aims at producing a 
determination which is certain and thus can form a sufficient intellectual 
basis for the subsequent command to act. The akratic person fails to 
produce such a determination and therefore his good intention does not 
materialize. 


28 Buridan 1513, 144 ra-rb: «... est bene notandum quod ille qui liberatus est ab 
omni passione sensitivi appetitus poteset magis omnes circumstantias attendere et 
cognoscere ... quam ille qui passione ligatus est. ... passiones sensitivi appetitus non sunt 
sine motu sanguinis aut aliorum humorum vel spirituum qui motus si sit magnus turbat 
sensum et prohibet ipsum intellectui debite monstrare, qui tamen intellectus de 
particularibus sensibilibus non potest vere et perfecte sine sensus convenienti ministerio 
iudicare». 

29 Buridan 1513, 145rb. Latin quote in Saarinen 1994, 181. 
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In this context we do not outline Buridan’s view of akrasia in detail30. 
We are only interested in looking at how the judicative act of prudence is 
relevant for Buridan’s explanation of akratic behaviour. The relevance lies 
in the fact that sometimes the judgment remains incomplete or uncertain. 
To some extent this is a result of ignorance, but in addition it may also be 
a result of too much information: if the prudent person recollects all 
circumstances with necessary watchfulness and caution, the conflicting 
evidence may prevent her from forming a certain judgment. Of course this 
is a result of both information overload and ignorance at the same time: if 
the moral agent were omniscient, she could produce the final judgment 
with certainty. But since she is not omniscient but must nevertheless be 
cautious in a situation which is contingent and manifold, she may not 
reach a certain judgment. In a way the «shadow abilities» of watchfulness 
and caution thus prevent her from making a firm decision. 


V. DAVIDSON AND BURIDAN 


Let us now come back to the contemporary discussion and in 
particular to Donald Davidson’s view of akrasia. Both Buridan and 
Davidson are discussing the conditions under which the «forward 
connection» between thought and action is operative. Moreover, they are 
both discussing the conditions of the judgment that prompts action. 
Aristotle’s concept of synesis as good judgment offers a sophisticated 
conceptual platform for the medieval discussion. 

When Buridan teaches that the virtues of watchfulness and caution 
belong to synesis and thus to the formation of good judgment, he focuses 
on the nature of this judgment as an all-things-considered judgment. It can 
be noted that Buridan even employs the Latin expression «prima facie» 
when he discusses the preconditions of a prudential action. In Book III, q3, 
he points out that it is often prudential to postpone a decision in order to 
investigate the case more closely. A prudent man does not accept 
immediately that which prima facie pleases him, but rather examines the 
eventual hidden consequences of available alternatives31, 


30 For other relevant factors in Buridan’s view of akrasia, see Saarinen 1994. 

31 SAARINEN 1994, 171. Buridan 1513, 42 va: «... libertas secundum quam voluntas 
potest non acceptare quod sibi praesentatum fuerit sub ratione boni, vel non refutare quod 
praesentatum est sub ratione mali, prodest valde nobis ad vitae directionem; pro tanto, quia 
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Both Buridan and Davidson see the possibility of akratic actions 
given by the fact that a conditional or a prima facie judgment does not 
necessarily materialize as action. We may judge that, prima facie, we had 
better to do this and nevertheless we may act otherwise. Of the two 
alternatives present in the akratic person’s mind, the rationale for the 
akratic alternative prompts action, whereas the rationale for the virtuos 
deed does not, because it remains a conditional judgment. 

This observation does not mean that Buridan’s and Davidson’s 
explanations of akrasia are identical. An important difference is given in 
the way Buridan treats an «all-things-considered» judgment. For Buridan, 
there comes a point in which additional consideration would no more be 
useful but which causes harmful delay. When this point has been reached, 
a prudential man begins to act. When he has considered all things well 
enough, the judgment starts to prompt action. In this sense an «all-things- 
considered» judgment is for Buridan no more a conditional or prima facie 
judgment, whereas it clearly remains that for Davidson. 

This difference might, nevertheless, be a psychological one which 
pertains rather to the dynamics of action than to the logical structure of 
syllogistic reasoning. Both Buridan and Davidson teach that it is logically 
possible to act against a morally better judgment which is not absolute. 
Moreover, both focus keenly on the claim that practical reasoning and 
judgments concerning particular circumstances easily remain prima facie 
judgments. They do not reach the absolute certainty which is needed in 
order that the forward connection between judgment and action works 
properly. It is the logical nature of the underlying good judgment which 
enables akrasia or rules it out. At this level of logic and reasonning 
Buridan‘s and Davidson‘s explanations are similar. 

I quoted earlier a contemporary philosopher who claimed that 
Davidson is the first philosopher «to focus attention on the notion of the 
prima facie in practical thinking». We have seen that the medieval 
thinkers in their elaboration of synesis and in their explanations of 
akrasia focus their attention both to the phenomenon of uncertain 
judgments and to the very notion of prima facie. There are of course 
rather large differences among the medieval philosophers: although he 
borrows the terminology of Thomas Aquinas, Buridan focuses on the 


in multis in quibus prima facie sunt aliquae rationes bonitatis apparentes, latent saepe mille 
malitiae, vel annexae, vel consequentes». 


68 RISTO SAARINEN 


uncertainty in a manner which is not found in Aquinas. Moreover, 
whereas Aquinas treats watchfulness and caution as virtues of 
commanding prudence, Buridan relates them to the emergence of 
judicative prudence and connects them with synesis32. This is why I think 
that Davidson’s distinction between prima facie and absolute judgments 
has its medieval counterpart rather in John Buridan than in Thomas 
Aquinas. 

In this connection I will not, however, analyze the differences among 
the various medieval positions. I have just pointed out that the Aristotelian 
view of synesis as good judgment relates the medieval discussion to the 
problem according to which circumstances the good judgment is absolute 
or certain. 


VI. THE THEOLOGICAL RELEVANCE OF THE «FORWARD CONNECTION» 


The medieval discussion on «weakness of will» has recently been 
studied in two monographs. Whereas my own book deals with 
Commentaries on Aristotle’s Ethics from Albert the Great to John Buridan, 
Bonnie Kent’s valuable study Virtues of the Will pays attention to the same 
discussion in texts which are more theological than the commentaries33. 
Some authors, like Thomas Aquinas, deal with akrasia in both 
philosophical and theological works, but many scholastics who did not 
write a commentary on Ethics nevertheless treated weakness of the will in 
their theological writings. Of these Kent analyzes, e.g., Walter of Bruges, 
Henry of Ghent, Peter Olivi and Richard of Middleton34. 

One might think that these and other theological authors who stressed 
the relative autonomy of the will would have had problems with the 
Aristotelian forward connection between thought and action. Although 
this is true to a certain extent, Kent shows that all authors agree on some 
intellectualistic requirements, e.g. that we always will sub ratione boni 
and that sin is always preceded by some kind of ignorance?5. 


32 This is investigated in more detail in Saarinen (forthcoming). 

33 SAARINEN 1994; B. KENT, Virtues of the Will:The Transformation of Ethics in the 
Late Thirteenth Century, Washington D.C., The Catholic University of America Press 
1995. 

34 See esp. KENT 1995, 174-198. 

35 KENT 1995, 175-182. 
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Bonnie Kent shows that the theological discussion on akrasia towards 
the end of the 13th century took place between two doctrinal propositions of 
which one is voluntaristic and the other intellectualistic. On the one hand the 
1277 Paris condemnation declared, among other things, that the will must at 
least be able to preserve its state of non velle when the natural mover 
prompts it towards an action. The other relevant doctrine was the so-called 
propositio magistralis of Giles of Rome which stated that «there is no evil 
in the will unless there is error or some lack of knowledge in reason»36. 

In my own study it can be seen that these two complementary 
doctrines were, to a great extent, followed in philosophical commentaries 
as well. For instance Buridan is very careful to outline the will’s freedom 
in terms of the possibility of non velle. This also contributed to his view 
that judgment does not necessarily prompt action but the will can stick to 
its right of veto in cases in which something remains inconsidered37. 

Because in theological texts it was not necessary to deny the forward 
connection between thought and action as long as the will at least 
theoretically had a right of veto, the theological solutions of akrasia are in 
the last analysis rather similar to philosophical ones. Both proceed from 
the presupposition that something must be ignored or lacking, either in the 
deliberation or in the resulting judgment, or in both. The failure to will was 
preceded by a failure in prudential consideration. The forward connection 
thus did not lose its theoretical significance in theological contexts. 


VII. EPISTEMIC AKRASIA 


As a last topic I will briefly discuss another related point which shows 
the wider theoretical significance of the medieval discussion for the 
history of philosophy. If we refine John Buridan’s philosophical 
explanation of akrasia by means of a rational reconstruction, we easily 
come to the following conclusion: a particular action is almost always 
vulnerable to akrasia. For we cannot investigate all possible 
circumstances and cannot be infinitely cautious but simply must act 
without delay on the basis of available information. Only God who is 
omniscient is not vulnerable to akrasia. 


36 SAARINEN 1994, 166-168; KENT 1995, 76-81; 179-181. 
37 SAARINEN 1994, 166-172. 
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If we carry this consideration further we might claim that akrasia is not 
only a moral problem but a universal problem of reasoning and decision- 
making. This step is taken by Jaakko Hintikka who says that «Aristotle’s 
problem of akrasia is a facet of his general theories of reasoning and of 
potentiality; it is not a specifically moral problem for him»38. Hintikka has 
studied Leibniz’s modal theory. He comes to the conclusion that the 
modern modal theory opens doors to an even wider conception of akrasia. 
When Leibniz says: «God is, necessarily, a being who wills the best, but not 
a being who necessarily wills the best», we may, according to Hintikka, ask 
whether even God has the theoretical possibility to will or act against better 
judgment, in other words, to act akratically39. 

Returning from Hintikka’s theological consideration to philosophy, we 
may ask the following: if we change our understanding of science from the 
Aristotelian paradigm to the modem one, the problems which the 
Aristotelians related to the inductive and perceptual nature of ethics begin 
to permeate the emerging empirical sciences as a whole. Given that modern 
science is based on empirical observation of the particulars and the 
judgments concerning them, how much evidence should we gather, in order 
to be safe from the error of judging the matter too quickly? We are not 
omniscient and we cannot be infinitely watchful and cautious. Therefore 
we remain vulnerable to errors of insufficient evidence and hasty judgment. 
The empiricist’s problem of hasty judgment resembles the old problem of 
akrasia, but it is not related to moral philosophy, but rather to empirical 
knowledge in general. Thus we are dealing with the claim that akrasia is 
fundamentally a logical or epistemic problem instead of a moral one. 

John Buridan’s discussion on the fundamentally uncertain nature of 
the judgments which synesis makes, relying on the contributive role of 
particular facts, already points towards this kind of inductive decision- 
making theory. One important feature of the late medieval discussion on 


38 J. HINTIKKA, «Was Leibniz’s Deity an Akrates?», in Modern Modalities, S. 
Knuuttila (ed.) , Dordrecht, Kluwer, pp. 85-108, here: p. 96. The phenomenon of epistemic 
akrasia can be found in Hintikka 1988; the term is employed by C. Hookwav, «Epistemic 
akrasia and epistemic virtue», forthcoming in: Virtue Epistemology, A. FAIRWEATHER and 
L. ZAGZEBSKI (ed.) (also in: www.shef.ac.uk/uni/academia/N-Q/phil/department/staff/ 
hookway/ akrasia.htm as of April 2002) Hookway (op.cit. n.p.) describes epistemic akrasia 
as follows: «if someone consciously accepts some proposition while also accepting that it 
is epistemically wrong to do so». 

39 HINTIKKA 1988, 98. 
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prudence, synesis and akrasia is that the particular action must be 
deliberated and judged without any presupposition of omniscience. The 
moral agent must make a judgment without knowing everything. 

This lack of omniscience is also relevant for the modem philosophy 
of science. In his book Pluralism: Against the Theory of Consensus 
(1993) Nicholas Bescher criticizes Jürgen Habermas and the so-called 
consensus theory of truth as follows: the consensus theory presupposes a 
scientific community which is potentially omniscient. But this 
presupposition is obviously false. The particular and limited nature of 
human beings effectively hinders omniscience and thus makes consensus 
unavailable. When scientists investigate and debate informative claims, 
they do (and must) proceed on the basis of a ‘perspective’ — a “cognitive 
stance’ or ‘point of view’ regarding evidential/ methodological matters 
from which the issues are judged. We cannot call upon the Recording 
Angel to inform us in matters of inquiry, but have to proceed with the 
instruments and materials at our disposal to make the best judgements that 
we can manage to achieve40. 

In his criticism of Habermas, Nicholas Rescher concludes that 
scientific judgments are not and should not be absolute judgments but that 
they are «best judgments» connected with the available, although limited, 
evidence. This state of affairs necessarily prompts pluralism, since 
different judgment can only partially be falsified or reconciled with one 
another. Pluralism does not, however, mean relativism or skepticism for 
Rescher. He argues that within the pluralist situation the scientist should 
prefer the best explanation, granted that inerrancy is not reached4l. 

We may say, in accordance with both Donald Davidson and Nicholas 
Rescher, that empirical judgments for the same reason leave the door open 
for epistemic akrasia. This modern conclusion is not very different from 
John Buridan’s medieval interpretation of moral akrasia. People think and 
act akratically because they are not omniscient recording angels but agents 
who make their decisions on the basis of incomplete, particular and 
perspective-related evidence. 


University of Helsinki 
40 N. RESCHER, Pluralism: Against the Demand for Consensus, Oxford, Clarendon 


Press, 1993, p. 77. 
41 RESCHER 1993, 98-99. 
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INTENTIONALITY AND ACTION 
MEDIEVAL DISCUSSIONS ON THE COGNITIVE 
CAPACITIES OF ANIMALS 


It seems quite natural that we should perform many actions in our 
daily life: attending a conference is an action, presenting a paper is an 
action, or a simple thing as raising one’s arm is an action. But what makes 
all these bodily movements more than mere movements of the limbs? 
What specific feature is responsible for their being actions? Nowadays 
many philosophers answer this crucial question by appealing to the so- 
called «belief-desire model»!. They claim that a bodily movement is an 
action if the person performing that movement has both a belief (or 
perhaps some other kind of cognitive state) determining the scope of the 
movement and a desire motivating it. Thus, raising my arın is an action if 
I believe that I have an arm I can move for a certain purpose and if I want 
to move it. Were I a puppet that lacked all cognitive power, raising my arm 
would not be an action but simply a mechanical movement. And were I a 
creature that lacked all volitional power, it would not be an action either. 
In that case I could be acted upon by someone who decides to move my 
arm, but I would not act myself. 


! A prominent defender of this model is D. Davipson who claims that both a belief 
and a so-called «pro-attitude» are required for an action; see his «Actions, Reasons, and 
Causes», in idem, Essays on Actions and Events, Oxford, Clarendon, 1980, pp. 3-19. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 73-98. 
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Philosophers invoking the «belief-desire model» usually call it «the 
Humean model» because they take it to have been established by David 
Hume?. Yet a short look at medieval texts reveals it to have deeper roots — 
roots that can be traced back to the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries at 
least. Several authors of this period tried to capture the dual aspect of this 
model by introducing a technical term that covers both the cognitive and 
the volitional side: the term «intention» («intentio»). Duns Scotus, for 
instance, claimed that this term designates a «striving for something else» 
(«tendere in aliud») which is to be found both in the intellect and in the 
will. With regard to the intellect, striving amounts to conceiving of 
something; with regard to the will, it amounts to wanting or desiring 
something?. Similar remarks were made by later authors, for example by 
Hervaeus Natalis, who opened his Treatise on second intentions, the first 
medieval treatise dealing exclusively with the problem of intentionality, 
by stating that an intention is to be found in the intellect as well as in the 
will, For an action, both types of intention are required. A person needs to 
conceive of something and to want something in order to be an agent and 
not simply an organism that happens to perform bodily movements. 

Such an appeal to intellectual and volitional intentions certainly has 
the advantage of providing a neat framework for a theory of action, but at 
the same time it raises a host of tricky questions. What are the two types 
of intention supposed to be? How are they generated? How do they relate 
to each other? And how do they bring about an action? Given the general 
scope of this conference, I intend to discuss some of these questions by 
focussing on the intellectual side. Of course, it would be a Herculean task 
to engage in such a discussion by presenting various theories of the 


2 For a careful evaluation of this model, see B. STROUD, Hume, London & New 
York, Routledge, 1977, pp. 154-170. 

3 Scotus even adduces a third and a fourth meaning of «intentio», namely when 
this term is used to designate a ratio formalis in re or a conceptus. See John Duns Scot, In 
II Sent. (Rep. Par.), dist. 13, q.u., in Opera omnia, ed. L. WADDING, Paris, Vivés, 1891-95, 
vol. XXIII, p. 44. 

4  Hervaeus Natalis, Tractatus de secundis intentionibus, ms. Wien, 
Nationalbibliothek 2411, A f. lrb: «Sciendum ergo quod intentio pertinet tam ad 
voluntatem quam ad intellectum. Et quia intentio videtur importare tendentiam in quoddam 
alterum, intentio convenit tam voluntati tendenti in suum obiectum quam etiam intellectui 
respectu sui obiecti». 
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intellect. As is well known, these theories were numerous and complex in 
the Middle Ages. That is why I would like to analyze a special difficulty 
that was discussed by a number of medieval philosophers, namely the 
problem of demarcating the intellectual intentions to be found in human 
agents from the cognitive states in brute animals. This problem became 
prominent in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries because many 
philosophers realized that an explanation of actions that appeals to 
intellectual intentions risks to lead us straight into a dilemma. On the one 
hand, we all see that animals perform many actions: dogs look for food, 
cats play with mice, swallows make nests, sheep flee when seeing a wolf, 
etc. On the other hand, animals are denied reason or intellect. According 
to the standard Aristotelian-Avicennian picture, they are simply equipped 
with external and internal senses; consequently, they cannot have 
intellectual intentions. So how can they perform actions if one of the 
elements that is so crucial for an action, namely the presence of intellectual 
intentions, is missing? Are animals performing something that deceivingly 
looks like an action but cannot count as a real action? Or are they capable 
of performing a variety of actions despite their lack of intellectual 
intentions? 

These are the questions I intend to examine in this paper. Needless to 
say, in discussing them I do not aim to cover the rich and complex 
medieval history of animal psychology. Nor do I intend to give an 
overview of all the sources (particularly commentaries on the De anima) 
where we find elaborate discussions of cognitive capacities attributed to 
animals. I rather want to look at a restricted number of texts, thus 
presenting a case study that helps us better understand the relationship 
between intentions and actions. For it seems to me that it is precisely in 
their debates on animals that many medieval authors clarified their 
concepts of intention and of action. 


5 For that reason I shall not discuss the questions of the existence of an animal soul 
and of its place in the hierarchical order of creation. For an overview of animal psychology 
in the Middle Ages, see J. VOISENET, Bétes et Hommes dans le monde médiéval. Le 
bestiaire des clercs du Ve au XIIe siècle, Turnhout, Brepols, 2000 (especially ch. 7), and 
Micrologus 8 (2000), a special issue on «The World of Animals». 
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II 


The question of what kind of cognitive capacities can be attributed to 
animals was already widely discussed by ancient authors, as Richard 
Sorabji has shown in a comprehensive studyó. Yet it gained particular 
importance in the theory of inner senses developed by Avicenna, a theory 
that exerted a great influence on thirteenth and fourteenth-century 
philosophers’. Avicenna explicitly tackled the problem of what animals do 
when they are confronted with perceivable objects. In order to resolve this 
problem, he distinguished between two activities. On the one hand, 
animals apprehend sensible forms when they are presented with an object. 
Thus, a sheep standing in front of a wolf apprehends the wolf’s color, its 
shape, its size, and other forms that are accessible to the sense of sight’. 
The combination of all these forms enables the sheep to have a visual 
image of the wolf — not of a wolf in general, of course, but of the 
individual wolf it is facing. In addition, the sheep also apprehends an 
intention (Arabic: ma’na, Latin: intentio). Avicenna describes this second 
activity as follows: 


An intention is that which the soul apprehends with regard to the sensible object, even 
though the exterior sense has not previously apprehended it. For example, a sheep 


6 See R. SonaBit, Animal Minds & Human Morals. The Origins of the Western 
Debate, Ithaca & London, Cornell University Press, 1993. 

7 On the ancient background and the framework of this theory, see E.R. HARVEY, 
The Inward Wits. Psychological Theory in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance, London, 
Warburg Institute, 1975, and G. STROHMAIER, «Avicennas Lehre von den ,inneren Sinnen‘ 
und ihre Voraussetzungen bei Galen», in P. MANULI & M. VEGETTI (eds.), Le opere 
psichologiche di Galeno, Napoli, Bibliopolis, 1988, pp. 231-242. Note that the theory of 
the inner senses was important not just for human and animal psychology, but also for the 
development of logic and theory of science, as D. BLACK, «Estimation (Wahm) in 
Avicenna: The Logical and Psychological Dimensions», Dialogue 32 (1993) 219-258, has 
pointed out. I will focus on one single aspect of this complex theory, thus discussing what 
D. Black calls «the canonical presentation» (op. cit., p. 220). It goes without saying that 
this focus does not aim at underestimating or ruling out all the other aspects. 

$ Of course, this is a somewhat simplified account of the sheep's sensory 
activities. Given that the sheep is equipped with five senses, not just with the sense of sight, 
it also smells or hears the wolf, which enables it to receive a complex set of sensible forms. 
Animals have in fact a special sense, namely the sensus communis, which brings together 
the forms grasped by the various external senses. The multiplicity of forms allows an 
animal to distinguish between various objects that may display the very same visual forms, 
but unequal forms accessible to other senses. 
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apprehends the intention which it has of the wolf, namely that it ought to fear it and 
to flee from it, even though its sense does not apprehend this in any way.? 


The important point is that Avicenna clearly distinguishes between the 
forms apprehended by the five senses and the. intention which is not 
received through the external senses. Rather, the intention is apprehended 
by a special faculty which Avicenna calls «the estimative faculty»10. It is 
in fact this faculty, located in the middle ventricle of the brain, that 
immediately apprehends the intention without there being a previous 
apprehension by an external sense. Avicenna makes it clear that the 
intention is not something perceivable like a color or a sound. 
Nevertheless, it is to be found in the sensible thing itself, «mixed up» with 
that thing!!. This means that it is not simply created or invented by a 
perceiving animal, say by the sheep which sees the wolf. Nor is it the 
product of a process of imagination or deliberation. That is why one 
should be careful not to conflate the intention apprehended by the 
estimative faculty with the intellectual intention later authors like Duns 
Scotus and Hervaeus Natalis referred to. In his recent study on Avicenna’s 
De anima, Dag Hasse aptly calls this kind of intention «a connotational 
attribute»!?. It is an attribute because it is to be found in the sensible thing 
itself, not just in the perceiving sheep; yet it is connotational because it is 
not a special sensible form existing besides all other sensible forms but a 
feature that results from a multitude of sensible forms and immediately 
triggers a certain reaction in the perceiver. Thus, when an animal looks like 
having a big mouth and hungry eyes, it displays the feature of being 
hostile, which is apprehended as such by a sheep and provokes its action 


9 Avicenna latinus, Liber de anima seu Sextus de naturalibus 1.5, ed. S. VAN RIET, 
Louvain & Leiden, Peeters & Brill, 1968 and 1972, vol. I, p. 86: «... intentio autem est id quod 
apprehendit anima de sensibili, quamvis non prius apprehendat illud sensus exterior, sicut ovis 
apprehendit intentionem quam habet de lupo, quae scilicet est quare debeat eum timere et 
fugere, quamvis non hoc apprehendat sensu nullo modo.» See also IV.1, vol. II, pp. 6-10. 

10 Liber de anima L5, op. cit., vol. I, p. 89: «Deinde est vis aestimationis; quae est 
vis ordinata in summo mediae concavitatis cerebri, apprehendens intentiones non sensatas 
quae sunt in singulis sensibilibus...» See also IV.1, vol. II, p. 8. 

ll Liber de anima 1V.3, op. cit., vol. IL, p. 38: «... apprehendit aestimatio intentiones 
quae sunt commixtae cum sensibilibus...». 

D See DN. Hasse, Avicenna s De Anima in the Latin West. The Formation of a 
Peripatetic Philosophy of the Soul 1160-1300, London & Turin, The Warburg Institute & 
Nino Aragno Editore, 2000, pp. 132-134. 
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of fleeing!3. The sheep does not merely see the wolf by grasping its 
sensible forms; it sees it and apprehends it as being hostile, which makes 
it run away. The crucial point is that the sheep does all this because of its 
natural capacities. It is «programmed», so to speak, to apprehend the wolf 
as being hostile, without making any inferences and without deliberating 
about the life-threatening things the wolf might do. And it is equally 
«programmed» to flee once it has apprehended the feature of hostility. The 
sheep is not capable of saying to itself: «Well, this is a tamed wolf that has 
been trained to protect sheep. So I should trust it and not be afraid.» Nor 
can the sheep decide to choose a reaction other than fleeing. It cannot 
encourage itself by saying: «This is indeed a very hostile wolf. But I must 
resist it and bravely defend my fellow sheep. So let me attack it.» The 
sheep is simply doing what it is designed to do, thus displaying a natural 
and inevitable correlation between apprehension and reaction. This applies 
not only to negative reactions, but also to positive ones. Avicenna 
mentions the example of the sheep that takes care of the lamb: whenever 
it apprehends the feature of neediness in the lamb, it gives milk to it or 
helps it in some other way!4. Here again, there is no deliberation and no 
choice. The sheep cannot but take care of the lamb once it has 
apprehended its neediness. 

Now the crucial question is whether or not the sheep performs an 
action. Avicenna does not explicitly raise this question, but it is clear that 
it could and even should be asked. Raising it may provoke puzzling 
reactions. For it seems as if we could give both a positive and a negative 
answer. On the one hand, we could say that the sheep does indeed act, 
simply because it does something: it activates the estimative faculty, 
apprehends the so-called intention, and flees from the wolf. Obviously, it 
is not just a piece of matter that is acted upon and moved around. The 
sheep even performs a distinctively «sheepish» action, for unlike a lion it 
does not ignore or attack the wolf — it runs away. So we can subsume the 
particular action under a certain type of action. In addition, it should be 
noted that Avicenna explicitly attributes a volitional act to the sheep — an 
act that is accompanied by a special perception. Avicenna claims: 


15 In some passages Avicenna calls this feature explicitly «hostility» (inimicitia); 
see Liber de anima IV.1, op. cit., vol. II, p. 7. 

14 See Liber de anima L5, op. cit., vol. I, p. 89. Ibid. IV.1, vol. II, p. 7, he refers to 
the positive case of grasping the concordia in fellow sheep. 
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Therefore, we should say that an animal, when wanting something, perceives that it 
wants or imagines it for itself. For if it did not perceive it, it would not intend to look 
for it by [performing] a motion.!5 


This claim could be interpreted in a strong sense as follows: the sheep 
does not simply run away from the wolf; it wants to run away and even 
perceives that it has this particular wish. Otherwise it would not look for 
the best way to escape. If the sheep’s behavior is understood in this way, 
it can be said to have both elements that are required for an action, namely 
(i) a cognitive element (the grasping of an intention), and (ii) a volitional 
element (the wish to run away). 

Yet the so-called act of wanting could also be interpreted in a weak 
sense: the sheep does not want to run away because it decides that fleeing 
is the best thing to do or because it has chosen this particular reaction. It 
simply has the irresistible wish to run a way — a wish that is more like an 
instinctive feeling and that immediately follows from the grasping of the 
intention of hostility. Both the grasping of the intention and the formation 
of the instinctive feeling are somewhat built into the sheep’s organism!6. 
That is why one could very well say that the sheep does not act at all. It 
simply exhibits a certain stimulus-reaction pattern, which is fully 
determined by its natural instincts. Given that the sheep neither deliberates 
about what it should do nor chooses a certain action among a variety of 
possible actions, it does nothing more than follow a natural program. 

As long as we do not specify what is required for a real action, as 
opposed to the mere instantiation of a natural program, the question of 
whether or not the sheep acts remains open. It is therefore hardly 
surprising that Latin authors who read Avicenna and who were confronted 
with his theory of the estimative faculty tried to specify the conditions that 
need to be fulfilled for there to be an action. 


D Liber de anima IV.3, op. cit., vol. II, pp. 54-55: «Dicemus igitur quod animal, 
cum vult aliquid, percipit se velle aut imaginetur ei: si enim non perciperet, non intenderet 
illud quaerere per motum». 

16 Note, however, that Avicenna is cautious in his explanation of the instinctive 
feeling. He does not make the strong claim that this feeling is invariably the same in all 
animals and all situations. Rather, he refers to various dispositions (dispositiones) that are 
responsible for the fact that an animal (as well as a human being) wants a particular thing 
in a given situation, while it rejects it in another. There is no automatism that would compel 
an animal to go for a certain thing in every situation. See Liber de anima IV.4, op. cit., vol. 
IL p. 55. 
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DI 


Thomas Aquinas was certainly not the first Latin author inspired by 
Avicenna who examined the question of what counts as an action in an 
animal!’. But he provided one of the most systematic answers to this 
question because he discussed it within the framework of a fully worked 
out theory of intentionality and of action. His starting point was exactly the 
Avicennian thesis that animals are endowed with an estimative faculty, 
which enables them to apprehend intentions. In a famous passage he 
states: 


It is necessary for an animal to seek certain things or to flee [from others], not only 
because they suit or do not suit its senses but also because they are in other ways 
fitting and useful or harmful. Thus a sheep flees when it sees a wolf approach, not 
because of an unbecoming color or shape, but because the wolf is its natural enemy. 
And likewise a bird collects straw, not because it pleases the senses, but because it 
needs it for building its nest. It is therefore necessary for an animal to perceive 
intentions which the external sense does not perceive.!8 


In this statement we find exactly the three points that were already of 
crucial importance to Avicenna: (i) intentions are not perceived by the 
outer senses, but by a special faculty that belongs to the inner senses; (ii) 
intentions are non-sensible but nevertheless apprehensible features of 
material objects; (iii) their being apprehended triggers a natural reaction. 
It is interesting to note that intentions are considered to be features of an 
object (not just of the animal perceiving the object), but not features that 


17 Thanks to Avendauth's and Dominicus Gundissalinus’ translations of Avicenna’s 
Liber de anima, this work was known in the Latin West as early as in the middle of the 
twelfth century (between 1152 and 1166), and «was to become a bestseller among 
thirteenth-century writers on the soul», as D. HASSE, op. cit, p. 8, remarks. On the 
reception of the theory of the estimative power in the Latin West, see ibid., pp. 141-153. 

18 Summa theologiae (=STh) I, P. CARAMELLO (ed.), Turin & Rome, Marietti, 1952, 
q. 78, art. 4, corp.: «Sed necessarium est animali ut quaerat aliqua vel fugiat, non solum 
quia sunt convenientia vel non convenientia ad sentiendum, sed etiam propter aliquas alias 
commoditates et utilitates, sive nocumenta. Sicut ovis videns lupum venientem fugit, non 
propter indecentiam coloris vel figurae, sed quasi inimicum naturae. Et similiter avis 
colligit paleam, non quia delectat sensum, sed quia est utilis ad nidificandum. Necessarium 
est ergo animali quod percipiat hujusmodi intentiones quas non percipit sensus exterior.» 
See also Quaestio disputata De anima, art. 13, corp., P. M. CALCATERRA & T. S. CENTI 
(eds.), in Quaestiones disputatae, vol. II, Turin & Rome, Marietti, 1965, p. 330. 
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are invariably the same for all perceiving animals. Thus, a wolf does not 
appear to have the feature of hostility towards another wolf. This is a 
feature it only has with respect to sheep, goats and other defenseless 
animals. That is why one can hardly call an intention an absolute feature 
in the sense of it always being actually present, regardless of the animal 
perceiving it. It is more like a relational feature. That is, in relation to a 
certain type of perceiving animal the wolf has the actual feature of 
hostility and is apprehended as such; in relation to another type of animal 
it may have a different feature and, consequently, it may be apprehended 
differently!9. 

At this point one may ask why a certain feature is apprehended by a 
certain animal. Why does the sheep apprehend the wolf as being hostile 
and not, say, as being brave or protective? Does it see the wolf in a way 
that somewhat differs from that of another wolf or of a human being? At 
first sight one may suspect that there is indeed a different kind of seeing: 
a sheep’s eyes differ from a wolf’s or a human being’s eyes; so the sheep 
will have a different type of sensory image and, consequently, a different 
type of intention. Yet such an argumentation can immediately be ruled out, 
for Aquinas emphasizes that there is no fundamental difference between 
an animal’s and a human being’s act of seeing: 


The operation of a sensory faculty is carried out in the same way in a human being 
and in a brute animal. For a human being sees by means of the eye in the same way 
as a horse does.20 


The sheep (or the horse) does not apprehend the hostility because it 
sees the wolf in a way that fundamentally differs from that of a human 
being. Of course, its eyes differ anatomically from a human’s eyes. But 


19 To be more precise, one could say (though Aquinas is not explicit about this 
point) that hostility is a dispositional relational feature. That is, it is a disposition to be 
found in an object, say in a wolf, because of the natural make-up of the wolf. Yet this 
disposition is activated in some relations only: only when the wolf is perceived by a sheep, 
does the dispositional hostility become an actual hostility, and only in that relation is it 
actually grasped. Were the wolf seen by another wolf, the disposition would not be 
activated at all but would remain a mere disposition. 

20 Quaestiones quodlibetales, q. 10, art. 4, ad 2, R. Sprazzi (ed.), Turin & Rome, 
Marietti, 1956, p. 203: «Operatio namque potentiae sensitivae eodem modo perficitur in 
homine et bruto; eodem enim modo videt homo per oculum quo equus.» See also STA I, q. 
78, art. 4, corp. 
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their basic function is the same: like the eyes of a human being, the eyes 
of a sheep enable it to receive sensible forms. What, then, is responsible 
for the sheep’s apprehension of hostility? 

To provide an answer to this question we need to spell out the 
difference between a sheep and a human being. Aquinas famously points 
out that brute animals are only equipped with external and internal senses, 
whereas human beings also have an intellect?!. This difference has a strong 
impact on their cognitive capacities. Since animals lack an intellect, they 
are only able to have phantasms, i.e. some kind of visual images of 
percéivable objects, which they can store. But they are not capable of 
forming general concepts under which they could subsume these objects. 
That is why they are not able to conceptualize what they see. To put it in 
a nutshell, one could say that animals see something without seeing that 
thing as something. Thus, the sheep sees the wolf by having a visual 
image of something big, gray and shaggy. This image is formed somewhat 
spontaneously in its inner senses when it is standing in front of the wolf. 
But the sheep does not see the wolf as a wolf. That is, it does not abstract 
the essence of the wolf from all the sensible forms it has apprehended?3. 
For that reason it does not apprehend that which makes a wolf a wolf and 
not some other kind of animal, and it does not form the general concept of 
wolf under which the particular wolf could be subsumed. Could we talk to 
the sheep and ask it what it sees, it would not be able to say: «a wolf.» Nor 
would it be able to make a judgment like «There is a wolf standing in front 
of me.» The sheep could do nothing but describe its visual image. It could 


21 Following Aristotle, he emphasizes that the intellect cannot be reduced to or 
identified with the so-called «lower faculties». It is a distinctive faculty that cannot be 
found in brute animals; see Sentencia libri De anima III, 1, ed. Leonina XLV/1, Rome & 
Paris, Commissio Leonina & Vrin, 1984, pp. 201sq. A careful analysis of the different 
faculties of the soul is provided by R. PASNAU, Thomas Aquinas on Human Nature, 
Cambridge & New York, Cambridge University Press, 2002, part II. 

22 For a concise discussion of this crucial point, see E. Stump, «Aquinas on the 
Mechanisms of Cognition: Sense and Phantasia», in S. EBBESEN & R. FRIEDMAN (eds.), 
Medieval Analyses in Language and Cognition, Copenhagen, C. A. Reitzels Forlag, 1999, 
pp. 377-395. 

23 That the process of abstraction plays a crucial role is emphasized in STA I, q. 85, 
art. 1, ad 1, and in Super Boetium De Trinitate, P.M.J. GILS et al. (eds.), Leonina L, Rome 
& Paris, Commissio Lenonina & Cerf 1992, q. 5, art. 3, pp. 147-149. For a detailed analysis 
of these crucial passages, see my Theorien der Intentionalität im Mittelalter, Frankfurt 
a.M., Klostermann, 2002, 62-70. 
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not even compare several images it has gathered from different wolves and 
realize that they are all images of the same type of animal. The sheep 
would be condemned to describing a loose series of images which come 
and go. It would not have the cognitive means to ascend from this level of 
images presenting particular things to the level of a general concept. 

In contrast to brute animals, human beings are not only able to 
conceptualize what they see, but they also have the means to make 
judgments and to come up with long chains of reasoning. They are even 
capable of locating what they see in a certain context. Thus, if I were 
seeing a wolf in a circus show, I could say: «This animal must be a wolf 
because it has all the characteristic features of a wolf. In principle, such an 
animal is dangerous. Yet I see that this wolf here has been tamed and that 
it perfectly obeys its master. For that reason, it is not to be feared and I can 
peacefully remain seated.» I hope this little example shows that our 
intellect enables us not only to see something as something, but also to 
locate a particular thing within a certain context, to compare it with other 
instances of the same type of things, and to come up with a detailed 
assessment of a complex situation. 

At this point one may raise an objection. It may well be that a sheep 
does not see the wolf as a wolf because it lacks the concept of wolf. But it 
is at least capable of seeing the wolf as being gray or big, simply because 
it receives the sensible forms of grayness and bigness. And given the fact 
that the sheep is able to discriminate between various forms, it can 
apprehend the wolf as being grey and not, say, red. So would it not be 
appropriate to acknowledge that animals are able to perform at least some 
acts of seeing something as something? 

In order to answer this question one needs to carefully distinguish 
between different ways of seeing something as something. If one 
understands by such an act the simple discrimination of various colors, 
shapes and sizes, a brute animal is indeed capable of performing it. For an 
animal is in fact able to distinguish something grey from something red. 
Its senses enable it to differentiate between various sensible forms, as 
Aquinas points out following Aristotle?4. Yet this kind of differentiation 
does not amount to a conscious classification of objects. Nor does it enable 
an animal to come up with detailed assessments and comparisons of 


?^ See Sentencia libri De anima II, cap. 13, R.A. GAUTHIER (ed.), Leonina XLV/1, 
Rome & Paris, Commissio Leonina & Vrin, 1984, pp. 118-119. 


84 DOMINIK PERLER 


various objects. Thus, the sheep is not able to put the wolf in the same 
category of grey objects as, say, stones and streets. Nor is it able to identify 
a second wolf as belonging to the same type of gray things as the first 
wolf. The sheep simply has the immediate impression of something 
grayish, lacking the concept of grayness. It may be compared to a two- 
week old infant who is suddenly exposed to bright light. The infant is 
certainly able to distinguish this light from a dark spot, but it has no means 
to see it as something bright and yellow because it is unable to attribute a 
particular shade of yellowness to it; the infant is merely struck by a flash of 
light. Similarly, the sheep is struck by something gray when it is confronted 
with the wolf; it does not categorize it as a thing displaying a certain shade 
of grayness. That is why one could say that the sheep sees something gray 
but that it does not see it as belonging to the class of gray objects. 

A further point needs to be taken into account. Aquinas makes it clear 
that human beings apprehend an individual thing «as existing under a 
common nature», i.e. as belonging to a certain type of things, even if we 
do not consciously form the appropriate concept. When I am standing in 
front of a wolf, I spontaneously see this animal as belonging to a certain 
species of animal, even if I do not come up with the full-fledged concept 
of wolf. I may even be confused about the identity of the wolf and take it 
to be a wild dog or a hyena. Despite this confusion and misidentification, 
Ido subsume the particular animal I see under a certain «common nature», 
which makes me see the wolf as a certain animal. In the case of brute 
animals no such act of subsuming occurs, as Aquinas emphasizes: 


... but the estimative power does not apprehend an individual insofar as it belongs to 
a common nature, but only insofar as it is the terminus or the principle of some action 
or passion. A sheep, for instance, does not cognize this lamb insofar as it is this lamb, 
but insofar as it should be given milk by [the sheep]...26 


Thus, the sheep does not perform an act of seeing that is accompanied 
by an act of conceptualizing and categorizing the perceived object. It 


25 Sentencia libri De anima, op. cit, II, cap. 13, p. 122: «nam cogitatiua 
apprehendit indiuiduum ut existentem sub natura communi...». 

26 Sentencia libri De anima, op. cit., II, cap. 13, p. 122: «... estimativa autem non 
apprehendit aliquod indiuiduum secundum quod est sub natura communi, set solum 
secundum quod est terminus aut principium alicuius actionis uel passionis, sicut ouis 
cognoscit hunc agnum non in quantum est hic agnus, set in quantum est ab ea lactabilis...». 
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rather performs what one may call an instinctive act of seeing: it detects 
the lamb and instinctively feels that it needs milk. But it does not see the 
lamb as a lamb or even as an animal that needs to be fed. That is why 
Aquinas draws a clear distinction between the estimative power to be 
found in animals and the cogitative power of human beings. Even if the 
cogitative power deals with individuals only, it enables a human being to 
apprehend an individual thing as being an instantiation of a certain type of 
things — a capacity which brute animals, guided by instincts, lack 
completely. 

Now this is the crucial difference between humans and brute animals. 
If we ask what makes the sheep apprehend the hostility of the wolf, 
Aquinas’s answer would be: «a natural instinct which is triggered by the 
apprehension of sensible forms and, consequently, by the formation of a 
phantasm.» The sheep has no choice not to apprehend the hostility. It is 
somewhat condemned to do it because of its instincts that are part of its 
biological make-up. The crucial point is that the sheep does not apprehend 
the hostility by forming the concept of hostility; it lacks every concept, the 
concept of wolf as well as that of hostility. Strictly speaking, we are not 
even entitled to say that the wolf apprehends hostility, because Aquinas 
takes apprehension to be the first of the three «operations of the 
intellect»?7. A sheep never performs such an operation; it instinctively 
feels that a big, growling stranger is dangerous. That is why Aquinas 
points out that there is a considerable difference between humans and 
brute animals: 


But as far as the intentions just discussed are concemed, there is a difference: other 
animals perceive such intentions solely by some natural instinct, whereas a human 
being perceives them also by a process of comparison.?8 


When confronted with a wolf, we compare its specific features with 
those of other animals, we assess the situation in which we see the wolf, 
and we then apprehend it as being hostile or friendly. A brute animal, by 
contrast, simply feels hostility. This feeling is not a complex emotion but 


27 See Expositio libri Peryermenias I, 1, ed. Leonina I*/1, Rome & Paris, 
Commissio Leonina & Vrin, 1989, p. 5; STA II-II, q. 83, art. 1, ad 3. 

28 STAI, q. 78, art. 4, corp.: «Sed quantum ad intentiones praedictas differentia est, 
nam alia animalia percipiunt hujusmodi intentiones solum naturali quodam instinctu, homo 
autem etiam per quandam collationem». 
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that which analytic philosophers nowadays call a «pre-conceptual feeling» 
or a «raw feeling». To be sure, in some situations human beings are also 
guided by naked instincts and they also have such a raw feeling without 
using their higher cognitive capacities. Imagine a person who suffers from 
arachnophobia (a fear of spiders). When such a person discovers a spider 
in the bathroom, he or she simply screams and flees — no «process of 
comparison» occurs. Yet the important point is that such a person could 
use her higher cognitive capacities; consequently, she could try to 
overcome her phobia. A sheep cannot even try to overcome its fear of 
wolves, simply because it is not equipped with the capacities that are 
required for making a cognitive ascent from the sensory to the intellectual 
level — the level that would enable it to conceptualize the perceived object, 
to make comparisons, and to evaluate the given situation. Of course, there 
may be cases in which human beings do not make such an ascent either, 
for instance when someone is traumatized and suffers from an incurable 
phobia. But such cases do not prove that humans are to be considered in 
the same way as animals. They merely show that there may be a reduced 
or a defective use of the various cognitive capacities, due to a traumatizing 
experience. In a therapy one tries to overcome the damaging effect of this 
experience and to reinstall, so to speak, the full use of all capacities. It is 
in fact the ability to make a complete and coordinated use of various 
capacities, both sensory and intellectual, that distinguishes a human being 
from a brute animal. 

What conclusion can be drawn from this fact for an explanation of 
actions? Would Aquinas say that the sheep acts when it flees from the 
wolf? Given that a full-fledged action always presupposes the intellectual 
apprehension and evaluation of a given situation, the sheep certainly 
cannot be said to act in the strict sense. Yet the sheep is not merely moved 
around in the way a stone is shoved from one place to another. So the 
sheep must perform something that is in between a full-fledged action and 
a mere movement of the limbs. 

Aquinas is fully aware of this middle position and takes it into account 
by pointing out that for an action in the strict sense, a so-called «judgment 
of reason» (iudicium rationis) is required”. Such a judgment enables an 


29 See Quaestiones disputatae De veritate, q. 24, art. 1, corp., ed. Leonina XXII, 
Rome, Sanctae Sabinae, 1973, pp. 680-681. 
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actor to subsume a particular action under a certain type of action, to 
assess the situation in which he acts and, most importantly, to conceive of 
various ways of acting. This is precisely what we humans do: thanks to our 
intellectual capacities we are able to choose a certain action while 
knowing that we could have chosen a different one. Thus, when we see the 
wolf in the circus, we decide to stay, knowing perfectly well that we could 
have fled as well. Brute animals, by contrast, only act in virtue of a 
«natural judgment» (iudicium naturale)?° which compels them to act in a 
certain way. They are unable to conceive of alternative ways of acting. 
Given this lack of alternatives, one could say that they come up with «one- 
way judgments» which lead to «one-way actions». Were the sheep sitting 
in the circus ring, it could not decide not to flee from the wolf. Its natural 
judgment simply compels it to run away. 

This has an important consequence for an explanation of the problem 
of freedom. Since animals cannot conceive of any alternative way of 
acting, they only have what Aquinas calls a «likeness of reason» 
(similitudo rationis) and a «likeness of freedom»?!. For it only looks as if 
a sheep were reasoning about the wolf’s hostility, and it only looks as if it 
were freely deciding to flee. But in fact the sheep simply makes a natural 
judgment that compels it to run away — it cannot do otherwise. That an 
animal has no freedom to choose any alternative action becomes clear, as 
Aquinas remarks, from the uniform behavior of all animals belonging to 
the same species: all sheep flee when seeing a wolf, and all swallows make 
nests in the same way??. There is no space for a distinctively individual 
action, based on individual deliberation. Therefore, there cannot be any 
freely chosen action by which one sheep distinguishes itself from another 
sheep. 

It is obvious that such an explanation of freedom is founded upon a 
complex theory of cognitive capacities. What makes us free in our actions, 
in contrast to brute animals, is neither the mere range of possibilities we 
have, nor the fact that we are exempt from external constraints. Rather, the 
source of freedom lies in our capacity to conceive of various ways of 


% See Quaestiones disputatae De veritate, q. 24, art. 1, corp., pp. 680-681; STA I, 
q. 83, art. 1, corp. 

31 See Quaestiones disputatae De veritate, q. 24, art. 2, corp., p. 686. 

32 See Quaestiones disputatae De veritate, q. 24, art. 1, corp., p. 681. 
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acting). Metaphorically speaking, one could say that we are not caught in 
a one-way street. Since our intellect enables us to assess a situation in 
various ways and to choose various goals, we can detect many side-streets 
and escape from an action that may look inevitable and in fact is inevitable 
for brute animals. 


IV 


At first sight, Aquinas’s explanation appears to be the perfect solution 
to the problem of animals’ actions, because it locates animals in the middle 
between inanimate objects, which are only acted upon, and human beings, 
who are able to perform full-fledged free actions. In appealing to the so- 
called «natural judgment» it even gives a neat explanation of the genesis 
of animals’ actions. Yet one of its main difficulties lies precisely in the 
attribution of natural judgments. For Aquinas describes these judgments 
by assigning them a propositional content. He says: «... the sheep flees 
from the wolf on the basis of a certain judgment by which it esteems that 
[the wolf] is harmful.»34 Aquinas seems to take for granted that the sheep 
cannot judge unless it assesses that such and such is the case. To put it in 
modem terminology, one may say that Aquinas takes judging to be a 
propositional attitude that enables one to grasp a propositional content. 
But how can a sheep grasp a propositional content if it lacks intellectual 
power? A sheep is not even able to come up with a simple concept. So how 
should it be capable of grasping something complex with the structure 
«that p»? 


3 Of course, Aquinas famously points out that the last goal (or metaphorically 
speaking: the end point of the very last street) is necessarily the same for all humans: we 
all strive for happiness. But this «natural necessity» does not prevent us from choosing 
different means in order to reach this goal. Nor does it restrict us in conceiving of different 
preliminary goals. That is why the «natural necessity» is not incompatible with free will, 
as Aquinas emphasizes in STh I, q. 82, art. 1, corp. 

34 STR I, q. 59, art. 3, corp.: «... ovis enim fugit lupum ex quodam iudicio, quo 
existimat eum sibi noxium...» See also STh I, q. 83, art. 1, corp. For a detailed analysis of 
the theory of natural judgment, see G.P. KLUBERTANZ (ed.), The Discursive Power. Sources 
and Doctrine of the Vis Cogitativa According to St. Thomas Aquinas, Saint Louis, The 
Modern Schoolman, 1952, pp. 233-242. 
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In the light of this difficulty it is hardly surprising that a number of 
fourteenth-century authors were quite skeptical about the theory of natural 
judgments. One of these skeptics was the English Franciscan Adam 
Wodeham?5. In his view, it looks indeed as if animals were apprehending 
a propositional content by means of the propositional attitude of judging. 
But Adam hastens to add that it only looks as if animals were judging. If 
sheep, horses and other animals came up with real judgments, we would 
need to assign them practical reason, and this would amount to tuming 
them into animals that are endowed with reason. To avoid such a 
conclusion, Adam emphasizes that we should not interpret the behavior of 
animals anthropomorphically. That is, we should not assign such a 
complex activity as «judging that the wolf is harmful» to brute animals 
only because we perform such an activity when we are standing in front 
of the wolf. We are not even entitled to ascribe them visual experiences 
that have a propositional structure. Thus, we have no right to say: «It 
appears to the sheep that the wolf is harmful» or «It appears to the sheep 
that it should flee». Whether or not the sheep does have such appearances 
is something we cannot know?6. All we can do is describe the correlation 
between sensory inputs and the sheep’s behavior. That is why we should 
confine ourselves to making statements like «Whenever the sheep is 
confronted with a wolf, it flees». In order to explain such a correlation, we 
simply need to invoke a set of natural instincts that immediately triggers 
a certain reaction. 

In giving such an explanation, Adam clearly denies animals any kind 
of cognitive capacity that goes beyond the ability to receive and store 
sensory inputs. That is why he rejects an analysis of their behavior that 


35 See Adam Wodenham, Lectura secunda in librum primum Sententiarum, prol., 
q. 4, art. 2, § 8, ed. R. Woop, St. Bonaventure, The Franciscan Institute, 1990, vol. I, pp. 
99-100. An analysis of the context of this passage is provided by C. MICHON, «Intentional 
Thoughts and Proto-Thoughts», in D. PERLER (ed.), Ancient and Medieval Theories of 
Intentionality, Leiden, Brill, 2001, pp. 325-342. For the background of Adam's discussion, 
see M.E. REINA, «Un abozzo di polemica sulla psicologia animale: Gregorio da Rimini 
contro Adamo Wodeham», in C. WENIN (ed.), L'Homme et son univers au Moyen-Age, 
Louvain, Publications de l'Institut Supérieur de Philosophie, 1986, pp. 598-609. 

3 Adam Wodenham, Lectura secunda, op. cit., vol. I, p. 99: «Sed utrum eis 
conveniat, scire non possumus, nisi coniciendo ex effectibus et motibus sequentibus tales 
visiones simplices». 
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distinguishes between (i) the reception of sensory inputs, (ii) the formation 
of a natural judgment, and (iii) the performance of an action. According to 
Adam, the acceptance of step two is perfectly superfluous. It is to be noted 
that denying step (ii) does not amount to denying any form of cognitive 
activity. Adam acknowledges that animals are able to have apprehensions; 
thanks to their basic cognitive capacities they do not only receive sensible 
forms but also grasp features like hostility or friendliness. The important 
point is, however, that these are simple apprehensions (i.e. apprehensions 
having the form «feature F or G or... appears to an animal») which 
immediately trigger a certain reaction??. Brute animals are not capable of 
having complex apprehensions (i.e. apprehensions having the form «It 
appears to an animal that x has the feature F or G») which would allow 
them to come up with the judgment that x has indeed F or G. If one were 
ascribing natural judgments to brute animals, one would assign them the 
capacity to grasp a propositional content; so one would ascribe an 
intellectual capacity to creatures that lack an intellect. To avoid such a 
paradox, Adam suggests that we should refrain from talking about animals 
as judgment makers; consequently, we should abstain from talking about 
animals as agents?8. It is interesting to note that this conclusion is based on 
the very same reason which some analytic philosophers nowadays adduce 
when they deny that brute animals are rational, capable of choosing and 
performing actions. Donald Davidson, for instance, argues in an influential 
paper entitled «Rational Animals»: «... to be a rational animal is just to 
have propositional attitudes, no matter how confused, contradictory, 
absurd, unjustified, or erroneous those attitudes may be.»3% Given that 
brute animals can ascribe propositional attitudes neither to themselves nor 
to others, Davidson concludes — just like Adam Wodeham — that they 
cannot be called rational agents. 


37 Adam Wodenham, Lectura secunda, op. cit., vol. I, p. 99: «Sed statim ad 
simplicem apprehensionem istius quod est nocivum fugiunt et illius quod est conveniens 
prosequuntur». 

33 Adam Wodenham, Lectura secunda, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 99: «Dico igitur aliter, 
quantum mihi videtur rationabilius, quod bruta ‘aguntur magis quam agunt’». 

3º D. DAVIDSON, «Rational Animals», in idem, Subjective, Intersubjective, 
Objective, Oxford, Clarendon, 2001, p. 95. 
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At this point one may ask why Adam so vigorously rejects admitting 
natural judgments. Why does he not introduce a distinction between high- 
level judgments, which do indeed require propositional attitudes, and 
some kind of low-level judgments, which are non-propositional, more like 
reactions that are immediately triggered by instincts and therefore purely 
sensory? Why does he not argue, as both Avicenna and Aquinas sometimes 
do, that a natural judgment is simply an instinct-guided discrimination or 
a demarcation of sensory aspects? There is no explicit answer to these 
questions in the text. But I think that Adam could hardly accept purely 
sensory judgments because he works with a theory of judgment that relies 
upon an elaborate theory of propositional content. Such a content is, in his 
view, neither the mere combination of mental images nor the product of 
natural instincts, but a so-called complexe significabile that is expressed 
by a full-fledged sentence*!. That is why the grasping of a propositional 
content requires the capacity to form a sentence and to apprehend the 
specific complexe significabile expressed by that sentence. For example, 
one cannot grasp That-the-wolf-is-harmful unless one is able to apprehend 


4 Thus, Avicenna claims in his Liber de anima 1.5, op. cit., vol. I, p. 89, that there 
is a natural power in the sheep that makes it judge («vis quae est in ove diiudicans quod ab 
hoc lupo est fugiendum»); no propositional attitude is required for the exercise of this 
power. In IV.1, vol. II, p. 6, Avicenna even holds that the exterior senses and the common 
sense judge. This kind of judgment only amounts to a discrimination of various sensible 
forms and to a an attribution of these forms to a certain object. Likewise, Aquinas states in 
STh I, q. 83, art. 1, corp., that animals judge ex naturali instinctu. As G.P. KLUBERTANZ, The 
Discursive Power, op. cit., p. 235, points out, this is to be understood as a iudicium sensus 
which requires no more than the discrimination of various aspects. See STA I, q. 78, art. 4, 
ad 2: «... sensus proprius iudicat de sensibili proprio, discemendo ipsum ab aliis quae 
cadunt sub eodem sensu, sicut discemendo album a negro vel a viridi.» K.H. TACHAU, 
«What Senses and Intellect Do: Argument and Judgment in Late Medieval Theories of 
Knowledge», in K. JacOBI (ed.), Argumentationstheorie. Scholastische Forschungen zu 
den logischen & semantischen Regeln korrekten Folgerns, Leiden, Brill, 1993, pp. 653- 
668, convincingly argues that it was Ockham who insisted that the act of judging is a 
propositional act that can be performed by the intellect alone. Most authors before Ockham 
took it for granted that the senses, in particular the inner senses, are capable of performing 
a non-propositional act of judging. 

4 See Lectura secunda, dist. 1, q. 1, op. cit., vol. I, pp. 193-194. For a discussion 
of the complexe significabile-theory, see D. PERLER, «Late Medieval Ontologies of Facts», 
The Monist 77 (1994) 149-169, and A. DE LIBERA, La reference vide. Théories de la 
proposition, Paris, Presses Universitaires de France, 2002, pp. 157-226. 
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that which is expressed by the assertoric sentence «The wolf is harmful». 
The ability to do this is clearly a linguistic ability. Now this is precisely the 
ability which brute animals lack. For that reason, it is no help to 
distinguish between so-called «low-level» and «high-level judgments». 
Even if animals came up with «low-level judgments», they would need the 
capacity to grasp that which is expressed by an assertoric sentence; a mere 
discrimination of some sensory aspects would not do the job. 

Like Adam Wodeham, Gregory of Rimini also subscribed to a theory 
of judgment that appeals to the grasping of a complexe significabile^?. But 
unlike Adam, Gregory did not hold the view that only humans are able to 
make judgments. He explicitly defended the thesis that brute animals also 
form judgments. In his view, it is not just a misleading tendency to 
anthropomorphize animals that makes us speak about judgments. Rather, 
we need to ascribe judgments to animals if we want to give a successful 
explanation of their behavior. For instance, we observe that an animal 
seeing a piece of bread sometimes moves to catch it and sometimes 
refrains from moving. Or we see that an animal wanting something sweet 
moves to catch an object once it has apprehended a certain color of that 
object*3. In both cases, Gregory claims, we need to appeal to a natural 
judgment. For in the first case, it is not just an instinct that makes the 
animal catch the bread. Otherwise it would always go for the bread. The 
fact that the animal only moves in certain situations shows that it makes a 
certain judgment, namely that the bread is useful in that situation and that 
it should be caught in that situation. The second case also proves that 
something more than an instinct 1s required. For if there were just an 
instinct, the animal would catch the sweet object only after apprehending 
its sweetness. But the fact that it goes for the sweet object after 
apprehending a certain color shows that the animal comes up with a 
certain judgment, namely that the object having a certain color is sweet. 

These examples are meant to show that we cannot do without 
judgments if we want to explain the complex behavior of animals. Were 


2 For a bilingual edition of and a short commentary on the relevant text, see D. 
PERLER, (ed.), Satztheorien. Texte zur Sprachphilosophie und Wissenschaftstheorie im 14. 
Jahrhundert, Darmstadt, Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1990, pp. 337-375. 

*$ See Lectura super primum et secundum Sententiarum, dist. 3, q. 1, art. 1, A.D. 
Trapp & V. MARCOLINO (eds.), Berlin & New York, W. de Gruyter, 1981, vol. I, p. 304. 
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we appealing simply to the reception of sensory inputs and to the 
production of actions as outputs, we could only explain stimulus-bound 
actions. But we would be unable to explain the fact that animals often 
perform actions that are not immediately bound to a stimulus — actions that 
presuppose the assessment of a given situation. According to Gregory, it is 
precisely the natural judgment that allows animals to come up with an 
assessment and, consequently, to perform actions that are not immediately 
triggered by a sensory input. 

But what kind of judgment does an animal perform? Gregory is 
careful in his attempt to answer this tricky question. On the one hand, he 
does not want to invoke a full-fledged intellectual judgment. That is why 
he does not claim that animals grasp a complexe significabile expressed by 
a sentence^*. On the other hand, he avoids the reduction of a judgment to 
a simple stimulus-bound mechanism. Steering a middle way, he claims 
that an animal makes a sensory judgment that is only about singular, 
perceivable things. In its restriction to singular things it clearly differs 
from a human judgment dealing with universals. Nevertheless the 
judgment an animal makes is a real judgment which allows it to have a real 
cognition — a cognition Gregory calls notitia complexa de sensibilibus*. 
Since this type of cognition is complex, it must have at least an implicit 
propositional structure. That is, an animal having such a cognition realizes 
that a certain particular thing has a certain feature. Gregory is well aware 
that such an ascription of complex cognition comes quite close to 
assigning a rational capacity to animals. But he does not worry about this 
consequence. On the contrary, he is willing to face this consequence, as his 
final remark shows. Responding to Adam Wodeham, he first points out 
that animals are far from having reason in the full-fledged sense because 


* Like Adam Wodeham, Gregory of Rimini subscribes to a theory of judgment that 
appeals to the complexe significabilia as that which is expressed and signified by an 
assertoric sentence; see his Lectura I, prologus, q. 1, art. 1, op. cit., vol. I, pp. 4-10; for a 
discussion see D. PERLER, «Late Medieval Ontologies of Facts», op. cit, and H. 
WEIDEMANN, «Sache, Satz und Sachverhalt: Zur Diskussion über das Objekt des Wissens 
im Spätmittelalter», Vivarium 29 (1991) 129-146. 

45 See Lectura I, dist. 3, q. 1, art. 1, op. cit., vol. I, 304. Note that Gregory is 
cautious in his claim. He only states that it is probable, on the basis of what we can observe, 
that brute animals have such a cognition. There is, however, no certainty, because we never 
know what animals really do. 
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they never deal with universals. But as far as their judgments about 
singulars are concerned, he concedes that they display a certain rationality, 
and adds laconically: «If you want to call them [sc. animals] rational you 
can do so, because words can be freely used.»46 


V 


Having briefly presented some discussions on the cognitive capacities 
of animals, I now want to return to the starting point of my paper. I said at 
the beginning that it is in their debates on animals that many medieval 
authors clarified their concepts of intention and of action. What 
clarification have we seen so far? I think that at least three points can be 
mentioned. 

First, it has become clear that the medievals distinguished between 
different types of intentions, situated on different levels. The intention a 
sheep grasps by means of the estimative faculty is to be distinguished from 
the intention a human being is able to form by means of the intellect. (It 
is, of course, also to be distinguished from the intention that plays a crucial 
role in perspectivist optics, a topic I have not touched upon in this paper?”.) 
This may sound like a trivial point, but I think that it should not be 
overlooked. The differentiation of various types of intentions shows that it 
would be quite misleading to speak about the problem of intention or 
intentionality. Rather, the medievals tackled a cluster of problems when 
talking about intentions. Of course, all these problems were somehow 
related to the famous question of «aboutness», as philosophers nowadays 
say. But they were discussed on several levels. That is why we should be 
careful when reconstructing medieval theories of intention. A question like 
«Why is a sheep able to see a wolf?» needs to be carefully distinguished 
from the question «Why is a sheep able to apprehend the wolf as 
dangerous?», which in turn needs to be distinguished from the further 


46 Lectura I, dist. 3, q. 1, art. 1, op. cit., vol. I, p. 306: «Si tamen velis illa etiam 
vocare rationalia, potes, quia vocabula sunt ad placitum». 

? On this type of intention and its relation to other types, see K. H. TACHAU, «Some 
Aspects of the Notion of Intentional Existence at Paris, 1250-1320», in S. EBBESEN & R.L. 
FRIEDMAN (eds.), Medieval Analyses in Language and Cognition, Copenhagen, C. A. 
Reitzels Forlag, 1999, pp. 331-353. 
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question «Why are we humans able to think about the wolf as being 
dangerous». Finding an answer to these questions requires an analysis of 
different cognitive capacities on different levels. 

Closely related to this first point is a second. When the medievals 
talked about intentions, they spoke about cognitive activities performed by 
different cognitive subsystems. What makes the debate about animals so 
interesting is the fact that it focuses on the question of what kind of 
cognitive subsystems animals have and of how these subsystems are 
related to those we humans are equipped with. As we have seen, a long 
series of authors from Avicenna to Gregory of Rimini tried to answer this 
question by analyzing the functioning of various subsystems (for example 
the external senses, the internal senses, the intellect) and their cooperation. 
Now the crucial point about us humans is not that we are utterly different 
from animals (in fact, a two-week old infant shows in many respects no 
more cognitive achievements than a brute animal), but that we are 
endowed with some additional subsystems which brute animals lack. That 
is why a comparison between brute animals and humans is so illuminating. 
It shows what kind of subsystem is required for a certain cognitive activity, 
even though this subsystem may not always be used. For instance, it 
makes clear that the subsystem of external senses allows us to see 
something, whereas the intellectual subsystem enables us, in contrast to 
brute animals, to see something as something and to make full-fledged 
judgments. When the medievals analyzed these subsystems they did not 
take them to be homunculi who act in mysterious concord. They did not 
claim that seeing a wolf, fearing a wolf and thinking about a wolf is the 
activity of three distinct homunculi who happen to be related to each other. 
Rather, they started with the premise that we do all these things as persons 
who are equipped with several cognitive subsystems. I emphasize this 
point in order to eliminate a misunderstanding that can be found in many 
textbooks. Since the seventeenth century, commentators have criticized 
medieval philosophers for postulating «hidden faculties» that act 
somewhat mysteriously in the interior of a human being. Such an 
interpretation oversees the crucial point: it is not the faculty that acts, but 
the person who uses his or her faculties. 

My third point of clarification concerns the role of natural judgments. 
I hope it has become clear that these judgments played a crucial role in 
thirteenth and fourteenth-century debates. Whereas some authors tried to 
do away with them, others took them to be indispensable. The interesting 
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point is that these authors disagreed not just on some details. Rather, they 
chose two different explanatory strategies — strategies that can still be 
found in discussions about animals today. In his recent book, Articulating 
Reasons, Robert Brandom calls them the strategies of «differentiation» 
and «assimilation»*. If one chooses the first strategy, one differentiates 
animals as far as possible from human beings by denying them all 
cognitive capacities and all rational practices. In particular, one denies 
them the capacity to form judgments. This is exactly the strategy chosen 
by Adam Wodeham, who saw a wide gap between animals and humans. 
The second strategy, by contrast, assimilates animals as far as possible to 
human beings by emphasizing their cognitive achievements and their 
quasi-rational activities. This is the strategy favored by Gregory of Rimini, 
who pointed out that animals are capable of forming «low-level 
judgments», which are in many respects similar to our judgments, even if 
they deal with singular things only. It seems to me that it is important to 
detect these two strategies not just in order to structure the complex late 
medieval debate, but also to better understand the different approaches 
medieval authors chose when discussing problems of cognition. 
Philosophers who opted for differentiation worked with very high 
standards, admitting only those activities to be cognitive, which involve 
the intellect (e.g. grasping a complexe significabile). Those, on the other 
hand, who went for assimilation lowered their standards and admitted 
many activities as cognitive which are performed by the external and 
internal senses only (e.g. forming natural judgments). The more the 
standards were lowered, the more activities to be found both in brute 
animals and in humans were considered genuinely cognitive. 

The points of clarification I have mentioned so far concern only the 
cognitive side of animals and human beings. However, in my introduction 
I pointed out that one of the main achievements of medieval philosophers 
consists in the fact that they applied the term «intention» both to the 
intellect and to the will, and that they worked out what is nowadays called 
the «belief-desire model» in theory of action. So one may ask: what are the 
consequences of an analysis of various cognitive subsystems for an 
explanation of the cooperation of intellect and will? A detailed 


48 See R. BRANDOM, Articulating Reasons. An Introduction to Inferentialism, 
Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press, 2000, pp. 2-3. 
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examination of this question would certainly go beyond the scope of this 
paper. But Ithink that at least one consequence can be drawn. If one adopts 
the medieval scheme of analysis, one should not conceive of intellect and 
will as two separate instances that happen to work together. Rather, the 
way the intellect works, or to put it more generally: the way the cognitive 
capacities are used, has an immediate impact on the way the volitional 
capacities can be used. Nowhere does this become as manifest as in the 
analysis of animals. For it is precisely the lack of the capacity to 
conceptualize things, to evaluate them and to assess them in a given 
situation, that is responsible for the fact that animals cannot want different 
things. Aquinas makes this point very clear when he says: «Since their 
judgment is restricted to one single thing, their desire and their action is 
consequently also restricted to one single thing.»“ To illustrate this crucial 
point with the now familiar example of the sheep, we may say: since the 
sheep has no possibility to make another natural judgment than «What I 
see is dangerous», it cannot come up with any other desire but the 
irresistible wish to flee; consequently, it cannot do otherwise than flee. So 
it is a cognitive deficit that is responsible for a volitional deficit, and in the 
end also for a deficit in the range of possible actions. Given this 
interdependency, a theory of action always has to start with an analysis of 
the cognitive capacities of an agent. 

At this point you may perhaps respond: well, this may be a good 
strategy, but why should we deal with animals if we want to develop a 
theory of action? Would it not be better to start straight away with an 
analysis of human beings? Should we not focus on our cognitive and 
volitional capacities, on the way we use them or even have to use them 
when we bring about an action? Why bother about animals? 

It is in fact tempting to ignore animals. But I think that we should 
resist this temptation. I even think that we can learn more about ourselves 
if, following the medievals, we consider ourselves not as isolated 
creatures, but as members of a rich world in which there are other animals, 
endowed with other capacities. It is in fact a comparison of their specific 
capacities to ours that teaches us a lot about our own status as rational 


9 Quaestiones disputatae De veritate, q. 24, art. 2, corp., op. cit., p. 686: «Sed quia 
iudicium eorum est determinatum ad unum, per consequens et appetitus et actio ad unum 
determinatur...». 
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animals, as Gondillac noted in his Traité des animaux, written in the 
eighteenth century: «Il seroit peu curieux de savoir ce que sont les bétes, 
si ce n'étoit pas un moyen de connoître mieux ce que nous sommes.»50 The 
medieval authors I have discussed would certainly have subscribed to this 
thesis. For the investigation of animals, like the analysis of angels and 
other non-human creatures, enables us to reflect upon that which is 
distinctively human about us. It forces us to take a reflective stance and to 
become aware of our various cognitive subsystems. That is why such an 
analysis is not just an expression of biological curiosity, but an important 
contribution to philosophical anthropology. 


Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin 


590 ER DE CONDILLAC, Traité des animaux, in Oeuvres choisies, Paris, 1796, vol. II, 
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THE CONIMBRICENSES 


In the History of Philosophy we use the term «conimbricenses» to 
designate the authors of the Curso Conimbricense published at the end of 
the 16th Century under the general title Commentarii Collegii 
Conimbricensis Societatis Iesul... whose volumes, which came out 
between 1592 and 1606 were destined to serve as support in the 
Philosophy course offered by the Coimbra College of Arts and at the 
University of Evora. The term was sometimes used more loosely to 
designate the Jesuit professors of philosophy at Coimbra and Evora during 
the second half of the 16th Century and the first decades of the 17th. The 
Curso Conimbricense was primarily developed through the teaching 


1 Commentarii Collegii Conimbricensis Societatis Jesu in octo libros Physicorum 
Aristotelis Stagyritae (Coimbra, A. Mariz, 1592; Lyon, 1594; repr. Hildesheim: Olms, 
1984); 

Commentarii Collegii Conimbricensis Societatis lesu in quattuor libros De Coelo 
Aristotelis Stagiritae (Lisboa, S. Lopes, 1593); 

Commentarii Collegii Conimbricensis S. I. in libros Metereororum Aristotelis 
Stagiritae (Lisboa: S. Lopes, 1593); 

Commentarii Collegii Conimbricensis S. I. in libros Aristotelis qui Parva Naturalia 
appellantur (Lisboa, S. Lopes, 1593); 

In libros Ethicorum Aristotelis ad Nicomachum aliquot Conimbricensis Cursus 
disputationes, in quibus praecipua quaedam Ethicae disciplinae capita continentur 
(Lisboa, S. Lopes, 1593); 

Commentarii Collegii Conimbricensis S. I. in duos libros de generatione et 
corruptione Aristotelis Stagiritae (Coimbra, A. Mariz, 1597); 

Commentarii Collegii Conimbricensis S. I. in tres libros De anima Aristotelis 
Stagiritae (Coimbra, A. Mariz, 1598); 

Commentarii Collegii Conimbricensis S. I. in universam Dialecticam Aristotelis 
(Coimbra, D. G. Loureiro, 1606; repr. Hildesheim, Olms, 1976, 1984). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 101-117. 
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institutions connected to the Jesuits in Europe, the Americas and Asia 
(India, China and Japan). But it was also known and read in academic 
centers connected to the Reformation. 

Among Jesuits the course in philosophy lasted for only three years. 
Coimbra and Evora followed the statutes approved by the King of Portugal 
that established four years for the study of philosophy. There, the 
curriculum in force, from 1552, was designed— with slight alterations—to 
structure the study of philosophy around the texts of the Corpus 
Aristotelicum that were considered to be the most significant and which 
were supplemented by Porphyry’s introductory texts. During the four 
years of the course, the student had to read and attend the lectures on the 
interpretation of the whole of the Organon, Physica, De coelo, De anima, 
Metaphysica, Parva Naturalia, De generatione et corruptione as well as a 
synthesis of the material broached in The Nicomachean Ethics and in the 
Meteorologica. In 1565 the College of Arts received new statutes which 
arranged the materials of the Course in Philosophy in the following 
fashion: 1st year: Dialectics; 2nd year: Physics and Ethics; 3rd year: 
Metaphysics and Parva Naturalia; 4th year: 1st semester: De anima; 2nd 
semester: review and preparation for the degree exam. 

According to the most current version of the genesis of these texts, 
everything would have begun with the instructions given by Jerönimo 
Nadal in 1561 with the purpose of printing a text that would free the 
professors and the students from the task of writing everything that the 
professor dictated in the classes. It was intended in this way that two 
principal strategic goals would be reached: 1) to significantly alter the 
teaching and learning process by putting the emphasis on assimilation of 
contents through the more active methods of interpretation and the 
discussion of themes; 2) to guarantee with more efficacy the doctrinal 
unity in the sense of excluding preliminarily that which was judged 
incompatible with church doctrine. It was thought of, therefore, as a text 
to serve as a base for the Course in Philosophy in which the commentaries 
of the Aristotelian texts and connected questions prescribed by statutes of 
the University of Coimbra would be adequately treated. A commission 
was then nominated, and presided over by Pedro da Fonseca, and of which 
Marcos Jorge, Cipriano Suárez and Pedro Gómez were part. Pedro da 
Fonseca, with his demand for rigor, immediately proposed that the 
composition of the course should not begin without first making a detailed 
and up-to-date study of the most relevant works, as well as the most 
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important difficulties effectively felt by the students and teachers in their 
pedagogic practice. With this in mind, Fonseca underlines in the 
celebrated letter to Jerönimo Nadal of the 14th of January, 1562, the 
importance of this Memorandum of «doubts and of all which in the 
process of their studies occurs to them and which might serve as some part 
of the course» (MHSI, Ep.H.Nadal, I, 599ss). The methodology that 
Fonseca suggests implied that doubts raised by the students of Coimbra 
and Evora be clarified, as well as that a systematic look be taken at «two 
or three serious interpreters» either of the old school of Aristotelian 
commentary, or of the more recent scholars. Fonseca did not intend to be 
exhaustive in his enumeration, but it is still interesting that in the letter he 
expressly mentions the following authors to be studied in this project: 
Alexander of Aphrodisias, Seneca (Natural Questions), Cicero (especially 
for the philosophical terminology), and John Duns Scotus. Thomas 
Aquinas is not mentioned because it is unnecessary to do so as he was 
considered to be a benchmark author in this context, just as were his 16th 
century interpreters. In addition to this, the study of Pliny was 
recommended in order to elucidate certain questions about winds and 
meteors. Cipriano Soares must have taken on the responsibility of dealing 
with questions which concerned mathematics and astronomy that were 
found in Aristotelian texts, namely in De caelo. Marcos Jorge occupied 
himself with the study of John Duns Scotus, Seneca, Alexander of 
Aphrodisias. Pedro da Fonseca thought that this method of teamwork 
would provide excellent results such that the desired Course could be 
published within «two or three years», that is, around 1565. The facts, 
however, will come to show that Fonseca was overly optimistic. We can 
conclude that he fulfilled a part of this commitment within the prescribed 
time limit by publishing, in 1564, the Dialectical Institutions, an 
introduction to Logic that would be hugely successful in many European 
university centers until the middle of the 17th century. As a matter of fact, 
the Dialectical Institutions, would serve as a compendium for the 
introduction of Logic in Jesuitical schools2. Even the author of the volume 


2 This is apparent in what is said in the Rules of the Professor of Philosophy: 
«Explicet anno primo Logicam; sed primo bimestri Summulam P. Fonsecae» (Ratio 
Studiorum 1591; MP V, Romae, 1986, 279). But already in the 1586 document on the 
Study of Philosophy it was recommended that Fonseca’s text should be the preferred one 
because «...Summula quidem P. Fonsecae esset forte magis ad rem, quia latior, clarior, 
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of the Curso Conimbricense on Dialectics, published in 1606, recognizes 
the complementary function of Dialectical Institutions3. The truth is that 
the promised Course did not come to be published by this initial team. This 
means that the work was not completed within the time frame established 
by Fonseca. Documents of the epoch suggest that there would have existed 
a master text for the Curso Conimbricense that was being worked on by 
various authors connected to the teaching of Philosophy at The College of 
Arts and The University of Evora. Having been conceived from the 
beginning as a collaborative project and not as the work of a single author, 
the Course would as well have to suffer the consequences of breakdowns 
in communication and coordination between the array of collaborators 
gathered together for the task. 

Of the initial group, the only one that published philosophical texts 
was Pedro da Fonseca. The results, in this particular collaboration, of the 
labours of Marcos Jorge and Cipriano Soares can not be readily 
determined. It would be necessary to reconstruct the whole history of the 
manuscripts, analyze them, and narrow down the question of authorship, 
always a delicate issue. Of Marcos Jorge we know that he taught 
Philosophy at Coimbra (1556-1559), theology at Evora (1559-1564) and 
in Lisbon (1564-1571). Charles Lohr indicates in his bibliography of the 
Renaissance Commentaries of Aristotle that a series of manuscripts exists 
at the Escorial Library (Madrid) which cover the whole program of the 
course of Philosophy, and which, were their authenticity to be confirmed, 
would constitute an important part of Marcos Jorge’s contribution to the 
collective program of the conimbricenses#. 


accommodatior Aristoteli et sine tricis, quae et inutiles sunt et deterrent tirones». (MP V, 
Romae, 1986, 100). 

3 The end of the text relative to the Topics (1, 3) justifies the omission of the 
remainder of the Aristotelian text as well as its interpretation by the fact that this material 
had already been magisterially summarized by Pedro da Fonseca in his Dialectical 
Institutions. For this reason, he sent the interested reader there underlining the fact that 
those who were particularly interested in the practice of argumentation should not neglect 
books VII and VIII: «quare ad illum praeceptores remittimus, monemusque, ut si auditores 
Dialécticos uolunt, septimum et octauum introductionum libros in fine primi anni non 
omittant», Commentarii Collegii Conimbricensis e Societate Jesu In universam 
dialecticam Aristotelis (Cologne: 1607; Reprinted. Olms, 1976): 749/750. 

4 C. LOHR, «Renaissance Latin Aristotle Commentaries: Authors G-K» in 
Renaissance Quarterly XXX. (1977) 697-698. 
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As to Cipriano Suärez (1524-1593), author of a vast work in the field 
of Rhetoric and the Holy Bible, he composed De Arte Rhetorica Libri tres 
ex Aristotele, Cicerone et Quintiliano, praecipue deprompti, (Conim- 
bricae, apud Ioannem Barrerium, 1562) which constituted the official 
manual for the discipline of Rhetoric in Jesuit Colleges. When Fonseca 
established the work schedule which is mentioned in the letter to Jerönimo 
Nadal, Cipriano Suärez must have already had his manual of rhetoric 
ready. He taught in the Santo Antäo College in Lisbon, and in Coimbra, 
Evora and Braga as well, directing the colleges in Braga and Evora. We 
lack sufficient evidence to properly evaluate his possible contribution to 
the Course. Probably he would not have been directly involved with the 
editorial activities, but perhaps he was consulted by Pedro de Fonseca over 
the revision of the text. It should not be forgotten that Fonseca always had 
something to say, even after having disassociated himself from the 
obligation of directing the project. 

As to Pedro Gomes (1535-1600), we know that he taught philosophy 
in Coimbra (1555-1559; 1559-1563) and that still in 1569 he was linked to 
the work of preparation of the Course (letter of the 1st of May, 1569 to 
Francisco de Borja). In 1579 he leaves for Japan, completely severing ties 
with the editing of the Course. 

From 1570 on, Fonseca devoted himself to the intense work of 
revising the material assembled in the meantime. Absorbed by the 
establishment of the critical edition and the interpretation of Aristotle’s 
Metaphysica, he was increasingly coming to conviction that an 
introduction to metaphysics should come first in the course of Philosophy, 
which was contrary, as such, to the traditional order of exposition. 
Supported in his opinion by some of his closest confreres, he finally came 
to think about writing a compendium of metaphysics to serve as the first 
part and the base for everything that remained of the philosophical edifice 
articulated by the Course. In the interim, though he breaks off his 
affiliation with the Curso Conimbricense project, the first two volumes of 
the Commentaries on the Metaphysics of Aristotle are published in Rome 
(I, 1577; II, 1589). The reasons for Fonseca’s lack of success in 
coordinating the work leading up to the materialization of the 1561 project 
remain to be suitably clarified. We don’t even know for sure exactly when 
he gave up the writing of the text on metaphysics for the Course. 

It seems that around 1580 Everardo Mercuriano, of Rome, concurred 
with the desire that the Coimbra texts should be printed, eliminating, 
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definitively, Pedro de Fonseca from the task of redactor/coordinator of the 
Curso Conimbricense. In the same year, Claudio Aquaviva replaced 
Mercuriano, ordaining that a careful revision of the texts should take place 
before their final publication. It is in this context that Manuel de Göis ends 
up being chosen to perform the task of the final editing of the Curso 
Conimbricense, after the idea of nominating Luis de Molina for the same 
job had been sidelined5. Manuel de Göis had taught philosophy at 
Coimbra from 1574 to 1582. In just three years, Göis had already prepared 
the volumes of the Course concerning Physics, and the books On The 
Heavens. Manuel de Göis intended that the texts be printed while he was 
preparing the final editing. However, indications were coming from Rome 
suggesting that he proceed with greater care in the revision of the texts. 
From extant correspondence in the historical archive of the Society of 
Jesus, we know that Manuel de Göis lamented over the plodding pace of 
the entire process and over the obstacles to its swift realization. In a letter 
of the 1st of February 1592, the year of the printing of the first volumes of 
the Course, he says that they have already been put to use in the present 
school year not only in his College of Arts, but as well in other colleges of 
other religious orders. He says that, beyond this, he has been informed that 
the University of Alcala intends to use the texts. As to the state of the 
editing of the Course, he affirms: «I have brought the composition of 
everything to terms in which it would be possible to print all of the course 
continuate, but I would still inform You [V.P, Jesuit General] that with 
such a lack of expediency in this process not even ten years would suffice 
for the final printing of this work»6. 

This and other documents indicate that Manuel de Göis had involved 
himself profoundly in the work of editing the Curso Conimbricense and 
had directed the work with relative efficiency. He wanted to oversee all of 
the course materials and even that the texts be published in his name, and 
not as a collaborative work. Pedro da Fonseca was one of the people who 
most influenced the fact that the Course be published as a collaborative 
work and not as a work of a single author. He supported as well the 
necessity of a more careful revision of the texts, a revision that could and 


5 Molina clearly expressed his desire in a letter written on the 29th of August 1582. 
Cfr. F. STEGMUELLER, Geschichte des Molinismus I, 548-550. 
6 AHSI, Lus.71, 67. 
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should reformulate significant parts of the text as Manuel de Göis had 
already prepared. Perhaps this explains, along with some of the adverse 
circumstances the Göis alludes to, the fact that the third and fourth 
volumes were published only in 1597/98. 

In addition to whatever personal rivalry that could have existed, a 
lamentable yet trivial fact, we believe that disagreements of a 
methodological nature, as well as the diversity of opinions relative to 
certain central theses, played a decisive role in this process. Perhaps it was 
not by mere chance that Fonseca’s name goes practically unmentioned in 
the commentaries of Manuel de Göis, which constitute the first volumes of 
the Curso Conimbricense. On the other hand, the prestige and the 
influence of Fonseca, at the institutional level, would make clear and 
direct opposition difficult. We have certain indications that there were 
those who did not appreciate Dialectical Institutions as an introductory 
text for the students of the College of Arts. This was not, in fact, the 
common way of presenting Logic outside circles influenced by Petrus 
Ramus (1517-1572) and by the humanist critique of scholastic Logic. The 
program of studies at the College of Arts aimed for an approach to Logic 
that would follow close upon the texts of the Organon, attempting a 
compromise between the exigencies of the more recent Aristotelianism 
and the scholastic lines of Parisian inspiration. However, Fonseca’s text 
was officially recommended for all Jesuit schools. 

What is certain is that, as strange as it may seem, those responsible for 
the publication of the Curso Conimbricense only published The 
Commentary on the Complete Dialectics of Aristotle in 1606, two years 
after a text based on lessons of professors of the College of Arts had been 
published in Frankfurt, Hamburg, Cologne, and Venice. The edition 
authorized by the institution was prepared by Sebastião do Couto 
(Coimbra, 1606). 

The appearance of this unauthorized version of the Logic of the Curso 
Conimbricense remains to be explained. It involved a large-scale editorial 
operation: the simultaneous publication in Germany (Hamburg, Cologne, 
and Frankfurt) and in the principal center for philosophical publications in 
Europe: Venice. Yet, an exhaustive comparison of the two texts in order to 
uncover divergences in content and/or in form remains to be 
accomplished. 

Leaving to the side this and other details relative to the genesis of the 
Curso Conimbricense as we await further elucidation, we should fix our 
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attention on the texts published by the College of Coimbra. In the first 
instance, the fact that they are published under the collective title of 
Commentaries ofthe College Conimbricense ofthe Society of Jesus should 
be underlined. In spite of the affinities with texts by other professors of the 
College of Arts and at the University of Evora, the publication of the text 
printed after 1592 occurs, for the most part, according to what we can 
suppose, under the direction of Manuel de Göis, with the exception of the 
treatise De anima separata, by Baltasar Älvares, and a volume on the 
Logic of Aristotle published in 1606, which was undertaken by Sebastiäo 
de Couto. 

The Curso Conimbricense texts, such as those of Zabarella and others, 
clearly betray, whether in the form and structure of the exposition, whether 
in the calculated choice itself of the texts, the decisive influence of the plan 
of studies prescribed by the university statutes. In fact, the method of 
explication of the Aristotelian text utilized by the Conimbricenses, by 
Nifo, Pomponazi or Zabarella, does not substantially differ from the 
hermeneutical processes used by Thomas Aquinas, Buridano and others. 
It’s clear that this affinity does not eliminate, in any way whatsoever, the 
diversity of the theses each of these authors defends. The great innovation 
introduced by the new method divulged by classically rooted humanism 
appeared in the annotations, in the explanatio. It was here that the 
consciousness of the importance of the reading of sources, in the original, 
crystallized. The rigorous philological analysis of words and sentences, 
the recourse to parallels in other classical authors in order to explain and 
justify the Latin version presented was intended to, as a fundamental 
objective, to overcome the inevitable incommensurability between the 
Latin and the Greek text of the same work. In this context, it is significant 
that the volumes of the Curso Conimbricense only supply the Greek 
original in foreign editions. It could be due to merely economic questions 
(costs of printing) and/or a problem of audiences. It is probable that a 
decision on this point was more editorial than it was authorial. On the 
other hand, it is also probable that the teaching of Aristotle in the original 
language was not as common as we have been lead to believe, not only 
among ourselves, but as well at the principal universities of Europe. The 
overwhelming majority of «scholars», of the Renaissance, studies 
Aristotle through Latin versions. In this way, the tendency to put bilingual 
versions to use only took root during the second half of the 16th century, 
and corresponded to a notable period of expansion in Aristotelianism in 
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the universities following what was, during the first decades of the same 
century, definitely a period of retrocession. The Latin version fulfilled the 
task of mediating between the original Greek and the Latin in which the 
commentary (annotations and questions) was composed, and in which was 
proffered the lesson. Although Manuel de Göis and Sebastiäo do Couto did 
not take as great care as Fonseca took in the establishment of a critical 
edition and interpretation of the Aristotelian text, there is not doubt that the 
edition of the Conimbricenses represents a high point in the Renaissance 
editing of texts. It should be noted, however, that the Curso Conimbricense 
only included complete texts of the following works by Aristotle: Physica, 
De caelo, De anima, De generatione et corruptione. The commentary by 
Couto on Aristotelian logic presents only a selection of texts. The 
Conimbricense followed the traditional order of the Organon. The texts of 
Categoriae and De interpretatione appear in complete versions. Of the 
Analytica Priora, only the first 14 chapters and chapter 28 are included. 
As to the Analytica Posteriora, the Conimbricense is limited to some 
chapters from book I, excluding book II completely, unquestionably one 
of the most representative texts of the Organon. To this we must add the 
initial three chapters of the Topica. The Conimbricense justifies, in the 
prologue, the suppression of the texts of the Topica and of the Sophistici 
Elenchi, because they thought it was necessary to save the reader from a 
labyrinthine experience that would not be profitable. The prologue sends 
the more curious to Fonseca’s introduction to the themes of these two 
works in Dialectic Institutions. It’s a shame that the volume of the Logic 
contains these textual lacunas as Couto is revealed as a man of uncommon 
capacity for analysis. In its turn, the Meteorologica, Parva naturalia and 
Ethica Nicomachea are only the object of a summary treatment, which 
does not include the Aristotelian text. In the case of the central works of 
the Aristotelian Physics, which constitute the nucleus of the Curso 
Conimbricense (Physica, De coelo, De generatione et corruptione, De 
anima), the same method of exposition is used. The text of each of these 
works is subdivided into small units which appear in the Latin version . 
(with, in the foreign editions, the original Greek to the side) and 
accompanied by a commentary (explanatio) that paraphrases the 
Aristotelian text in order to make it more accessible. This paraphrase often 
included long citations by ancient and medieval authors and 
commentators. In many cases the commentary was reduced to an 
explication of the Aristotelian text. In other cases, we still do not 
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completely understand the distribution of topics, and why the 
Conimbricense inserts one or various quaestiones. The quaestio was no 
longer structured according to the arrangement of the Aristotelian text, as 
it was with the explanatio, but based on a dynamic order of discovering 
the most acceptable thesis relative to the proposed question while keeping 
in mind the most representative positions. In this context, we draw 
attention simply to the fact that the argument frequently included material 
of an un-Aristotelian, or even anti-Aristotelian, nature. 

These texts can be approached from a double perspective: a) as 
interpretation of Aristotelian text; and b) as works which were representative 
of an effort, more or less successful, to systematize philosophy. In the first 
case we have to attend especially to the treatment of the Aristotelian text 
beginning with the translation used by the Conimbricense. In this sphere it 
would be necessary to collate the translation of the Physica with the version 
of Vimercato ( d. ca 1571), and that of De generatione et corruptione with 
the version of Vatable(1493-1547). 

According to the most widely held opinion, the Conimbricense would 
have used the translations of others, in particular those of the Greek, J. 
Argiropulos(1415-1487). We are working in a field in which it will only 
be possible to produce a reliable study after a critical edition of the texts 
of the Curso Conimbricense is available. The study would be made 
particularly complex because, among other reasons, the Latin versions 
from the Renaissance frequently relied upon other versions of the epoch 
and even the much criticized but still utilized medieval versions. 

As to the systematic dimension of the Course, this can be approached 
from many different perspectives. We will limit ourselves to certain 
observations meant to call attention to the to the necessity for a closer study 
of the Curso Conimbricense. In terms of areas of discipline we can say that 
questions of Physics, Logic, and Ethics are covered, with particular 
attention given to the first. According to the Conimbricense, «it is triple the 
order of things which fall to the consideration of philosophy: first is that 
reason does not produce but only examines and ponders; this type is of the 
order of physical things. Second, is that reason manifest itself when it 
systematically dedicates itself to its own notions and affirmations. Third, is 
that reason prescribe at will so that, highly educated, it procure what is just 
and honest. The first demands natural science, the second rational, and the 
third moral» (Comm. in lib. Phys., prol., p. 4). 
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Despite the clear affirmation of this tripartition and of the references 
to metaphysics as a dominant discipline with greater or lesser autonomy, 
what is certain is that the Curso Conimbricense concentrates on almost 
exclusively the order of things (Physics) and the order of concepts and 
statements (Logic/Dialectics) relegating the order of will and of liberty 
(Ethics) to a second plain and reducing Metaphysics to the order of things 
(Physics). Indeed, it would not have been by chance that the first volumes 
of the Course were occupied with writings on Physics. On the other hand, 
the references made by the Conimbricense to questions which he intended 
to broach the Metaphysica of Aristotle in this or that context indicate that 
Manuel de Göis had already planned to write a text on Metaphysics. If he 
finally wrote something or not, and why it is that it was not published in 
these volumes, is a subject that remains unexplained. Current opinion that 
the Curso Conimbricense did not include a volume on Metaphysics 
because a similar work by Pedro da Fonseca had already been published is 
not acceptable because it is clearly irreconcilable with the intention 
manifested by the Conimbricense (cfr. Disp. I, introd.; Disp. IV, q. 2, a. 1). 
If it were not so, the only thing that would have to be done would be to 
cite Fonseca’s already published text, something the Conimbricense does 
not do. Ethics, it is said in the proem of the Disputes on the Books of 
Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, «is commonly, and should be, taught at 
least in part. So that this be easily made possible, we believe it our duty to 
compose certain disputes in which we would bring together, briefly and in 
order, some of the best questions that were treated in a dispersed fashion 
by Aristotle in the books of the Nicomachean Ethics». It continues, 
justifying the complete absence of the Aristotelian text: «we omit, 
however, as in the books of Meteorologica and Parua Naturalia, an 
interpretation of the Aristotelian context, not because we would imagine 
that it should be despised but because we attend, not to what was written 
by others or that might be by ourselves, but that which is possible to 
explain to students of philosophy in the determined space of the years 
prescribed» (Ibid., our italics). 

In spite of recognizing that Ethics includes not only individual 
morality but as well a familiar and political component, the 
Conimbricense does not justify the exclusion of Politics. On the other 
hand, the parallel invoked with the text of Meteorologica is not 
convincing. 

This small treatise is organized around nine Disputationes that take up 
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summarily some of the primary notions of Ethics. The first three tum 
around notions of the good, ends and happiness. Since the object of Ethics 
is to regulate human actions, the four questions that make up Disp. IV are 
occupied precisely with the three principles of human acts: will, intellect, 
and sensitive appetite. Disp. V analyses, in general terms, the question of 
goodness and evil in human actions. On this level the Conimbricense 
establishes a dichotomy between objective goodness (evil) and formal 
goodness (evil). The first consists in conformity (or lack of conformity) 
with just reason and divine law, and the second resides in the will. It 
rejects, as such, the possibility of indifferent human acts. There is not, in 
this text, any indication of an awareness of the dichotomy that resulted in 
these aporias. Therefore, the Conimbricense continues without further 
delay to summarily discuss the passions (Disp. VI) and the virtues in 
general (Disp. VII), concluding its summary of Ethics with an analysis of 
prudence (Disp.VIII), of justice, temperance, and courage (Disp.IX). In 
spite of the Conimbricense affirming the fact that it is from the 
Nichomachean Ethics «which most of what we have assembled in these 
disputes is taken» (In lib. eth., Lisbon, 1593, proem), there is no doubt that 
the principle behind the arrangement steers far clear of the Aristotelian 
matrix. It is a treatise that merits study not only for what it says, apparently 
without originality, but above all for what it does not say. The dominant 
interest of the Conimbricense was, undeniably, Physics or Philosophy of 
nature. 

The first volume of the Course is precisely the commentary on 
Aristotle’s Physica. The Physica I text to which the largest volume of 
interpretive commentary is devoted is Phys. I, 9. It is treated, in fact, as a 
key text for the determination of hylomorphism, as well as representing a 
point of departure differing from the text of Met. VII, 3. The reflection 
around the concept of matter as the ultimate subject of the whole of the 
natural process dominant in R. Bacon and Duns Scotus, among others, 
finds a clearer and more precise formulation in the Conimbricense. In 
conceiving matter as a positive reality, it says the following: 


If the existence of matter were dependant upon form, it would follow that matter 
would perish when it lost a previous form and would only be created once it had 
obtained a new form, something which nobody would admit to. This is so, because a 
thing perishes when it loses its existence and is produced when it obtains it. If 
someone objects that matter does not perish in losing its previous existence since in 
the same instant it recuperates another existence, let them not think that they are 
escaping the force of the argument. In effect, the new form does not bring with it, 
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numerically, the same matter; that individual matter will have suffered a process of 
destruction (Comm. in lib. Physic., I, c. 9, q. 6, a. 2). 


This thesis is defended by contemporary neo-Scholastics such as J. 
Donat (Cosmology, 1929) and K. Frank (Philosophia naturalis, 1949). It is 
precisely this conception of matter that explains some of the questions 
asked by the Conimbricense in line with authors such as A. Andreas. 

Another important nucleus of 23 quaestiones inserted into the 
commentary of Phys., II, 7 forms a treatise on causality. This becomes the 
most important theme of the Philosophy (of nature) for the Conimbricense 
once the central theses of hylomorphism and of the three principles of 
explaining natural processes are established. 

In the rest of the work, in addition to the explanation of the 
Aristotelian text, a diversity of classical questions are taken up (the 
definition of movement, infinity, space, vacuum, place, time, continuum, 
and the last explanation of movement), as well as other random questions 
on things such as, for example, the movement of the heart, and the 
instincts of animals. 

The commentary on De coelo, in which Aristotle studies natural 
elementary or simple bodies that form the multiplicity of stratum of the 
Universe, has today a predominantly historical interest, which, for this, is 
not minor. Therein, questions central to the Weltanschauung shared by the 
Conimbricense are broached. The division of the world into two 
dominions with entirely different characteristics—the supra-lunar and the 
sub-lunar—creates problems about the question of the unity of the 
Universe and validity of hylomorphism. Questions such as the number of 
natural elements and geocentricism are disclosed in this volume. In 
addition, it gives us interesting information on innumerable questions that 
run from Astrology and its importance in the prediction of human destinies 
to the intricate questions posed by Celestial Mechanics passing on to a 
series of interrogations on the origin and the nature of light. The 
Commnentary on De coelo has a small treatise as an appendix in which 
certain questions relative to each of the elements are raised (Comm. in De 
coelo, Lisbon, 1593, pp. 405-420). Together with this commentary a 
compendium of materials taken up in Aristotle’s Meteorologica is 
published. Once more, the necessity to reconcile the text with the brevity 
imposed by the curriculum is invoked. The Conimbricense omits the 
Aristotelian text, structuring the material in a series of small treatises. Its 
option is justified in the following fashion: 
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We have decided, however (for the purposes of brevity which is manifestly necessary 
for the students of philosophy to finish the course in the arts within the time limit 
preestablished) we have decided, as we have said, in this work, as well as in the Parva 
naturalia, to omit the explanation of the Aristotelian context and the debatable 
questions that we, customarily, present, and to join together under the same title that 
which Aristotle presents in a dispersed fashion, and to collect that which is more 
important and belongs to the same subject, presenting it summarily to the readers 
distributed by chapters so that these things, which are in themselves agreeable, be a 
still more agreeable and synthetical explanation. We will also omit some things on 
the influx of stars, the dependency of the sublunar world of the sky which are 
customarily treated by some here since we have already explained them with 
sufficient elaboration in the books On The Heavens. (Comm. in lib. Meteor., Lisbon, 
1953, p. 4). 


If the Meteorologica complete the De coelo, the Parva naturalia 
prolong the De anima. So, in the text published in 1593, the 
Conimbricense limits itself to a brief thematic synthesis of the Parva 
naturalia in the course of a small treatise which hardly amounts to a 
hundred pages. 

It could be asked why this text was published five years before the 
commentary on De Anima. The order of publication of the volumes of the 
Curso Conimbricense does not follow any organizing principle specific to 
the plan of studies at the College of Arts. Even if we acknowledge that it 
could coincide with the order in which Manuel de Göis wrote them, it 
remains still to explain why it followed this order and not that of the plan 
of studies, or any other order. 

The Course was published in three stages. In 1592/1593 the 
commentaries on Physica, De caelo, Metereologica, Parva naturalia e 
Eth. Nic. were published. A second stage saw the appearance of the 
commentaries on De generatione et corruptione (1597), and on De anima 
(1598), and a third stage constituted by the late publication of a 
commentary on In universam Dialecticam (1606). 

The extensive commentary on De generatione et corruptione 
gravitates around the thirty quaestiones inserted into De gen. et corr., I, 4. 
The question which primarily occupies the Aristotelian text is one of the 
generation and corruption of the homceomaries and only very indirectly 
that of living organisms. The Conimbricense treats not only the questions 
connected with theological essentials with particular attention (Eucharist, 
p. ex.) but those inspired by the medical tradition of commentary on 
Aristotle. This tradition has such importance for the Conimbricense that 
they do not hesitate to reject stipulated theses from the Aristotelian texts 
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because they are not in conformity with the opinions held by the doctors 
(cfr. v. g., Comm. in De gen. et corr., Coimbra, 1957, p. 190; Comm. in De 
anima, Coimbra, 1598, p. 293). Of the principal commentaries, perhaps it 
would be this one which has received the least attention, perhaps because 
of the fact that it brings up questions that, in spite of being central, do not 
fall easily within the disciplinary organization of modern philosophy. The 
commentary on De anima develops more, as would be expected, the 
questions linked to the text of De an., III. In addition to the theoretical and 
historical interest of the questions broached, we would underline the 
importance of theses related to the problematic of the nature of human 
knowledge in order to gain an adequate understanding of the position held 
by the Conimbricense in the debate on the method and the theory of 
science. The Tractaus de anima separata with which this volume 
terminates was authored by Baltazar Alvares and constitutes a supplement 
dictated, perhaps, by imperatives of a theological order, even though the 
motives for the inclusion of this treatise in the Curso Conimbricense are 
not clear. Finally, if the text of the commentary In universam dialecticam 
Aristotelis can not rival that of J. Pacius in philological rigor, it does 
surpass it in terms of analysis of logical and philosophical problems. The 
weight, apparently excessive, that logica vetus has in this volume 
(Isagoge, Categoriae, De interpretatione) should not lead us to forget that 
what characterizes this text is that it draws selectively on the past while 
announcing already the modern period, especially by underlining the 
pragmatic component of Logic. There are actually those who see in the 
Logic of the Conimbricense the tendency towards a certain functionalism 
of a more or less psychologizing character. 

John Doyle has just published the Treatise On Signs (60 pages) that 
is part of the Conimbricenses’s commentary on Logic. This is the first 
major seventeenth century treatise on signs. As John Doyle points out 
there is a similarity between some doctrines in this treatise and the more 
well-known and widely read Tractatus de Signis by John of St Thomas 
(1589-1644) who happens to have studied Philosophy in Coimbra where 
he received his Bachelor of Arts Degree in 1605. 

John Deely points out the importance of this edition of the 
Conimbricenses De signis edited by Doyle: «In the development of the 
doctrine of signs the Conimbricenses work is doubly significant: First, ..is 
a missing link to the work of Poinsot and other later Latins.... Second, this 
treatise is also a missing link in understanding the postmodern 
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development of semiotics after C. S. Peirce who took from the later Latins 
in general and from the Conimbricenses specifically his celebrated central 
doctrine of sign consisting in a irreducibly triadic relation»... «This work 
marks a major contribution both in semiotics and in the general history of 
philosophy»7. 

With all of their limitations, they are texts that mark out an area of 
Portuguese culture toward the end of the 16th century and the beginnings 
of the 17th, and which had a certain foreign projection, especially in 
Germany. In addition to the place that the Curso Conimbricense occupied 
in many colleges of the Society of Jesus (not only in Europe, but also in 
Latin America and in the Orient)—it is known that Descartes came upon 
the Curso Conimbricense in La Fléche—it had as well penetrated even 
vaster circles, especially certain centers of study among the diverse 
confessions of the Reformation. In this way, the authors of the course 
participated, as far as they could, in a vast and complex process that was 
at the origin of a significant part of modern rationalism and the tradition 
characteristic of German philosophy. On the other hand, it can not be 
denied that a lack of open-mindedness that characterized a great part of 
Scholasticism of the time, affected the Conimbricenses as well becoming 
responsible for a certain conservative rigidity that impeded them from 
adopting, in a timely fashion, important elements of innovation, above all 
in the area of the philosophy of knowledge and the philosophy of nature. 
The unreflecting confidence in the senses crystallized in a certain 
philosophy of common sense and a lack of thematization of the elements 
of a philosophy of consciousness already present in the tradition of 
Christian thinking impeded them from taking a more active role in the 
modern debate on the origin and the nature of human knowledge. 

But it is clear that it was not from this fact that the first negative 
reaction to the Conimbricenses (and other Scholastics) arose. The 
principal accusation was that they defended an approach to Physics that 
had already been eclipsed by modern science, which had taken its first 
important steps in certain decisive chapters. The excessively conservative 
attitude of all of these authors contributed as well to the development of a 


7 J. DEELY , «Foreword» in The Conimbricenses.: some questions on signs, 
Translated with introduction and notes by J.P. DoyLE, Milwaukee, Marquette University 
Press, 2001, p. 12. 
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reaction which is at the origin of a certain positivist and anti-metaphysical 
mentality. These texts however are no less important for these reasons. It 
is certain that these questions linked to innovation in the scientific field 
must be taken up with great rigor in order that we avoid falling into 
falsifying generalizations of historical reality. Among other things, it is 
necessary not to forget that the much heralded creating of modern Physics 
by Galileo still developed out of a milieu marked by fundamentalist 
presuppositions of Aristotelian Physics. To be exact, a radical change in 
the paradigm came about only with Quantum Physics. It’s clear that there 
are ruptures with the ancient Physics conveyed by the Aristotelian text, but 
we are facing an extremely complex process which unfolded over 
centuries. The use of the telescope by Galileo permitted him to see how it 
was that movements on earth and on other stars could be explained by the 
same principles. 

Confronting the problems of gravity began with Galileo and 
culminated in Newton’s Principia. But the discovery of oxygen and 
hydrogen, as well as their process of combustion, occurred only in the 18th 
century, allowing for the satisfactory resolution of questions posed by fire, 
air and water. We would have to wait for the 19th and 20th centuries before 
the details relative to the «element» earth were verified through the study 
of atomic and molecular structures. If it is correct that the Conimbricenses 
wrote before this process had become defined—the pioneering discoveries 
that Galileo made with the telescope occurred in 1609/10—it is not less 
true that their posture could be considered, in general, quite reserved 
before the innovation shared by an array of theses defended equally by 
other authors at European university centers. The Conimbricenses were 
not an isolated case. Besides, the formal multifariousness of philosophical 
tendencies at work in the principal European universities during the last 
half of the 16th century and the beginning of the 17th is better understood 
today than it was twenty or thirty years ago. But there is still much work 
to be done. 

The study of the volumes of the Curso Conimbricense, as well as of 
the manuscripts of the lessons which are linked to its genesis, are a part of 
this work of analysis. The more detailed and rigorous it is the more exact 
and fitting will be the synthesis derived from it. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 


Le lecteur du De Anima d’Aristote au XXIème siècle partage une 
situation herméneutique semblable à celle d'un lecteur du méme ouvrage 
au XVIème siècle. Dans les deux cas, à la recherche du sens exacte d'un 
texte difficile, ces lecteurs travaillent sur un terrain fort encombré. F. 
Edward Cranz a su montrer le double sens d'une démarche pareille à la 
Renaissance: «portions of the De anima (...) grew ever more remote and 
alien to the Latin West», et deuxiémement, «thought about the De anima 
became increasingly independent»!. Bien sûr, les situations de lecture dans 
les deux périodes sont assez différentes: soit dà à l'état de la question, soit 
parce que, même si les deux lisent le De Anima dans un climat éditorial de 
grande intensité, ceux-là ont une irresistible tendance à superposer au 
moins quatre attitudes que nous distinguons aujourd'hui: «legere» et 
«commentare», naturellement, mais aussi «diuinatio» et «eruditio»?. 
Charles Schmitt les nommait ainsi «éditeurs et traducteurs comme les 
humanistes, mais aussi commentateurs et questionarii comme les 


1  EE.CRANZ, «The Renaissance Reading of the ‘De Anima'» in Platon et Aristote 
au Moyen Age, Paris 1976, p. 372. Cfr. aussi mon «Filosofar na época de Palestrina. Uma 
introdugäo à psicologia filosófica dos ‘Comentarios a Aristöteles’ do Colégio das Artes de 
Coimbra» Revista Filosófica de Coimbra 11 (2002) pp. 389-419. 

2 M. Foucautr, Les Mots et les choses: une archéologie des sciences humaines, 
Paris 1966, p. 48. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 119-158. 
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scolastiques»3. D’ici le privilége d’une méthode de lecture herméneutique 
qui réunie ou assemble monde et texte. Le «texte primitif» (au sens de 
Michel Foucault) n'est donc pas seulement celui d’ Aristote. Ceci justifie 
le dépassement du Philosophe, l'auteur qui est en train d'étre lu. C'est que 
dans le «texte primitif» habite également un monde désaccordé (une 
Europe divisée, serait peut-étre le mot le plus juste) auquel une certaine 
tradition est censée pouvoir donner une réponse. Mais comment 
reconstruire une tradition? Et laquelle? 

C'est dans cet horizon, ici décrit à grand traits, qu'il faut prendre les 
dénommés «Comentaires du Collége de Coimbra de la Société de Jésus». 
Dans leur mission la plus immédiate, ils devaient permettre aux élèves de 
philosophie de ne pas perdre leur temps à écrire^ (toutefois le volume sur 
le De Anima coüterrait environ 160 reais, le prix de «trés bonnes bottes en 
basane»5) la matière que les Jésuites du Collège des Arts dictaient, i.e., ce 
qu'ils jugaient qui devrait étre «lu», dans le cas présent en psychologie. Je 
cite l'étonnement de ceux qui écoutaient à Coimbra la science de 
Francisco Suárez (que ses détracteurs justifiaient par une possession 
diabolique) «la lucidité et vigeur de son éloquence, mais aussi le fait de 
dicter (...) ses lecons touffées de citations aux éléves, sans jamais recourrir 
à un seul argument; et pourtant, continue le méme témoin, jamais dans sa 
dictée il n'y avait la moindre hésitation, la correction la plus simple!»$. 
Sans prendre en considération la relation étroite entre Humanisme et 
Imprimerie (qui ne se souvient du mot 'faire gémir la presse' au début du 
récit de Balzac, Illusions Perdues, et de la description des presses en bois, 
sans doute les mêmes dont Coimbra se servait à la fin du XVIème 
siécle??), la prétention des jésuites d'écrire un manuel («omnia omnibus» 


3 Ch.B., SCHMITT, Aristote et la Renaissance, trad., Paris 1992, p. 49. 

4  F. RODRIGUES, História da Companhia de Jesus na Assistência de Portugal, t. II, 
v. 2, Porto 1939, p. 110. Le livre le plus récent sur les auteurs de Coimbra est le travail de 
traduction suivant: The Conimbricenses. Some Questions. Translated with introduction and 
Notes by J.P. DoYLE, Milwaukee 2001. 

5 A.J. SARAIVA, História da Cultura em Portugal. Vol. I: Renascimento e Contra- 
-Reforma, Lisboa 1999, pp. 126, 141; ET. DA FONSECA, «A Imprensa da Universidade no 
período de 1537 a 1772» in Id. et alii, Imprensa da Universidade. Uma História dentro da 
História, Coimbra 2001, pp. 7-52. 

6 M. BRANDÃO & M.L. D'ALMEIDA, A Universidade de Coimbra. Esboço da sua 
História, Coimbra 1937, Vol. II: p. 23. 

7 H.DEBALZAC, Illusions Perdues, Paris 1961, p. 3. 
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est l'embléme de l'imprimeur portugais João de Barreira8), étant donné 
qu'ils trouvaient plus de vitalité dans l'audition que dans la lecture, n'a de 
sens que dans le cas où ce manuel serait composé en évitant un style 
uniforme et donc non fastidieux. C'est exactement ce que nous lisons dans 
le seconde Appendice du volume dédié au De Anima? qui, d'aprés Julius 
Scaliger (1484-1558), recommande l'audition en sept raisons. De plus, les 
jésuites concevaient l'apprentissage, à cause de l'ambiance averroiste 
qu'ils connaissaient, comme une conduction et une communication faites 
à travers d’exemples sensibles!0. Mais comment favoriser l'attention sans 
tomber aussitót dans la nouveauté qui, en promouvant le rire, empéche 
l'apprentissage? «Le cœur se ressent et dilate provoquant l’écoulement du 
sang et des esprits vitaux et de suite le mouvement des muscles du thorax, 
le diaphragme surtout, et naturellement les muscles de la bouche, se 
détendent»!!. 

Un style non fastidieux ayant le pouvoir d'éviter Ja nouveauté a tout 
prix pouvait étre celui de la «regolata mescolanza». Le Dialogo degli 
errori della pintura de Andrea Gileo da Fabriano, publié (1564) environ à 
l'époque dans laquelle les jésuites concevaient leurs lecons et dans l'année 
méme ot! Pedro da Fonseca publiait les Institutions Dialectiques, 
préconisait ladite régle. La «regolata mescolanza» combinerait le vieux 
avec le nouveau, l'ancien et le moderne, d'oü s'ensuivrait un art religieux 
purifié et adapté aux nécessités de l'époque. Nous partageons l'avis de 


8 A.J. SARAIVA, História... p. 126. 

9 Tractatio Aliquot Problematum ad Quinque Sensus Spectantium per totidem 
sectiones distributa II, $ 11, in Commentarii Colegii Conimbricensis in III libros de Anima, 
Conimbricae 1593, p. 548: «Quapropter his ueluti condimentis iucunditas paratur auditui, 
scripsorum uero uniformis stylus, et sententiarum continuitas in fastidium adducit lectorem». 

10 Commentarii Colegii Conimbricensis in III libros de Anima II c. 1, q. 7, a. 3, p. 
83: «Magistrum uero communicare discipulo scientiam offerendo ei sensibilia exempla, 
aliaque his similia, quibus ille phantasmata ad rei intellectionem idonea effingat, 
proponendoque effata communia, et principia illi nota, eaque ad particulares conclusiones 
applicando; atque ita ipsum ad intelligibiles conceptiones, et ignotae ueritatis notitiam 
quasi manu ducendo. Quo patet scientiam, et a magistro, et a discipulo partiatim fieri modo 
longe diuerso ab eo, quo causae physicae effectus suos edunt. Qua de re plenius disserimus 
initio libri 1. Posteriorum. Lege etiam D. Thomam 1. pars, quaestione 117, articulo 1? et 
libro 2? Contra gentiles capite 75». Dorénavant cité: In III libros de Anima. 

11 Cfr A.A. DE ANDRADE, «Teses fundamentais da Psicologia dos Conimbricenses» 
in Id., Contributos para a História da Mentalidade Pedagógica Portuguesa, Lisbonne 
1982, pp. 140-141; In III libros de Anima III, c. 13, q. 4, pp. 430-33. 
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l’historien anglais John D Elliot pour qui l’art et la culture de la Contre- 
Réforme est finalement l'art et la culture d'une Réforme Catholique 
occupée au conflit avec la réputée hérésie et paganisme et encourageant 
ainsi une nouvelle alliance!?. Celle-ci pourrait être caractérisée par 
l’immersion dans la théologie traditionnelle, particuliérement, dans la 
production philosophico-théologique des XIIème et XIVème siècles, 
avec laquelle, armée de l’érudition humaniste et renaissante, du 
néoplatonisme redécouvert (notamment celui de la Patristique), on vise un 
retour d’un texte manifeste (dans le cas le De Anima) lu à l’horizon d’une 
reconstruction rationnelle. Voilà le complexe qui donnerait le sens au 
désespoir qui alors bouleversait les Europ&ens mais qui aurait pu aussi les 
libérer. La mission aurait été accomplie sous le paradigme du «devoir de 
l’intelligence», selon le mot de Luce Giard!3, promu au Portugal, avant 
méme l’arrivé des jésuites, qui l’ont hérité, par la fondation du Collège 
Royal des Arts!4. 

Beaucoup de täches, sans aucun doute, dans une ambiance culturelle 
qui est loin de savoir comment atteindre ce but-lä. Bien sûr, la méthode y 
est privilégiée, mais: il s’agit d'une méthode occupée plus à la 
classification tranquillisante qu’ä la logique de la découverte, aussi 
dramatique soit-elle. Ceci ne veut pas dire que dans cette Europe déchirée, 
le travail des jésuites de Coimbra n’ait pas été activement contribuable a 
un projet de réforme catholique dans un scénario qu’on pourrait qualifier 
de «tiers monde». Nous voulons dire: un tiers monde entre le 
protestantisme dogmatique et le catholicisme également dogmatique. Leur 
travail de commentateurs se tient ici 4 c6té de celui de Melanchton. Mais 
il appartient surtout à un troisiéme monde de la culture européenne par la 
particularité d'ouvrage ouvert, expérimental, de manuel de philosophie. 
Car trés souvent les professeurs du Collége des Arts ne tranchent pas 
parmi thomistes, scotistes et nominalistes. Ils ne le font pas, non pas à 


12 JH. ELLIOT, Europa en la Época de Felipe II (1559-1598), trad., Barcelonne 
2001, p. 156. 

13 L. GIARD, «Le devoir de l'intelligence, ou l'insertion des jésuites dans le monde 
du savoir» in Id. (dir.), Les Jésuites à la Renaissance. Systeme éducatif et production du 
savoir, Paris 1995, p. XXIII, n. 28; C. LOHR, «Les jésuites et l’aristotélisme du XVIe 
siécle» ibid. p. 82. ; 

14 AA Coxrro, «A Filosofia no Colégio das Artes» in História da Universidade 
em Portugal. I volume, tomo II (1537-1771), Coimbra 1997, pp. 735-63. 
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cause de leur syncretisme, mais simplement parce qu’ils n’ont pas encore 
la solution de l’interprétation en question. Qu’il ne s’agit pas toujours de 
simple syncrétisme, contrairement à ce que Eckhard Kessler soutientl5, 
nous le savons, entre autre, par ce qui se passait avec la thématique de 
l’intellection des singuliers. Ils énoncent les thèses scotistes et thomistes 
en question et reconnaissent que les deux peuvent étre défensables. 
Pourtant, ils disent clairement que les positions thomistes, comme celles 
de Caetanus et de Capreolus, qui défendent l’inexistence des espèces des 
choses singulières dans l’intellect, sont le plus conformes à la doctrine 
aristotélicienne!® étant donné que rien n’est moins péripatéticien que 
l'admission de telles espêces!”. Alison Simmons a nommé ce style de 
travail comme «method of inclusion»!8. Une méthode qui enregistre les 
opinions plus ou moins probables méme si les auteurs qui les suivent ne 
s’accordent pas avec elles. Néanmoins, il ne me semble pas bizarre ou 
anachronique de parler d’ceuvre inachevée ou expérimentale parce que, si 
dans la plupart des fois nous y lisons la «doctrine peripateticienne» ou le 
sens de «l’école commune» tel quel, dans les cas où cette indication est 
omise c’est parce que nos auteurs ne savent pas dans quel sens décider 
dans le conflit d’interprétation. Manuel de Göis l’avoue franchement: «à 
notre avis, il est préférable de rester en suspens en cas de doute que de 
défendre quoi que ce soit»!9. Dans leur inachévement, ces questions 
pourraient donner aux étudiants le sens de la dispute en cause méme si en 
tant que manuel de philosophie on pourrait désapprouver leur style prolixe 
(ce fut précisément le reproche que Descartes confia à Mersenne). 


15 E. KESSLER, «The Intellective Soul» in Ch. B. SCHMITT et al. (ed), The 
Cambridge History of Renaissance Philosophy, Cambridge 1988, p. 513. 

16 In HI libros de Anima III c. 5, q. 3, a. 3, p. 341: «His ita disputatis utraque pars 
quaestionis probabilis uidetur, etsi propositum nobis sit tueri potius negatiuam, quae 
Aristotelicae doctrinae magis consentanea existimatur, diluemus tamen utriusque 
argumenta, ut quo pacto quaelibet earum defendi possit, facile appareat». 

U In II libros de Anima Ill c. 5, q. 4, a. 1, p. 337: «Agitatur haec quaestio inter 
Philosophos magna dissidentium partium contentione (...). Non dari in nostro intellectu 
species rerum singularium, idemque tuentur nonnulli aetatis nostrae Philosophi asserentes 
nihil esse a peripatetica doctrina magis alienum quam eiusmodi species admittere». 

18 A. SIMMONS, «Jesuit Aristotelian Education: The ‘De anima’ Commentaries» in 
J.W. O’MALLEY et alii (ed.), The Jesuits. Cultures, Sciences, and the Arts, Toronto Buffalo 
London, 1999, p. 525. 

1? Commentarii Colegii Conimbricensis Societatis lesu In VIII libros Physicorum, 
Prooemium $ De Distributione, Lugduni 1594, p. 42. Dorénavant cité: In VIII libros 
Physicorum. : 
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Tout d’abord, ce fait s’explique par l’état embryonnaire (le «Ratio» 
date de 1599) et par la conséquente liberté accordée aux programmes de 
psychologie20. Jacobus Ledesma (1524-1575), écrivant, à Rome, «in 
docendi modo aut loquendi», pendant la période dans laquelle le cours de 
Coimbra était en train d’être partialement conçu, souligne qu’ Averroès ne 
doit être loué, que Thomas d' Aquin ne doit pas être réprimandé et qu'il 
n’est pas convenable d’opposer les Grecs et les Latins?!. Pourtant, 
Benedictus Pererius (1535-1610), qui partage l’avis de Franciscus de 
Toletus (1532-1596) dans la recommandation des Quaestiones super tres 
libros de Anima du dominicain Chrysostome Javello (1470-1538) pour la 
«lecture» du De Anima d' Aristote, dit explicitement que «leggere Averroe 
è molto utile, si per la sua dottrina, come per la fama che ha in Italia» et 
en méme temps conseille de suivre la doctrine de celui-ci ä l’aide de Jean 
de Jandun (m. 1328), de Walter Burley (m. 1343), de Paul de Venise (m. 
1429), de Marcantonius Zimara (m. 1532) et de Augustin Nipho (m. 
1538)2. Le même degré de liberté ou d’hésitation se trouve dans les 
Programmes des cours du De Anima dont les listes de matiéres sont 
difficiles 4 harmoniser. D’ailleurs, nous croyons avoir trouvé aussi a 
Coimbra, parmi les premiers responsables pour l’arrangement du Cours, 


20 M.S. DE CARVALHO, «Medieval Influences in the Coimbra Commentaries» 
Patristica et Mediaevalia 20 (1999) p. 23. 

?! Cfr. L. LUKÁCS, Monumenta Paedagogica Societatis lesu 11 (1557-1572), Rome 
1974, § 73, pp. 499 et 502, respectivement: «1. D. Thomam et eius doctrinam laudare, vel 
saltem non reprehendere, vel certe non ita ut scholastici ab eo alienentur aut ab eius 
doctrina; sed modeste, si quando ab eius sententia discendendum videatur, id facere. 2. 
Item, doctores alios theologos scholasticos, aut eorum doctrinam non irridere aut in 
contemptum adducere; multo autem minus theologiam scholasticam in genere. 3. Nec 
etiam latinos interpretes Aristotelis, aut eorum doctrinam irridere aut in contemptum 
adducere. Nec etiam in genere disputationes instituere latinorum contra graecos, et 
graecorum contra latinos; sed propriis nominibus tantum utriunque citatis authoribus. 4. 
Item, non laudare nimium Averroin, sed neque laudare quidem, aut alios quosvis impios 
Aristotelis interpretes. Sed, qui magnis laudibus sint efferendi, sint catholici, ut Albertus 
Magnus, D. Thomas vel alius similis ex catholicis; vituperare vero Averroin licebit, si quis 
volet.». «1. Non laudare nimis Averroin, sed neque laudare quidem. 2. Non vituperare D. 
Thomam aut eius doctrinam, aut scholasticos doctores, vel in contemptum adducere; sed 
potius laudare et magnis laudibus efferre, et auditores ac discipulos ad eorum doctrinam 
potius allicere. 3. Non laudare graecos in genere et vituperare latinos. Neque instituere 
disputationem contra latinos in genere, sub hoc nomine latinorum. 4. Non opinari nimis 
audacter, sed putare se posse falli et cum humilitate iudicare et loqui». 

22 Voir Appendice I de notre étude «Filosofar na época de Palestrina...». 
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des divergences, lors d’un article oü nous avons suivi une lettre de Pedro 
da Fonseca écrit 4 Jeröme Nadal, datant de 1562, et une autre lettre, de 
Francisco de Gouveia, datant de 1594 (c’est-ä-dire, environ l’annde oü le 
De Generatione et le De Anima étaient préts pour l'imprimerie et où ils 
concevaient l'édition de la Metaphysica), écrite aussi au Père Général. A 
notre avis, nous sommes en face de divergences qui attestent le degré de 
liberté encore en vigueur. Ceci expliquerait les travaux de révision, jamais 
achevés, pour lesquels on nomma Sebastiäo do Couto en conséquence de 
maintes corrections et améliorations de l’œuvre de Manuel de Göis*. 

On ne veut pourtant pas dire que le Cours de Coimbra, et donc la 
psychologie y professée, ne doive pas étre vu comme une unité organique 
et systématique, malgré le fait d'étre un ouvrage collectif. Notons le cas de 
ce qu'ils appellent souvent le «filum doctrinae» et surtout l'habituel défi 
d’harmonisation entre la Physica et le De Anima25. Conjuguée avec la 
reconstruction rationnelle de la pensée d'Aristote, cette tournure 
systématique des commentaires de Coimbra procure une dimension de 
manuels scolaires dont Suárez n'a pu qu’assurer la continuité26. Alors, on 
aurait tort de dire que le propos de rationalisation de la foi chrétienne, à la 
suite de Latran (1513), et que le ton confus et compliqué du style des 
Commentaires, y compris celui du De Anima, expliquant la difficulté à 
cerner la position de l'auteur, ont contribué au déclin de la discussion 
psychologique?7. Nous voulons dire que le cas Pomponazzi non seulement 
ne semble pas étre central dans le travail de Coimbra comme cette 
entreprise collective de commentaire peut étre envisagée en réponse à la 


23 M.S. DE CARVALHO, «Medieval Influences...» pp. 24-30 ; je remercie M. António 
Martins de m'avoir corrigé la date que j'avais indiquée dans cette étude. 

24 F. RODRIGUES, História... p. 120. 

25 In Il libros de Anima III c. 5, q. 4, a. 2, p. 345: «Ita patet qua ratione sint 
utriusque partis argumenta. Quia tamen, ut superius monuimus, decretum nobis est eam 
partem, quae negat dari species rerum singularium, ut Aristotelicae doctrinae magis 
consentaneam tueri, quam iccirco etiam in primo Physicae Auscultationis libro 
defendimus, ad eam in nostris commentariis doctrinae filum acommodabimus». 

26 E. KESSLER, «The Intellective Soul» 514, devrait donc être corrigé par J. 
BENIGNO ZILLI, Introducción a la Psicología de los Conimbricenses y su influjo en el 
sistema cartesiano, Xalapa 1960, p. 31; D. DES CHENE, Life's Form. Late Aristotelian 
Conceptions of the Soul, Ithaca London 2000, p. 4 et A. SIMMONS, «JESUIT...» p. 526. 

27 Cfr. E. KESSLER, «The Intellective Soul» p. 508; K. & E. KESSLER, «The Organic 
Soul» in The Cambridge History of Renaissance Philosophy... p. 462. 
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crise alors vécue. A la fin, nous espérons avoir laissé quelques indications 
sur la fagon dont le commentaire du De Anima peut avoir joué ici un réle 
inattendu concernant l'image nouvelle de l'Homme, une «anthropologie» 
pour faire l'usage d'un mot qui sera fort apprécié au siécle XVIII, comme 
Kant le prouve à la suite du théologien A.-C. Chavannes. En somme, 
cinquante ans aprés avoir été écrits, les mots de l’historien allemande de la 
philosophie, Johannes Hirschberger, ont encore tout un sens de défi à 
l'égard du remarquable travail fait à Coimbra: «In Wirklichkeit aber 
bedeutete diese Barockphilosophie sehr viel»28. 


JI. LA «SCIENTIA DE ANIMA» 


Afin de mieux caractériser et évaluer plus correctement les 
contributions parcellaires des jésuites portugais à la théorie de la 
connaissance, il faut que nous encadrions en générale l' éminente «scientia 
de anima»?9. . 

Dans les commentaires de la Physica et du De Anima nous lisons une 
citation entrecroisée, involontairement provoquée par un texte qu'on n'a 
pas encore pu étudier avec le soin requis. Il s'agit d'un titre de Antonius 
Bernardus Mirandulanus, Euersionis singularis certaminis (Bâle 1562). 
En anticipant la Modernité, ce livre, peu connu, propose l’unité radicale de 
la science, et il est remarquable que les principales premières incursions 
des jésuites en métaphysique (de Benedictus Pererius a Suárez en passant 
par Fonseca? et bien sûr par les jésuites conimbricenses) touchent à la 
thèse de Mirandulanus. Jean-François Courtine a caractérisé cette situation 
comme «destruction de la métaphysique dans son unité ontothéo- 
logique»?!. Une destruction critiquable d'ailleurs parce que la thèse «qui 
revendique les droits d'une seule et même science, omnicompréhensive, 


28 J. HIRSCHBERGER, Geschichte der Philosophie. II. Teil: Neuzeit und Gegenwart, 
Freiburg a. Brisgau 121980, p. 81. 

29 In III libros de Anima Prooemium, $ De utilitate, p.1: «Quantum scientia de 
anima, ob certitudinem demonstrandi, et rerum, in quibus uersatur, nobilitatem, inter alias 
Philosophiae partes emineat, quam sit tum ad uitam probe instituendam, et moderandam, 
tum ad omnem ueritatis cognitionem utilis; ex iis, quae Aristoteles mox docebit, 
conspicuum fiet». 

30 LP COURTINE, «La métaphysique désacordée. Les premières discussions dans la 
Compagnie de Jésus» Les Études Philosophiques 3 (1986) 309-327. 

31 J.F. Courtine, «La métaphysique...» p. 327. 
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de l'étant en son ensemble et de tous les étants, comme celle qui multiplie 
les disciplines autonomes et complémentaires, présuppose une commune 
méconnaissance de la doctrine reçue de l’abstraction et de ses degrés»32. 

Naturellement, on ne saurait demander à Manuel de Góis la 
discussion détaillée de cette problématique dans le cadre du De Anima. 
Pourtant, le «Prooemium» de la Physica (q. 5, a. 2) fait allusion aux 
philosophes modernes dont les théses, d'apparence épistémologique 
moniste, peuvent mettre en cause la division traditionnelle des sciences 
philosophiques: métaphysique ou philosophie premiére, physiologie ou 
philosophie naturelle et mathématique. Ceci nous intéresse parce que la 
Physica remet la discussion de cette affaire épistémologique au De Anima, 
notamment au texte 403 b 9-16, une citation obligée en ce qui concerne la 
question de savoir si l'examen de l’äme intellective est une attribution de 
la physiologie («Num intellectiuae animae contemplatio ad Physiologiae 
doctrinam pertineat, an non»33). Aristote y demandait ce qui appartiendrait 
au physicien (phusikos), au mathématicien (mathematikos) et au 
métaphysicien (protos philosophos). En conséquence, le commentaire de 
Coimbra fait défiler les trois solutions suivantes, toutes post-Aristote: de 
Philoponus, de Themistius et de Boéce, qui prétendaient que la 
mathématique, en tant que «scientia media», pouvait s'en occuper, étant 
donné que l'àme intellective jouait ce róle intermédiaire; celle 
d' Alexandre et d’ Averroès, qui donnaient cette tâche à la physique; et celle 
des philosophes modernes qui s'inclinaient vers la métaphysique. 

Le défi était celui de maintenir le róle intermédiaire de l’äme 
(«confinium et quasi nexus»34) sans tomber dans le piége de la solution 
moniste, tantót par le cóté de la physique tantót par le cóté de la 
métaphysique”. L'auteur de Coimbra suit ici Caetanus, mais on pourrait 
déjà remarquer que, dans cette énonciation générale, son choix partage 


32 J.F. Courtine, «La métaphysique...» p. 324. 

33 In III libros de Anima Prooemium, q. un., pp. 6-10. 

34 In III libros de Anima, Prooemium, q. un, a. 2, p 7. 

35 In III libros de Anima, Prooemium, q. un, a. 2, p 9: «Si philosophus naturalis de 
intellectu ageret, atque adeo de intelligibili, futurum ut nulla alia disciplina praeter 
Physiologiam superesset; uidetur enim huiusmodi consecutio nullius esse momenti: tum 
quia pari ratione sequeretur nullam esse philosophiam praeter primam, cum haec de 
intellectu et intelligibili disputet, tum quia ex eo quod detur scientia, quae de intelligibili 
agat, haud probe infertur reliquas scientias e medio tolli, cum eandem rem alio atque alio 
modo spectatatam diuersae scientiae tractare possint». 
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quelque chose de notre facon contemporaine de demander si Aristote était 
un biologiste ou un psychologue de la psuché. Je cite une conclusion de 
Pierre Pellegrini: «Il me semble que l’étude de l’äme (...) peut cumuler 
ces deux valeurs parce que la psychologie est bifide, noétique d'un côté et 
naturelle de l'autre. La ‘recherche sur l'àme' (e tes psuches historia, 
402a3) doit ‘à juste titre être placée au premier rang’ parce que |’ intellect, 
dont l’étude n’est pas facile aux étres matériels que nous sommes, n’est 
pas sans parenté avec la divinité, mais aussi parce que |’ âme naturelle peut 
être connue avec exactitude, ce qui est le but du De Anima». 

Nous avons alors cette curieuse situation. Il y a une radicale et notable 
«scientia de anima» qui est censée coincider avec ce qu’ Aristote nommait 
«tes psuches historia», mais il y a aussi la double thése épistémologique 
suivante: l'étude de la nature de l’äme, |’ Ame intellective inclue, appartient 
a la physiologie, tandis que l’étude de l’intelligible subsistant et 
immatériel (la dénommée «anima separata») est d'ordre métaphysique?”. 
La doctrine de l’abstraction étant ici en jeu, voila comment se présentent 
les trois états suivants à l'égard de l’äme: unie au corps, séparée du corps 
et dans sa propre nature et essence?®. Important, pour l'auteur, c'est 
éliminer la possibilité de construire une solution groupant les deux 
derniers états dans une unique métaphysique. En examinant l'encadrement 


36 P PELLEGRINI, «Le ‘De Anima’ et la vie animale. Trois Remarques» in G.ROMEYER- 
DHERBEEY, (dir.), Corps et Áme. Sur le ‘De Anima’ d’Aristote, Paris 1996, p. 468. 

37 In II libros de Anima, Prooemium, q. un, a. 2, p. 8: «... quandoquidem 
cognoscere propriam ac peculiarem animae rationalis naturam ad Physiologiae doctrinam 
pertinet, ut proxime statuimus. Si autem sumantur in commune, et ut tam animae quam 
intelligentiis conueniunt, Metaphysicam esse, quia sicuti substantiam, relationem, et 
qualitatem, ac passiones entis secundum communes et generales conceptus speculari, 
Metaphysico incumbit, ut loco citato ostendimus, propterea quod haec, etsi ex parte in 
materia reperiantur, secundum se tamen indifferentiam obtinent, ut in materia sint: ita 
cognoscere intellectiuum, per se subsistens, et immateriale, in commune, Metaphysici 
negotii est; quia esto etiam conueniant animae rationali, cuius propriam et reciprocam 
essentiam cognoscere ad physiologum spectat, secundum se tamen indiscriminatim se 
habent ad animam et ad intelligentias, quae nullam habent cum materia coniunctionem». 

38 In II libros de Anima, Prooemium, q. un, a. 2, p. 7: «... praenotandum est 
animum participem rationis trifariam spectari posse. Vno modo, prout unitur corpori et in 
eo functiones suas administrat. Altero, secundum attributa, quae ipsi a materia separato 
conueniunt, cuiusmodi sunt esse definitiue in loco, recipere species ex influxu superni 
luminis, intelligere sine recursu ad phantasmata, alique eiusmodi. Tertio, quoad suam 
propriam naturam et essentiam». 
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historique rappelé ci-dessus, on pourrait penser que notre auteur se penche 
vers le côté d’Averroés et d’Alexandre. Mais il ne le fait pas. Il 
revendique, au contraire, une «scientia de anima» qui étudie l'áme dans 
son rapport au corps, condition pour déterminer la nature et l'essence de 
celle-la, «scrutari propriam animae naturam et essentiam (....) spectat ad 
naturalem philosophiam»??. On présentera trois raisons pour que l'étude 
de l’àme puisse tomber sous le cóté de la physique, mais il est évident que 
cette solution doit faire face au moins à deux exigeants problémes. 
D'abord, celui du premier appendice du volume du De Anima, titré 
Tractatus de Anima Separata. Le deuxiéme concerne la discussion 
monopsychiste d' Averroés. 

Venons cependant aux trois raisons alléguées. Voici la première: une 
définition correcte de l'àme comme «acte premier d'un corps naturel» 
(412 a 20) doit inclure la connaissance de la matiére pour pouvoir 
connaître son essence; ceci explique la remise faite au commentaire de la 
Physica (II c. 2, textus 22). Maintenant la deuxième: la connaissance de 
l'Homme, «pars subiecta enti mobili», appartient à la physique. Dernier 
argument: seulement la physique peut comprendre l'Homme en tant 
qu’animal doué d'un corps et participant de la rationalité, «homo est 
animal constans corpore et animus rationis participe». Si le rapport 
corps/esprit ‘via’ äme est un principe tout à fait aristotélicien, dans la 
lignée de la base organique de saint Thomas (expliquant "inclusion de la 
matiére dans la définition de l'essence de l’äme humaine) la solution 
épistémologique préconisée est équivalente à penser l’äme à l'horizon du 
mouvement (voir les deux premiers arguments). Dans la Physica 
(Prooemium q. 4, a. 3) on cite ceux qui voulaient séparer physique et 
psychologie au nom méme du mouvement: la physique étudie l'étant 
mobile, mais l’äme a une sorte de mouvement qui n'est pas matériel (q. 4, 


59 In HI libros de Anima, Prooemium, q. un, a. 2, pg 8. Cf. mon O Problema da 
Habitação. Estudos de (História da) Filosofia, Lisbonne 2002, pp. 293-97. 

40 s'agit de la Physica 194 a 15-27, dont l’explanatio des jésuites de Coimbra lit: 
«... Te uera pertinere, cum tam materia, quam forma sint partes compositi Naturalis, quod 
Physicus considerat, eiusdemque artificis munus sit, partes, et quod ex partibus coalescit, 
contemplari (...). Probat utriusque naturae inspectionem Physici negotii esse, in hunc fere 
modum. Cum ars naturae solertiam, qua potest, inititur, ut se habet ars ad artefacta, ita se 
habebit Naturalis scientia ad res Physicas, atqui ars non formam duntaxat, sed materiam 
etiam considerat. Igitur Naturalis scientia non solam rerum physicarum formam, sed 
earundem quoque materiam expendet». 
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a. 2). Cependant, les auteurs répondent que un mouvement de telle sorte 
appartient uniquement à l’état de l’äme séparée. L’äme dans le corps et en 
son essence exige l'attention du mouvement matériel. C'est-à-dire: le 
physicien a de la compétence pour chercher l'essence de l'Homme et il ne 
pourra le faire qu'à travers la connaissance de l'àme (voire: de ses 
mouvements). 

Voilà pourquoi l'éminent «scientia de anima» est radicale, noble et 
peut méme dépasser les autres sciences philosophiques: définir l'àme 
comme l'acte premier ou l'entéléchie d'un corps naturel possédant la vie 
en puissance, maintenant c'est quelque chose de plus que de «poser les 
fondements bio-logiques de la noétique»*. Il s'agit également d’interroger 
lame dans toutes ses opérations c'est-à-dire, et la vie et | Homme en 
toutes leurs dimensions. Ca veut dire: une psychologie des facultés doit 
être conçue au plan plus général d'une psychologie des opérations, plus 
dynamique (une théorie du mouvement, le cas échéant). Alors, ils 
devraient forcément aborder au moins les deux définitions de l’äme 
qu’ Aristote a laissé dans son ouvrage. Il s'agira d'une discussion que nos 
jésuites étudieront dans le cadre de l'utilité, de l'ordre et du sujet du traité 
aristotélicien commenté. Ils n'ignorent pas le passage des Parties des 
Animaux (I 1, 641 a 32- b 8) oü «la question était de savoir si la Physique 
devait s'occuper de toute l'àme ou de certaines parties de l’äme 
seulement»^. Plus intéressant encore est la volonté de critiquer la thèse de 
Paul de Venise d’après laquelle le sujet du De Anima était le corps anime“. 
Voilà la facon à eux de répéter le geste de Thomas d'Aquin devant le 
matérialisme des pré-socratiques#. À suivre l'opinion de l'auteur du 
Scriptum super libros de Anima (Venise 1408) e de la Summa philosophiae 


41 [n VIII libros Physicorum... Prooemium q. 4. 

4 Cfr. A. DE LIBERA, Thomas d'Aquin. L'Unité de l’Intellect contre les Averroistes, 
suivi des Textes contre Averroés antérieurs à 1270, Paris 21997, p. 210; M.S. DE CARVALHO, 
São Tomás de Aquino. A Unidade do Intelecto Contra os Averroístas, Lisbonne 1999, p. 
168. 

43 Cfr. PELLEGRINI, P., «Le De Anima..». p. 467. Le ‘Prooemium’ de la Physica (q. 
5, a. 4) remet pour chap. 1 de De Partibus Animalium. 

44 Cfr. In Ill libros de Anima, Prooemium, p. 3; sur Paul de Venise, vd. E. KESSLER, 
«The Intellective Soul» pp. 488-90. 

4 N. KRETZMANN, «Philosophy of Mind» in N. KRETZMANN & E. Stump, The 
Cambridge Companion to Aquinas, Cambridge London 1984, p. 129; cfr. Thomas Aquinas, 
Summa Theologiae P, q. 75, a. 1 c; Id., Summa Contra Gentiles. Il 65. 
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naturalis (ibid. 1503), les Parua naturalia d’ Aristote seraient une espèce 
d'introduction (quasi accesio) au De Anima“. Ils n'y accompagneront pas 
Paul de Venise et posent les Météores comme introduction au De Anima; 
tandis que les Parua naturalia sont un supplément au traité de l'áme, le De 
Sensu y sera abord&#’. Si on compare cet arrangement avec le parallèle de 
Toletus (qui plaçait le De Anima aprés l'inconnu De mineralibus*) et avec 
sa conception sur la classification des corps en tant que principe 
d'orientation du De Anima, le résultat de cette comparaison nous montre 
comment les jésuites de Coimbra préfèraient définir le sujet du traité 
d' Aristote d’après un principe différent. En effet, selon eux le principe 
qui organise la «scientia de anima» est l'animation, le mouvement, et non 
les plusieurs corps: «ce n'est pas à partir du corps organique animal que 
l'àme peut étre définie, c'est à partir du corps organique commun aux étres 
vivants»50. En d'autres mots: une considération cinétique (c'est-à-dire la 
vie tout simplement) conduit la «scientia de anima». De ce point de vue un 
texte saillant est, bien sür, le commentaire In librum de Vita et Morte qui 
cite la définition de vie présente dans le pseudo-aristotélicien De 
Respiratione, «permansio animae uegetatricis cum calore», dont le sens le 


4 In III libros de Anima, Prooemium, p. 4. Voir aussi des thèses comme celles de 
Marcantonio Genua, De ordine librorum naturalium in Aristotelis disputatio, Venise 1562- 
74; de Jacopo Zabarella, De rebus naturalibus libri XXX, Venise 1607; ou de Francesco 
Piccolomini, Libri ad scientiam de natura attinentes, Venise 1596 (cfr. K & E. KESSLER, 
«The Concept of Psychology» in The Cambridge History of Renaissance Philosophy... p. 
456 n. 6). 

47 In Libros Parva Naturalia, Prooemium, in Commentarii Colegii Conimbricensis 
Societatis lesu, In Libros Aristotelis, qui Parua Naturalia appellantur, Lugduni 1594, p. 2: 
«Libri Aristotelis, quos nostrates Philosophi Parua Naturalia, id est, parua de rebus naturae 
opuscula inscripsere, supplementa quaedam sunt librorum de anima. (...) Quod tamen ad 
libros de sensu et sensili attinet (...) tota ea disputatio abunde tractata, atque illustrata a 
nobis sit in libris de anima...». Dorénavant cité: /n Parua Naturalia. 

48 F de Toletus, ln tres libros Aristotelis de Anima Commentarii. Una cum 
Quaestionibus, Lugdunii 1591, Prooemium q. 3, p. 14. 

49 Cfr. In VIII Libros Physicorum..., Prooemium, $ “De distributione’ p. 50: 
«Quinta, in libris de anima inquirit causas, et rationes tum animae in commune, tum eius, 
quae ratione, et intelligentia praedita est». Voila les parties, dans leur ordre: Physica, De 
Coelo, Meteorum, De Anima, Parva Naturalia, Historia Animalium, Partibus Animalium, 
De Animalium Generatione, De Animalium incessu et de animalium motu, cfr. In VIII 
libros Physicorum..., Prooemium $ De Distributione, pp. 50-52. 

50 In II libros de Anima, Prooemium, p. 3: «... anima uero non per corpus 
organicum animalis, sed per corpus organicum uiuentis in commune definitir». 
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plus général (c’est-à-dire: antérieur à l’acception relative aux corps) nous 
renseigne qu’ Aristote voulait y inclure la vie de tous les étres5!. Dans une 
troisiéme acception (on omettra ici la deuxiéme) il s’agit des fonctions 
telles que la nutrition, la croissance et la sensation, des mouvements 
internes et naturels, dont saint Bernard, au livre du Libre Arbitre, ajoutent- 
ils, a su y reconnaître la présence de la gräceS?. C'est donc le «modus 
operandi» qui traverse la division de l’äme et aussi le probléme de ses 
définitions. Une seule äme en essence, dont les facultés se distinguent 
entre elles réellement; alors une 4me nommée «spiritus» dans la 
contemplation, «sensus» pendant la sensation, «animus» dans le goiiter, 
«mens» pendant l’intellection, «ratio» dans le discernement, «memoria» si 
elle se souvient, et «voluntas» quand elle veut (le texte en question c’est le 
De Spiritu et Anima dont l’inauthenticité augustinienne, révélent-ils, fut 
clairement établie ‘par les docteurs de Louvain’ )>3. 

Nous nous sommes introduits au seuil d'une psychologie des facultés, 
selon le schéma suivant: 


äme végétative en soi 


po ET 


exclusivement végétative (anima plantarum) áme sensitive (animal in commune) 


exclusivement sensitive (anima bestiarum) 


âme rational 


51 De Vita et Morte c. 1, In Parua Naturalia, p. 81: «Qui fit, ut praedicta definitio 
communem omnium uiuentium uitam comprehendat». 

52 Cfr. De Vita et Morte c. 1, In Parua Naturalia, p. 81. 

53 In IM libros de Anima II c. 3, q. 4, a. 1, p. 115 et p. 117. 

54 In Ill libros de Anima II c. 3, q. 1, a. 1, p. 108: «Anima uegetans interdum 
generatim, atque ita in tota sua amplitudine sumitur, quo pacto corpus animatum in 
commune, ut pars formalis, physica compositione constituit, atque hoc nomen fortitur, 
quod ab ea primum uegetandi potentia dimanet; sicque diuiditur anima uegetatiua in eam, 
quae tantummodo uegetatiua est, qualis est anima platarum: et in animam sensitiuam, ex 
qua animal in commune constat, quae ideo sensitiua nuncupatur, quia ab ea primo sentiendi 
facultas nascitur; et in animam rationalem. Tum rursus sensitiua in commune destribuitur 
in sensitiuam tantum (prout, tantum, negat ulteriorem gradum) quae est anima bestiarum; 
et in intellectricem. Quo patet animam uegetatiuam in commune, cum genus quoddam ad 
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C'est-à-dire: «l’âme exclusivement végétative est virtuellement 
contenue dans l'àme exclusivement sensitive, et celles-ci dans la 
rationnelle, parce que l'àme exclusivement sensitive n'exerce pas 
seulement les activités qui lui sont propres, voir les fonctions sensorielles, 
mais aussi celles de l’äme végétative et, par la méme raison, l’äme 
intellective exerce celles de l'áme sensitive»?5. 

En somme, le point de départ ici n'est pas, ni la vie animale, ni les 
corps, mais la vie congue d'une facon hiérarchique (per distributionem). 
Notons cependant que celui qui le soutient accueille le principe renaissant 
de l'àme humaine comme somme de l'univers, «totius mundi summa», et 
que les jésuites de Coimbra, pour le moment accomplissent cette «animi 
meditatio» conjuguant saint Augustin et Trimégiste (àme et Dieu, 
connaissance et vie bien-heureuse, image de ce qui est supérieur et 
exemplaire de ce qui est inférieur)5. La solution de ce possible embarras 


uegetatiuam tantum, et ad sensitiuam et intellectiuam sit, in illis formaliter continere: 
similiterque sensitiuam in commune in sensitiua tantum atque intellectiua (nam genus 
omne in suis speciebus formaliter includit) at uero in anima sensitiua tantum, id est, in 
anima bestiae, non inesse formaliter uegetatiuam tantum, siue animam plantalem; parique 
ratione, nec sensitiuam tantum, id est, belluinam contineri formaliter in intellectiua, cum 
sint species inter se disiunctae. Hinc ergo perspicua iam relinquitur argumenti solutio. 
Etenim diuisio animae sic intelligenda est, ut primum eius membrum sit anima uegetatiua 
tantum; secundum sensitiua tantum; tertium intellectiua; qua ratione non disponuntur 
ordinatim in recta serie unum sub altero». 

55 In III libros de Anima II c. 3, q. 1, a. 1, p. 109: «Illud tamen aduertes animam 
uegetatiuam tantum dici contineri uirtute in sensitiua tantum, et ambas in rationali, 
quatenus sensitiua tantum non solum exercet operationes sibi proprias, id est, functiones 
sensuum; sed eas, quas uegetatiua: similiterque intellectiua operationes sensitiuae, et 
uegetatiuae». 

56 In III libros de Anima Prooemium, $ ‘De utilitate’ p. 2: «Denique communi 
ratione, ad omnem Philosophiae partem opportuna est haec de animo meditatio, quia cum 
animus rationis, consiliique particeps (ut Trismegistus in Asclepio ait) sit ueluti Orizon 
aeternitatis et temporis, atque intelligibilis, corporeaeque naturae nexus, ac confinium, uel 
uti alii dixere, totius mundi summa, siquidem natura media extremas repraesentat, 
superiorem ut imago, inferiorem ut exemplar, sit ut anima doctrina ueluti quoddam rerum 
diuinarum et humanarum scientiae compendium existat, nosque ad omnem aliam ueritatis 
notionem pareparet. Ostendit quoque uberem hiusce contemplationis fructum, id quod D. 
Augustinus 2? De ordine, c. 8, asserit, nimirum duas esse praecipuas in Philospobia 
quaestiones. unam de anima, alteram de Deo. Primam, efficere ut nos ipsos nouerimus, 
alteram, ut originem nostram; illam nobis dulciorem, hanc chariorem esse, illam nos dignos 
betata uita, hanc beatos reddere». 
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religieux se tiendra à l'approfondissement du sens thomiste de l'àme 
comme substance en même temps qu'ils donnent au probléme du 
monopsychisme un encadrement renaissant. C'est ce que nous verrons par 
la suite. 

Avant méme d'examiner ce panorama tellement ápre, il nous faut 
conclure la question de la définition de l'áme traitant briévement une 
seconde définition. Maintenant nous comprenons aisément que leur 
insistance dans la correction d'une définition comme «l’äme est substance 
au sens de forme d'un corps naturel possédant la vie en puissance» mettait 
en jeu tout cet horizon d'opérations: l'àme est ce par quoi nous vivons, 
sentons, nous nous mouvons et pensons57. Une fois encore la discussion 
entamée par nos jésuites demeure 'de iure' au plan de la correction 
aristotélicienne des deux définitions. Toutefois, s'éloignant en quelque 
sorte d'une définition essentielle de l’âme, dans la mesure où celle-ci se 
dispense des causes efficiente et finale’, ils préfèrent examiner la question 
dans le plan existentiel (esse existentiae). Souvenons-nous que le Cours 
des jésuites conimbricenses comprend toujours l'existence comme 
l'ultime actualité de quoique ce soit, ce qui, étant hors de ses causes, est 
prioritairement durée’. Plus que la possibilité de cette seconde définition 
pouvant étre démontrée a priori (propter quid) par la premiére (malgré les 
distinctions à faire®), et plus que le fait de la seconde définition étant en 
effet la première au plan de la connaissancefl, ce qui les intéresse 
davantage, c'est le jeu des corrélations entre elles. Et à eux de souligner la 
facon intelligente (artificiose) dont Aristote a agencé la méthode de la 
physique (des effets aux causes) avec celle de la métaphysique, «exquisita 
doctrina» (des causes aux effets) sous ]a perspective de la cause finale. Si 
cela arrive pour des raisons apologétiques, comme soutient Des Chene®2, 


57 In III libros de Anima II, c. 2, q. un., a. 1, p. 101; cfr. Aristote, De "Ame 413 b 
10- 414b 19 (Texte établi par A. JANNONE, trad. et notes de A. BARBOTIN, Paris 1980). 

58 In II libros de Anima II c. 2, q. un, a. 2, p. 101. 

59 MS DE CARVALHO,, «The Concept of Time in the Coimbra Commentaries» in P. 
PORRO (ed.), The Medieval Concept of Time. Studies on the Scholastic Debate and Its 
Reception in Early Modern Philosophy, Leiden Boston, 2001, pp. 372-73; MS DE 
CARVALHO, «Medieval Influences...», pp. 36-37. 

60 In III libros de Anima II c. 2, q. un., a. 2, p. 102. 

8! In HI libros de Anima II c. 2 explanatio, p. 97. 

€ D Des CHENE, Life's Form...p. 112. 
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il n'est pas moins sûr qu'ils font un vrai effort pour se maintenir fidèles à 
l'esprit teléologique d'Aristote, qui est (il vaut la peine le souligner) 
fondamental en ce qui concerne le mouvement et, donc, le mouvement de 
l'àme. 


IL1. Le Monopsychisme 


Quoique n'étant pas une pratique commune (Toletus, v.g., discutera 
l'erreur d' Averroés au cadre du livre I: c. 4, 408 b 25-30)63, nos auteurs 
examinent le monopsychisme pendant le livre II, toujours dans le contexte 
de la définition de l'áme. Dans leur option il y a, bien sür, une cohérence 
de fond,^ raison pour laquelle nous n'acceptons pas l'interprétation 
immunologiste de Des Chene: «in order that students should be inoculated 
against Averroism as quickly as possible»65. 

Sous leur plume, il y a bien entendu des motivations de discipline 


H 


religieuse®, mais ils s'efforcent et réussissent à traduire la thèse 
d' Averroès en toute fidélités”. Après, ils suivent scrupuleusement les deux 
erreurs telles que’elles ont été énoncées par saint Thomas au De Unitate 
Intellectus. Dernièrement, ils prétendent étre fidèles à Aristote par rapport 
aux affirmations suivantes: l'áme (intellective) informe le corps 
individuel; l’âme n'existe pas avant le corps; la métempsychose doit être 


63 E de Toletus, Jn tres libros...c. 4, t. 66; Petrus Parra (1531-1593) discute aussi 
le probléme au début du programme de psychologie enseigné 4 Rome en 1561/62, cfr. L. 
Lukács, Monumenta... $ 64, p. 446 

64 K. PARK, «The Organic Soul» in The Cambridge History of Renaissance 
Philosophy ... pp. 483-84. 

65 D. Des CHENE, Life's Form...p. 77, n. 19. 

66 Cfr. In DI libros de Anima II c. 1, q. 7, a. 2, p. 82; cf. Tractatus de Anima 
Separata d. 1, a. 2, p. 445. 

67 In II libros de Anima II c. 1, q. 7 a. 1, pp. 79-80: «Contendit igitur Arabs unicum 
tantum dari intellectum separatum quidem re a singulis hominibus, sed eisdem assidentem, 
et coniunctum per imagines, quae in cuiusque phantasia insident; atque ab his imaginibus 
eius luce collustratis ait transmitti in ipsum intellectum intelligibiles formas, quibus ille 
consignatus rerum notiones capiat. Sicque fieri ut nos per eiusmodi intellectum separatum 
intelligere dicamur. Addit etiam, quadam consecutionis serie de absurdis absurda colligens, 
animam intellectricem non esse ueram hominis formam, nec hominem per eam 
essentialiter a belluis distingui, sed per aliam formam, quam cogitatricem nominat; et ad 
hanc pertinere uult cognitionem singularium, hanc cum quolibet homine progigni, 
unaquam interire, et hominum numero multiplicari». 
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reprochée; la multiplication de la matière détermine la multiplication de la 
forme; il y a autant d’ämes comme de corps. Mais ils se livrent à quelque 
chose de moins commun: d’abord, l’urgence de séparer platonisme et 
aristotélisme; ensuite, la discussion du monopsychisme dans le cadre de 
la métempsychose; troisièmement, les textes cités concernant cette affaire. 
De fait, la première erreur (l’àme intellective est-elle la forme de 
l'Homme?) est critiquée à l'aide de deux textes du De Anima et d'un seul 
texte de la Metaphysica (XII, 1070 a 21-27)8. Ceux du De Anima 
concernent, bien sûr, la définition de l’äme en 414 a 12-13, dont l'horizon 
nous est déjà connu, et aussi le texte 7 qui aborde l’âme d’une façon très 
générale (412 b 4-10): 


Si donc il faut proposer une définition générale qui s’ applique à toute espéce d’äme, 
disons que celle-ci est l'entéléchie premiére d'un corps naturel organisé. Aussi n'y a- 
t-il pas lieu de se demander si l'àme et le corps ne font qu'un, pas plus que la cire et 
la figure ni, en général, pour telle matiére singuliére et ce dont elle est la matiére. Car 
si l’un et l'étre comportent plusieurs sens, ce qui est l'un et l'autre au sens propre, 
c'est l'acte. Voilà donc, d'une maniére générale, ce qu'est l'àme. 


L'addition de la citation de la Metaphysica a un statut équivalent à 
celui de son occurrence paralléle au paragraphe 33 du De Unitate 
Intellectus, âme intellective est une forme incorruptible. L'attaque au 
principe de l'àme intellective comme forme du corps était faite en 
soulignant la dimension substantielle (modus substantiae) du rapport 


68 In III libros de Anima II c. 1, q. 6, a. 2, p. 75: «Quod secundum Aristotelis 
disciplinam, intellectiua anima sit uera hominis forma, ostendi postest, primum quia in ea 
definitione, qua definiit animam actum seu formam corporis, comprehendit animam in 
commune, ut ipse inibi profitetur, atque adeo etiam intellectiuam. Deinde, quia proxime 
sequenti capite demonstrabit animam esse actum seu formam corporis, eo quod sit id, quo 
primo uiuimus, loco mouemur, intelligimus. In qua ratiocinatione perspicuis uerbis 
intellectiuam animam complexus est, cum per eam duntaxat intelligamus. Nec uero id 
minus dilucide significauit 12? libro Metaphysicorum capite 3 text. 17, ubi cum in 
quaestionem uocasset, num quemadmodum causa formalis non antegreditur id, cuius causa 
est: ita eodem intereunte non maneat, respondet non uideri obstare, quominus maneat in 
quibusdam, ueluti in anima intellectus participe. Itaque animam humanam inter formas 
connumerat. Accedit quod illius dogmate, ex corpore et anima sit unum, ut patet ex iis, 
quae docuit capite primo huius libri textu 7? de omni anima absolute disserens: at non fieret 
ex anima intellectiua et ex corpore unum, nisi illa huius actus, ac forma esset; sicque eam 
proportionem, quae unitas conciliatrix est, inter se ambo seruarent». 
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äme/corps, leur mode d’union (forme/matiere) non accidentelle®, mais 
aussi en disant que perdre ce type d’union c'est équivalent à détruire la 
naturelle activité de la pensée. En dépit de leur prétention à séparer 
platonisme et aristotélisme nous rencontrons ici la thése thomiste unie à 
l'idée néoplatonicienne et dionysienne (De diuinis nominibus 7) de la 
merveilleuse liaison entre le degré le plus bas et le plus haut. Ceci 
reviendra encore quelques fois de plus. 

La seconde erreur (les ámes rationnelles sont-elles individuelles?) 
n'est pas aussi aristotélicienne, disent-ils?. Mais les textes cités à ce 
propos sont pour le moins curieux. La Metaphysica (XII 3 et 8) et deux 
passages du premier livre du De Anima (402 b 5-9 et 407 20-27), 
respectivement: 


Prenons garde en outre d’omettre la question que voici: n’y a-t-il qu’une seule 
définition pour l âme comme pour l'animal ou pour chaque espèce l’äme a-t-elle une 
définition particuliêre, par exemple celle du cheval, du chien, de l'homme, du dieu? 
En ce dernier cas, l’animal pris universellement ou bien ne serait rien ou bien serait 
logiquement postérieur. De méme en serait-il de tout autre attribut commun que l’on 
affirmerait. 


Et: 


Or nos théoriciens s’efforcent seulement de déterminer quelle sorte d’étre est l’äme, 
mais pour le corps qui doit la recevoir ils n’apportent plus aucune détermination; 
comme s’il se pouvait, conformément aux mythes pythagoriciens, que n’importe 
qu’elle äme pénétre dans n’importe quel corps! [Opinion absurde], car il semble que 
chaque corps posséde une forme et une figure particuliéres. Leur théorie revient donc 
a peu près a dire que l’art du charpentier descend dans les flütes. Il faut en effet que 
l'art se serve de ses instruments, et l’äme de son corps. 


Dans son opuscule contre les averroistes, saint Thomas fait silence sur 
ces deux textes. Si les jésuites de Coimbra les citent, c’est parce que la 
question est en train d’étre traitée dans le cadre général de la définition de 
l’äme, et parce que, en ce moment, l’erreur monopsychiste est examinée 
dans le plan plus élargi ou plus primitif de la métempsychose. Il semble 


9 [In Ill libros de Anima II c. 1, q. 6, a. 3, p. 78: «formam tradere se se materiae, 
ipsam actuando et perficiendo, uicissimque materiam subiici formae, excipiendo eam, 
fouendoque ita ut ex hoc mutuo complexu totum emergat». 

7 In HI libros de Anima II c. 1, q. 7, a. 2, p. 82. 
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que ce cadre plus large de paganisme est contemporain pour ainsi däre"). 
Par cette raison, à côté d’Averroés, ils citent les noms de Thomas 
l’Anglais, d’Alexandre Achillini, Odo, Jean de Jandun, Antonius 
Mirandulanus, Marcantonius Zimara et Franciscus Vicomercato, entre 
autres. Voilà une liste qui ne laissera de scandaliser méme l’historien le 
moins probe de la philosophie, mais le fait est que pour les jésuites la 
question a quelque chose de pressant. Nous le constatons situant le titre 
méme de l’article «de palingenesia et de unitate formae assistentis, quam 
nonnulli finxere» dans son contexte. Par ailleurs, la thèse plus commune 
dite de la «forme assistante» - elle assiste l'Homme l’usant comme un 
instrument pour ses propres opérations (comme un capitaine et son navire) 
-, il y avait des penseurs qui prônaient une «forme informante» 
(informantem)”?. Selon E. Kessler il se peut que Achillini et Paul de Venise 
fussent la source de cette opinion. Paul de Venise essaya une synthèse 
entre le nominalisme, connu à Oxford, et l’averroisme padouan. Bref, il 
soutenait que «l’äme intellective s'unie à l'Homme substantiellement par 
information, la forme substantielle du corps humain étant ainsi non 
seulement dans son opération (...) comme dans son étre spécifique et 
essentiel»73. Souvenons que d’après Bruno Nardi, Paul de Venise y 
suivrait Siger de Brabant”. Une thèse encore plus hybride, au moins pour 
un philosophe médiéval, serait celle d’ Achillini suivant laquelle I’ intellect 
devrait être, soit forme assistante, soit forme informante?5. Pourtant, pour 
sauver l'individualité et l'universalité de l’intellection Paul de Venise, à un 
moment donné, promut une sorte d'identification entre intellect possible et 
intellect agent; cette solution avait l'avantage d'assurer que l'àme 


7" In Ill libros de Anima VI c. 1, q. 7, a. 1, p. 79: «Sed relicta huius sententia 
absurditate, quae iamdiu exoleuit, et inter poetarum fabulas uersatur, occurrit alia sententia 
existimantium in disciplina Aristotelis ponendam esse unam duntaxat animam 
intellectricem, siue unum intellectum, qui omnibus hominibus assistat, ut Solis lumen 
uniuersitati...»; cfr. D. DES CHENE, Life's Form... pp. 50-51 

72 In III libros de Anima Il c. 1, q. 7, a. 1, p. 80. Sur la thèse «contradictoire» 
d'Achilini, vd. E. KESSLER, «The Intellective Soul» pp. 495-96 et 488-90, pour une position 
identique de Paul de Venise. 

73 Paul de Venise, Summa philosophiae naturalis, f. 88ra; apud E. KESSLER, «The 
Intelective Soul» p. 489, n. 36 

74 B. NARDI, Sigieri di Brabante nel pensiero del Rinascimento italiano, Rome 
1945, pp. 121-127; cfr. E. KESSLER, «The Intelective Soul» p. 489, n. 36. 

75 E. KESSLER, «The Intelective Soul» p. 495. 
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intellective est responsable pour l’abstraction des espéces intelligibles ä 
partir des phantasmes?. Pourtant, les jésuites ne semblent pas trop 
s’attacher 4 ces détails. Leur agilité avec les auteurs et leurs pensées est ici 
surprenante. Probablement, pour eux, il s’agirait de mener à l'extréme 
l’alternative de Gaetano da Thiene, de Bessarion ou de Pompanazzi 
(passons en silence encore une fois l’imprudence de cette liste d'auteurs) 
selon laquelle ou bien l’intellect est individuel ou bien il est immortel”. 
En plus, s’il faut défendre l’opinion «commune», c’est-ä-dire, un intellect 
individuel et immortel, c’est simplement au nom de la suivante affirmation 
trop générale: «l’intellect, comparé à la lumiére (en effet comme la 
lumière, avec les couleurs, rend visibles les images des choses l’intellect 
fait le méme avec les phantasmes), contribue à la production des espèces 
intelligibles dans l’intellect possible qui est inhérent à l'àme, et non séparé 
comme Averroès le prétend, et donc uni au corps et lui donnant son 
information»?8. C'est aussi au nom d'une revendication ontologique qui 
tient à placer l'Homme en son endroit le plus digne, «ultra animalis 
naturam assurgere»79. Tant bien que mal, les jésuites répètent le geste de 
saint Thomas — il faudra lire Aristote objectivement parce qu’ Averroès n'a 
pas su le faire — mais, dés le début, on constate en filigrane les différences 
justifiées par l'interférence d'un panorama culturel contemporain. Ces 


76 E. KESSLER, «The Intelective Soul» p. 490. 

7 In DI libros de Anima Il c. 1, q. 7, a. 2, p. 80: «Eodemque adductus Bessario non 
minus in Aristotelica, quam in Platonica disciplina eruditus libro 3. contra Calumniatorem 
Platonis capite 21. statuit alter utrum ex Aristotelis dogmate concedendum; aut unicum 
esse intellectum immortalem; aut plures, omnes morti esse obnoxios. Est tamen inter hos 
auctores dissidium. Nam quidam putant de mente Aristotelis ponendam esse in omnibus 
hominibus unam eandemque formam assistentem, ut diximus: alii informantem, ut 
Mirandulanus libro 32. de euersione singularis certaminis sect. 1. et libro 33. sect. 2. et 6. 
et Achillinus libro de intelligentiis». Ed. de In calumniatorem Platonis in L. MOHLER, 
Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe, Humanist und Staatsmann II, Paderborn 1927; cf. 
Alessandro Achillini, De intelligentiis, Bologne 1494; cfr. aussi K. KESSLER, «The 
Intellective Soul» 491. 

78 In II libros de Anima II c.1, q. 7, a. 3, p. 83: «Intellectum autem propterea lumini 
comparat, quod ut lux cum coloribus uisilium rerum imagines elicit, sic ille cum 
phantasmatis concurrat ad producendas intelligibiles species in intellectum possibilem 
inhaerentem animae, non quidem separatae, ut finxit Auerroes, sed corpori unitae, 
ipsumque informanti». 

7 In III libros de Anima II c.l, q. 7, a. 2, p. 81. 


140 MARIO S. DE CARVALHO 


commentaires portugais témoignent ainsi à leur insu, de quelle manière 
l’adaptation de la psychologie averroiste mise au service du 
conceptualisme ockhamiste, pousse l’invasion du néoplatonisme dans le 
débat psychologiqueêo. Contre Averroès, leur mot juste est assez simple et 
dépourvu d’originalité: par intellect «séparé» ou «non mélangé» il faut 
entendre «créé par Dieu»8!, et non qu’il soit hors de la matière, sa 
puissance, elle, n'est pas matérielle ou organique. 


IL2. L’äme séparée 


Nous arrivons ainsi au probléme de l’âme séparée pour aborder tout 
briévement deux points, celui du statut des arguments en faveur de 
l'immortalité ouvrant l'oeuvre et celui du mouvement immatériel de l'áme 
séparée l'achevant. Entre ces deux pointes, le traité examine la nature de 
la séparation, la connaissance particulière de l'áme séparée, sa 
connaissance actuelle et son objet. Il s'agit de thématiques métaphysiques, 
ce qui explique que, contrairement de Toletus et de l'option de Suárez33, 
les auteurs du Cours de Coimbra ajoutent un traité indépendant dans le 
volume du De Anima. L'ont-ils fait pour des raisons éditoriales? Ce n'est 
pas le seul appendice, d'ailleurs. Un second y est dédié aux cinq sens, une 
fois de plus en accord avec l'esprit de la Renaissance, tellement attaché à 
l'étude de la perception sensorielle. Responsables pour les deux 
appendices seront les éditeurs du volume de Góis, décédé (1597) un an 
avant la publication de son ouvrage, Baltasar Alves (qui a joué un róle 
pareil pour le De Anima de Suárez) et Cosme de Magalhäes, l'auteur du 
Tractatio Aliquot Problematum, un texte écrit dans la ligné des Problémes 
de Pseudo-Aristote. Toutefois, nous savons que Manuel de Góis avait 


80 K. KESSLER, «The Intellective Soul» p. 496. 

81 In HI libros de Anima II c.1, q. 7, a. 3, p. 83: «Ait quoque intellectum extrinsecus 
aduenire, quia non educitur e potestate materiae, ut caeterae formae physicae, sed a Deo 
infunditur e creatur». 

82 In IH libros de Anima II c.1, q. 7, a. 3, p. 83: «Loca uero ex Aristotele adducta 
alium sensum habent, non eum quem aduersarii uolunt. Non enim Aristoteles intellectum 
uocat separatum quidpiam, et immixtum, quod semper re ipsa extra materiam uersetur, sed 
quod non sit potentia ex materiae coalitu orta, aut organo corporeo affixa». 

83 Cfr. D. DES CHENE, Life's Form... p. 19, n. 9; F. de Toletus, In tres libros... HI 
c. 4, q. 10 et c. 5, q. 14. 
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l'intention d'écrire un Tractatus de Anima Separata®. En tout cas, 
s’agissant d'un thème éloigné d’ Aristote85, la raison pour son inclusion à 
la fin du volume en traité indépendant est évidente: la Métaphysique 
d' Aristote n'étant sürement pas le lieu indiqué, il était nécessaire d'ajouter 
ce complément à la «scientia de anima»#. Nous sommes devant un 
ensemble parfaitement suivi, cohérent, raisonnable et homogéne. 

A travers le commentaire In Vita et Morte nous venons d'étre 
renseignés que «l'áme séparée» exprime la dissolution du lien äme/corps, 
l'absence de vivification et animation de celui-ci dans l'espace et le 
temps87. Le traité s'ouvre avec les opinions sur l'immortalité de l'àme 
ayant pour sources le De immortalitate animarum de Nicolaus Fabentino, 
le De perenni philosophia d' Augustin Steuco et le Contra Calumniatorem 
Platonis de Bessarion. En face d'une bibliographie tellement syncrétique, 
Baltasar Alvares se livre à bien saisir la vraie doctrine d'Aristote à ce 


€ De Memoria c. 2, In Parua Naturalia, p. 5: «Quod ad finem librorum de Anima 
in Tractatu de anima separata planius disseremus». 

85 In III libros de Anima MI c. 13, q. 5, a. 4, pp. 439-440: «Hactenus disceptatum 
de anima, quatenus corporis constricta nexu, et contubernio addicta, ad functiones 
exercendas suas illius operam emendicat, deinceps de eadem scribemus eo iam uinculo 
exoluta, et de separata separatam instituemus tractionem. Praestet utinam propitium 
Numen, ut quemadmodum de coniuncta anima; quali potuimus industria, opus confecimus, 
et de separata dicturi gradum addimus ulteriorem: sic solutus aliquando e corpore, cui 
coniunctus nunc animus est, in statum euadat liberiorem, ubi soli Deo insolubili iam nexu 
adstrictus, et ab humanis longissimo abiunctus interuallo, uitam auspicetur iucundissimam, 
et possideat beatissimam». 

86 Tractatus de Anima Separata, Prooemium, In III libros de Anima p. 441: 
«Quoniam Aristoteles libris superioribus nihil de anima separata disseruit, de qua multae, 
ac graues quaestiones inter Philosophos, Theologosque uersantur, quarum explicatio et 
intelligentia non minus necessaria quam iucunda est: operae pretium duximus eam 
disputationem in praesenti suscipere; licet enim consideratio eorum, quae ad animam 
praecise, ut extra corpus est, spectant, Metaphysici potius, quam Physiologi sit, ut in primi 
libri prooemio commonuimus; quia tamen scientia de anima sine hoc quasi suplemento 
absolutionem suam adipisci non poterat, fortasseque in libris primae Philosophiae apud 
Aristotelem commentatio haec non adeo opportunum locum habet, istiusmodi tractationem 
superioribus libris potius attexere, quam illuc reiicere statuimus. Neque uero eas 
quaestiones disputabimus; quae ad utrumque animae statum, separationis, uidelicet, atque 
informationis indifferenter spectant, quales illae». 

87 De Vita et Morte c.3, p. 83: «animus vero humanus, licet in ipso interitus 
momento, a corpore, quod tempore antecedente informabat, secundum locum situmque 
abiuncta sit, separata tamen dicitur, quoniam dissolutio mutuae unionis uinculo, non iam 
corpus actuat, aut uiuificat». 
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propos. Prudemment, nos jésuites enregistrent l’hésitation du Philosophe 
(aliquantulum haeserit) en méme temps qu’ils admettent qu’il aurait pu se 
pencher en faveur de l’immortalité. Explorateurs de bonne volonté, ils 
s’efforcent de fournir aux élèves quelques textes dans ce sens88. Il est vrai 
qu’ils admettront les preuves de l’immortalité par raison naturelle, mais 
tout de suite ils ajoutent qu'aprés la chute, telles preuves (dont Benigno 
Zilli reconnait l'origine en Pomponazzi) ont besoin de l'aide de la foi et de 
son éclaircissement®?. Leur admission est bien intéressante, selon laquelle 
il n’est pas prudent d’attendre davantage de ces arguments? en méme 
temps qu'ils font défiler les arguments de la foi (d. 1, a. 5) en faveur de 
l'immortalité de l'áme. 

Un téte-à-téte continuel avec la définition aristotélicienne de l'àme ne 
leur empéche pas un plus étroit approchement avec le néoplatonisme, bien 
que dans une direction étrangére à celle de Pomponazzi et de Caetanus. La 
singularité de l'àme ici ne tient pas uniquement à son indépendance de la 
matiére, mais aussi au fait d'avoir une activité propre, ce qui nous invite à 
lire cet ouvrage en syntonie avec l'idéal de l’exaltation de l'Homme 
typique de la Renaissance, ici, bien sür, en ce qui concerne l'immortalité 


38  Tratactatus de Anima Separata d. 1, a. 1, p. 446. Voici les textes cités contre 
l'immortalité: De Anima (I, c. 1, t. 12 et III, c. 8, t. 39), De Caelo (c. 12), Metaphysica (XII, 
c. 3, t. 16 et c. 7, t. 39), Ethica (c.10 et 6) et Physica III, c. 8, q. 1, a. 5. À faveur: De Anima 
(I, c. 4, t. 65 et 66, II, c, 1, t. 11 et III, c. 4, t. 4, 6, 15 et 19 et, c. 5, t. 17 et 19), De 
Generatione (II, c. 3), Metaphysica (XII, c.3, t. 17) et De Partibus Animalium (c. 1). 

89 Tractatus de Anima Separata d. 1, a. 3, pp. 452-53; cfr. J. BENIGNO ZILLI, 
Introducción... 70-77. 

90 Tractatus de Anima Separata d. 1, a. 3, pp. 451-52: «Quod uero proposita 
argumenta non tam stricte, atque euidenter rem conficiant, ut illa, quae apud Euclidem 
sunt, non ideo suspiciosa uideri debet eorum firmitas et efficacia. In quam sententiam 
Aristoteles I? Ethicorum c. 3, ita scribit. Dicitur. autem satis, si declaretur perinde, ac 
subiecta materia postulat; ipsum enim exactum non est in omnibus simili modo rationibus 
flagitandum. Et post pauca. Est enim eruditi exactum ipsum in unoquoque genere flagitare, 
quatenus fert ipsius rei natura. Simile nanque uidetur esse (id est, aeque ineptum) 
Mathematicum suadentem probare, et ab oratore demonstrationes exigere. Quo loco 
obserua non solum in gratiam intellectus imbecillioris dicta haec fuisse ab Aristotele, sed 
etiam quia frequenter accidit, ut materia, de qua agitur, amplius non ferat, sicque fieri posse 
ut a nullo intellectu, quantumlibet perspicaci exactior probatio proferri ualeat. Atque ita 
tandem Scotus Quodlibet IX? Physicam illam demonstrationem approbat, qua ex spirituali 
operatione animae, independentiam illius a corpore in existendo collegimus, etsi alibi, ut 
paulo inferius attingemus, aliquanto tenacius pro aduersa parte pugnarat». 
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de l'áme rationnelle?!. Ainsi il est au moins digne d'étre remarqué que le 
dernier article du Traité peut étre lu en cohérence avec la clef de voüte de 
l’argumentation des jésuites conimbricenses. Nous parlons, bien sür, du 
mouvement, sujet qui clét le Tractatus de Anima Separata discutant «le 
terminus ou l'acte de la puissance motrice des âmes séparées»??. Ceci reste 
aussi remarquable que l'omission des chapitres sur l'appétit et la volonté, 
thématiques reconnues d’ailleurs comme appartenant au plus fond 
(abditiora) de l'intellect”. En raison de ce silence le lecteur est conseillé 
à s'adonner à une lecture accommodante par rapport à ce qu'il a déjà lu 
dans les disputes sur la connaissance. Nulle doute donc qu'il s'agirait 
d'insister sur les actes spirituels de l'Homme?^, sur son pouvoir de 
pénétrer intimement la nature des choses (ut ad intimas etiam rerum 
quiditates, aut penetrat aut penetrare contendat), en plus sur son domaine 
sur les deux fléches du temps (celle du futur et du passé, coniectandique 
in futurum atque etiam praeteritorum recordandi) ou, derniérement, sur 
les actes libres de sa volonté dont l' intellect est la racine et que seul l'infini 
Bien peut combler?5. Et pourtant l'ordre du traité exige explicitement 
disputer «de motu». Un mouvement immatériel, bien entendu, mais 
inévitablement conçu sous le modèle des mouvements naturels. Nous 
jugerons plus loin l'horizon de cette perspective philosophique. 


21 J. BENIGNO ZILLI, Introducción... pp. 65-77. 

92 Tractatus de Anima Separata d. 6, a. 4, pp. 530-32. 

33 Tractatus de Anima Separata d. 6, introd., p. 519: «Post disputationem de 
cognitione animae separatae, consequens erat, ut de appetitu eiusdem tractaremus; quia 
tamen multo abditiora sunt intellectui humano, quae ad uoluntatem, quam quae ad ipsum 
attinent; quia item tradita superius doctrina de cognitione appetitum accommodari potest 
per analogiam...». 

% Tractatus de Anima Separata d. 1, a. 3, p. 447: «Nam actus et obiectum sibi 
inuicem proportione respondent, ut si hoc supernaturale existat, si a loco, temporeque sit 
abstrahens ac denique immateriale, easdem quoque praerogatiuas obtineat actus, ita 
postulante natura, quae in omnibus semper consona est; cum igitur humana cognitio ad 
obiecta spiritualia terminari posit ac soleat, cum item in ea obiecta tendat plerunque, quae 
nulli singulari cognitioni sunt addicta, id est, in uniuersalia (nihil enim interest an natura 
Leonis v. g. quam consideramus huic, aut illi differentiae sit contracta, hoc in loco, aut 
tempore reperiatur) erit plane talis cognitio spiritualis». 

$5 Tractatus de Anima Separata d. 1, a 3, p. 448: «Idem uero non minus aperte 
ostenditur inspectis actibus liberis appetendi, adeo enim independentes sunt a materia, ut 
nullum sit creatum agens, quod illos possit directe impedire, aut promouere, et quod hinc 
sequitur, neque efficere, ut aut aliquem exerceamus, aut nullum, quae est libertas absoluta 
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III. LA THEORIE DE LA CONNAISSANCE 


Tandis que Toletus préfére commenter le premier livre du De Anima, 
les jésuites de Coimbra accompagnent l'habitude médiévale és arts de ne 
pas le «lire»?6. Ils contribuent ainsi à l'accueil fait par la Ratio Studiorum 
de lire le premier livre à vol d'oiseau, vu sa caractéristique 
doxographique”. Un manuscrit incomplet sur le De Anima (BGUC + 
2399), datant de 1559-60, attribué peut-étre indüment à Pedro da Fonseca, 
invoque la méme raison pour ne pas s'attarder au premier livre, Aristote 
n'y ayant pas donné sa propre opinion’. Les autres deux livres sont 
divisés chacun en quatre parties, un total de 71 questions (celles du 
Prooemium inclues) dont 35 (environ 50% donc) examinent la 
connaissance sensible et 14 l'intellect. Conscients d'anachronisme, nous 
pourrions affirmer que leur conception de la psychologie aristotélicienne 
est beaucoup plus proche de celle de Lloyd (la psuché est la forme d'un 


tam a contrarietate quam a contradictione. Id, quod ideo euenit, quia nullo praeterquam 
infinito bono, eoque praesente euidenter, satiari, tranquillarique appetitus ualet. Quis autem 
non uideat tantam immunitatem, atque excellentiam in actum corporeum competere non 
posse». Sur les rapports intellect/volonté, cfr. In libros Ethicorum... d. 8, q. 2, a. 2 et d. 4, 
a 2 (in Curso Conimbricense I: Pe. Manuel de Góis: Moral a Nicómaco, de Aristóteles, ed. 
A.A. DE ANDRADE, Lisbonne 1957); en dépit de leur différence réelle (cf. In 111 libros de 
Anima II, c. 13, q. 3, a. 2, p. 428), «radix libertatis sit in intellectu» (cf. In libros 
Ethicorum... d. 4, q. 1, a. 2, p. 138) et «Intellectus absolute praestantior sit quam voluntas» 
(cfr. In libros Ethicorum... d. 4, q. 2, a. 2 et In HI de Anima... III, c. 13, q. 2, aa. 1 et 2, pp. 
423-427). 

96 RA GAUTHIER, «Préface» in Sentencia Libri de Anima (Opera Omnia t. XLV, 1, 
Rome Paris 1989, pp. 276*-278*). Le «témoin le plus ancien d'un enseignement 
réellement professé au Moyen Age sur la totalité des livres II et III du De anima» est 
l Anonymi, Magistri Artium (c. 1246-1247) Sententia Super 11 et IH De anima. Ed., étude 
critique et doctrinale par B.C. BAZAN. Texte du De Anima uetus établi par K. WHITE, 
Louvain-la-Neuve Paris 1998, p. *21. 

9! Cfr. L. LUKÁCS, Monumenta... p. 256, $ 32.13: «In primo libro de anima, nihil 
est diligendi studio explicandum praeter prooemium; secundus vero liber et tertius exacte 
sunt praelegendi». Citons l'avis de Ieronimus Torres (1532-1611), à Rome, pour le cours 
de 1561-62, ibid. p. 456, $ 66: «Primi libri prohemium explicandum videtur. Veterum 
opiniones non omnino praetermittendae videntur, nam in illis confutandis Aristotelis opinio 
circa multa innotescit, sed perstringendae. Secundus et tertius liber accurate explicandi». 

98 In Primum Aristotelis de Anima Scholia, Coimbra, Biblioteca Geral da 
Universidade de Coimbra, Mss 2399, f. 9v. «Deinceps toto reliquo hoc libro veterum 
philosophorum opiniones de anima prosequi». 
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corps ayant la vie en puissance”) que de celle promulguée par la tradition 
de la métaphysique de l'áme. Ils seraient donc plus proches d'une lecture 
organiciste que d'une lecture faite dans l’horizon de ce qu'on pourrait 
nommer la métaphysique de l'intellect!%, Après tout ce que nous avons 
dit, il est aisé de comprendre cette ambiance renaissante. Katherine Park, 
v.g., ayant sous les yeux la Margarita philosophica de Georges Reisch (c. 
1490) concluait elle aussi que «the doctrine concerning sense-perception 
is in many ways the most complicated and detailed aspect of Renaissance 
writing on the organic soul»101, 

Je traduis par la suite le titre de quelques questions qui prouvent cette 
constatation: «si le sens est une faculté passive ou bien active» (II c. 6, 
q.1), «si des espèces sensibles s’impriment dans le cas de la disparition des 
opérations» (id., q.2), «s’il y a cing sensibles communs» (id., q.4), «si le 
sensible commun impose au sens une espèce qui lui est propre» (id., q.5), 
«s'il y a erreur des sens à propos du sensible propre» (id., q. 6), «si Aristote 
a bien définit la couleur et de façon intelligente» (c. 7, q.1), «s’il y a 
identité entre la lumière et la couleur» (id., q.2), «quelle est l’origine des 
couleurs et sa génération» (id., q.3), «si on voit par l’action du moyen ou 
si l’action de l’objet suffit ou celle des deux y est nécessaire» (id., q.4), «si 
la vision est due à l'émission des rayons des yeux ou de ceux reçus des 
images des objets» (id., q.5), «si la composition des yeux est conforme à 
la táche de la vision» (id., q.6), «si la vision se passe dans l'humeur 
cristalline» (id., q.7), «si on voit l'image dans le miroir» (id., q.8), «si les 
sourciers voient réellement de l'eau sous la terre» (id., q.9), «qu'est-ce que 
le son et quelle cause effective a-t-il» (c. 8, q.1), «quelle est la constitution 
du son et du moyen respectif» (id., q.2), «comment la voix se forme-t-elle 
est de quelle nature est-elle» (id., q.3), «sur la capacité auditive» (id., q.4), 
«si l'odeur est l'exhalaison d'un corps parfumé» (c. 9, q.1), «comment 
l'odeur se forme-t-elle et se constitue-t-elle» (id., q.2), «comment l'odeur 


99 GER. LLovp, «Aspects of the relationship Between Aristotle's Psychology 
and His Zoology» in Essays on Aristotle's De Anima, M.C. NUSSBAUM and A. OKSENBERG- 
Rorty (eds.), Oxford 1992, pp. 147-167. 

10 C. SHIELDS, «Soul and Body in Aristotle» Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy 
6 (1988) p. 103: «Aristotle concerns himself with many of the issues we now recognise 
under the general rubric ‘the philosophy of mind'»; P. PELLEGRINI, «Le De Anima...» pp. 
479, 492 pour une interprétation organiciste. 

101 K. PARK, «Organic Soul» p. 470. 
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se propage et par quel moyen arrive-t-elle au sens olfactif» (id., q.3), 
«qu’est-ce que l’organe olfactif» (id., q.4), «si le sens olfactif des Hommes 
est plus émoussé que celui des autres animaux» (id., q.5), «l’origine et la 
nature du goüt et ses types» (c. 10, q.1), «s’il y a difference entre le goüt 
et le sens du toucher, soit due 4 sa nature, soit 4 l’organe» (id., q.2), 
«qu’est-ce que l’organe du toucher et son moyen» (c. 11, q.1), «s’il y a un 
ou plusieurs sens du toucher» (id., q.2), «s’il y a encore sensation, si le 
sensible dépasse le sens» (id., q.3), «si la grandeur du sensible peut heurter 
le sens» (c. 12, q.1), «si les sens externes sont au nombre de cinq» (III c. 
1, q.1), «si les sens externes s’apergoivent de leurs fonctions» (c. 2, q.1), 
«si on peut admettre le sens commun et s’il a le cerveau pour siége» (id., 
q.2), «si le Philosophe a su déterminer correctement le nombre des sens 
externes» (c. 3, q.1), «si quelques uns des sens externes divisent, 
composent et pensent» (id., q.3). : 

La lecture de cette liste suffit pour constater qu' Aristote vient d'étre 
dépassé et que la thématique de la perception sensible est à la page. Notons 
encore qu'il nous faudrait ajouter à cette liste les 87 problémes de la 
seconde appendice du volume du De Anima. Quoi qu'il en soit, il ne faut 
pas s'attendre à trop d'originalité en matiére de théorie de la connaissance. 


III.1. L'imagination 


I] peut paraitre oisif de rappeler qu' Aristote «part du niveau le plus 
frustre, celui que l'on rencontre chez l'animal, chez le réveur, chez le fou: 
icila phantasía renvoie à la sensation en son double versant physiologique 
et psychologique. Puis Aristote se dégage de cette entreprise du corps sur 
la phantasía, d’abord avec ce faire neuf qu'est l'activité du savant ou celle 
de l'orateur, mais ensuite, de fagon tout à fait nouvelle par rapport à 
Platon, avec l'analyse de la phantasía dans le domaine de l’art»102. Il est 
inutile de chercher une complexité pareille dans les questions que les 
jésuites portugais dédient à l'imagination. Ils s'attachent surtout à la 
dimension cognitive de la phantasía mais il reste encore à faire un sondage 
exhaustif du mot. Ils abordent, bien sür, la localisation cérébrale de cet 
organe sensible!®, mais ils reconnaissent comme étant plus important son 


102 Cfr. J. FRÈRE, «Fonction représentative et représentation. ‘Phantasfa’ et 
*phántasma' selon Aristote» in Corps et Ame... pp. 347, 332. 
13 In III libros de Anima MI c. 3, q. 1, a. 4, p. 308. 
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rapport aux sens internes et le röle intermédiaire des phantasmes dans la 
connaissance . humaine. C’est-ä-dire, l’imagination a une täche 
intermédiaire entre le degré plus bas et le plus haut!%. Partageant la 
position économique et moderne de Pedro da Fonseca, qui propose 
seulement deux types de sens interne, sens commun et phantasíal05 
(d'ailleurs à la suite de ce que chercha Georges de Bruxelles!%), la 
discussion sur le sens commun les force à contribuer à la future question 
de Locke sur les qualités primaires et secondaires. Ayant l'audace de 
suivre le sens de parcimonie pour les premiéres, ils réduisent les secondes 
au moyen (l'air et l'eau en conjuguant ainsi Averroés et Avicenne)!”. En 
plus, si le sens commun n'a pas d'espéces qui lui sont propres et si les 
sensibles communs (mouvement, repos, figure, grandeur et nombre) ont 
un statut intermédiaire entre les sensibles par accident et les sensibles 
propres!08, ceux-ci étant qualités d'altération, ils réduiront les sensibles 
communs à la quantité!®. Si en ce qui concerne la grandeur et le nombre 
la réduction à la quantité est évidente, ils ajoutent que la figure est 


10 [n III libros de Anima II c. 5, q. 6, a. 1, pp. 354-55: «... sicuti omnes externae 
sentiendi facultates proxime influunt in sensum communem, ita omnes interni immediate 
agant in intellectum possibilem suppeditando agenti materiam ad abstrahendum et una cum 
eo operando. Secundo, quia cum tota uis intellectiua, sicuti et anima rationalis, in qualibet 
parte corporis existat, adsitque sensui communi situ et immediatione praesentiae, nihil 
impediet quominus eius etiam ministerio proxime utatur. (...) Est enim phantasia suprema 
inter sensus, qui in potentiis cognoscentibus obtinent locum infimum, et intellectus 
humanus est infimus inter facultates intellectrices, quae in eisdem potentiis supremum 
locum vendicant. Deinde ab extremo ad extremum non itur, nisi per medium, sed inter 
intellectum et sensus tam communem, quam externos, qui sunt ueluti extrema, interiecta 
est phantasia, ergo ut ab illis aliquid sensibile ad intellectum commeet, oportet ut prius in 
phantasia insit, atque adeo non alius sensus, sed phantasia proxime intellectui ministerium 
praestabit». 

105 [n IH libros de Anima II c.3, q. 1, a. 3, p. 304; cfr. K. PARK, «The Organic Soul» 
pp. 470-71, 480-81, 466 et 474. 

106 Cfr. K. PARK, «The Organic Soul» p. 481, n. 46. 

1 In Ill libros de Anima TI c. 8, q. 2, a. 1, p. 205: «Asserendum tamen est; cum duo 
corpora solida, intercepto aere, uel etiam, ut quibusdam placet, in aqua sonum edunt; 
eiusmodi sonum non in solidis corporibus; sed in intermedio excipi: sicut anima ex 
fractione, et compressione medii corporis sonus resultat, ita in eo, non in corporibus solidis 
recipi uidetur...». 

1 In HI libros de Anima II c. 6, q. 5, a. 2, p. 158. 

109 [n III libros de Anima II c. 6, q. 5, a. 2, p. 158: «Nam sensibilia propria primo, 
et per se immutant sensum, cum sint qualitates alterantes: sensibilia uero communia omnia 
reducuntur ad quantitatem». 
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determinee par les limites de la grandeur et que le mouvement et le repos 
se réduisent également 4 la grandeur, 4 la distance, au nombre et au 
mouvement d'altération!!0, 

L'imagination (phantasia, imaginatrix facultas), qu'ils ne distinguent 
pas de la cogitative (propre aux Hommes), a le pouvoir de composer, de 
séparer et de construire des syllogismes pratiques, non parce qu'elle reçoit 
cette capacité-ci du monde sensible, mais au nom de sa participation à la 
raison!!!. Ajoutons que nos jésuites admettent au moins deux «habitus» 
innés, celui des principes spéculatifs et celui des principes pratiques (la 
syndéresis)!!?. Dans la mesure où les phantasmes ne suffisent pas par eux- 
-mêmes à l’intellection!!3, ils doivent être illuminés par l' intellect agent!!4. 


110 Jn HI libros de Anima II c. 6, q. 5, a. 2, p. 158. 

11 In HI libros de Anima Il c. 3, q. 2, a. 2, pp. 311-12: «Docet ergo D. Thomas locis 
citatis uim cogitatricem (quam nos a phantasia non distinguimus) eam in homine habere 
excellentiam, ut componat, et diuidat, ac syllogismo e terminis singularibus composito 
utatur: non quasi, ut paulo ante diximus, id merito sensitiuae partis obtineat, sed ex defluxu 
rationis, quia haec potentia ex eadem anima rationis participe, tanquam ex eodem fonte 
dimanat, eique proxime coniungitur quoad fas est sensitiuae parti; unde est quod intellectus 
ratio uniuersalis, cogitatiua particularis, et intellectus passiuus dici consueuit. ..». 

n2 In M libros de Anima Ill c. 8, q. 1, a. 2, p. 369: «Nostris animis innati sunt duo 
habitus: alter, quo primis principiis speculatiuis assensum damus, qui dicitur habitus 
principiorum; alter quo assentimur primis principiis practicis, qui uocatur synderesis: igitur 
cum eadem sit ratio in speciebus intelligibilibus, erunt quoque hae nobis insitae. 
Antecedens probatur, primum quia huiusmodi habitus dicuntur naturales, non nisi quia 
inditi nobis sunt a natura. Deinde, quia id etiam de habitu syndereseos palam affirmant, tum 
D. Augustinus super psalmum 57. et D. Epiphanius libro 2. Contra haereses tom. 2. tum 
D. Hieronymus in Epistola ad Demetriadem hisce uerbis. Est in animis nostris quaedam 
sanctitas naturalis a Deo impressa, quae ueluti in arce animi residens, parui et recti 
iudicium exercet. Patet igitur nostrum intellectum non esse puram potentiam in eo sensu, 
de quo agimus». Sur la syndéresis, vd. n. 2, de la q. 2, p. 375. 

u3 In III libros de Anima III c. 5, q. 3, a. 2, p. 333: «... quia phantasmata 
quemadmodum sunt per materiam extensa et imperfectae, crassaeque naturae, ita non nisi 
res singulares repraesentant...»; A. SIMMONS, «Jesuit...» pp. 532-33. 

H4 Cfr. In Ill libros de Anima III, c. 5, q. 6, pp. 354-59; In II libros de Anima III c. 
5, q. 5, a. 1, p. 346: «Cum autem duplex in nobis sit intellectus, agens, et patiens; quaenam 
species a quo intellectu gignantur, aliquot assertionibus exponemus. Prima sit. Ab intellectu 
agente produci possunt species intelligibiles earum rerum duntaxat, et earum omnium, 
quarum propria phantasmata habemus. Haec assertio, quae communi philosophorum 
consensu recepta est, ex eo probatur, quia intellectus agens non elicit species, nisi una cum 
phantasmatis, et prout ab iis determinatur, ut ex superioribus constat, docetque D. 
Augustinus libro 11. de Trinitate capite 8. cum ait nullam speciem dari in intellectu nisi 
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Passons donc à l’intellect et essayons, avec un succès incertain, de ' 
pénétrer le sens des questions relatives à l’intellection comme action. 


111.2. L’intellect 


Contre ceux qui, comme Durandus de Saint-Pourgain et Isaac de 
Narbonne, niaient l’existence de l’intellect agent, les jésuites du Collège 
des Arts la soutiennent. Toutefois, s'ils l'attribuent trois sortes d'activités 
— illuminer les phantasmes, actualiser l'objet intelligible et produire 
l’espèce intelligible dans |’ intellect — ils ne tranchent pas à propos de 430 
a 14-17. Ce passage séparait thomistes et scotistes en ce qui concerne 
l'interprétation de la différence entre les deux intellects (réelle ou 
formelle?). Comme d'habitude, ils soutiennent qu'aucune des positions 
n'est improbable, même s'ils n'accompagnent pas Toletus, qui dans ce 
particulier se penchait davantage vers Durandus!!5, 

S'opposant à la thèse de l’ illumination «objective» (de Caetanus) et à 
la thése «radicale» (de Capreolus), nos jésuites parlent d'une illumination 
«effective» des phantasmes par l'intellect agent. Significativement, cette 
sorte d'illumination ci était également la premiére conclusion de Paul de 
Venise, afin d'affermir et l'individualité et l'universalité de l'intellection 
en tant que «principium effectiuum» des espéces intelligibles!!6. 
L'illumination effective de l'intellect agent est décrite à la facon d'une 
lumiére extérieure, comme un rayon, qui actualise les phantasmes 
moyennant la production d'une espéce intelligible dans laquelle la nature 
commune dépourvue de différences individuelles est représentée et 


sensi intercedente, at nihil impedit quominus intellectus cum omnibus phantasmatis 
discriminatim iungi queat ad species intelligibiles producendas». 

H5 In HI libros de Anima Ill, c. 5, q. 1, a. 2, pp. 323 et 324, respectivement: «Quod 
uero hic intellectus non sit extra animam, sed ei insitus, ut naturalis eius potentia, et quod 
non sit unus tantum omnium phantasmatis assistens, eaque illustrans, sed qud in singulis 
hominibus singuli dentur, demonstrat praeter alios Diuus Thomas prima parte, quaestione 
79, artic. 4 et 5, idemque a nobis probatum fuit initio libri 2. huius operis». (...) «Ex his 
duabus opinionibus neutra sane improbabilis uidetur».; F. de Toletus, Zn tres libros... III c. 
5, q. 14, pp. 480-81; E. KESSLER,., «The Intellective Soul» p. 512; Cfr. Durandus a S. 
Porciano, In Sententias theologicas Petri Lombardi libri IV, I, d. 3, c. 5, Anwers 1567, ff. 
27a-28a. 

116 Paul de Venise, Summa philosophiae naturalis, Venise 1503 ,f. 90vb: cfr. K. 
Kessler, «The Intellective Soul» p. 490, n. 38. 
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perceptible seule par l’intellect!!7. Remarquons toutefois que l’intellect 
agent est cause effective de l’étre intelligible et que l'intellect possible est 
sa cause subjective et matérielle, le phantasme donnant aux espéces leur 
róle de «rationem repraesentandi seu esse reprasentatiuum» et les espéces 
recevant son être spirituel des deux intellects118, 

L'existence des espéces intelligibles, un autre probléme controversé, 
se fond dans l'analogie suivante: s'il y a des espéces sensibles il y aura 
aussi des espèces intelligibles qui sont principes d'intellection!!?. Cette 
analogie n'est pas rhétorique et m&me les parallélismes intellectus/sensus 
et actus/potentia, qui la soutiennent, n'ont rien à voir avec l'identité 
aristotélicienne et alexandriste entre sens et sensible, intellect et 
intelligible!20, que nous lisons dans un passage notable du De Anima: 


Nous dirons à nouveau que l’âme est, en un sens, tous les êtres. Les êtres en effet sont 
ou sensibles ou intelligibles: la science s'identifie en quelque sorte aux objets 
sensibles.(...) Mais il s'agit nécessairement ou de ces objets en eux-mémes ou de 
leurs formes. Que ce soit les objets méme, c'est impossible: ce n'est pas la pierre qui 
est dans l’äme, mais la forme.!?1 


17 Cfr. In HI libros de Anima Ill, c. 5, q. 2, a. 1, p. 328: «Placet igitur nobis ea 
sententia, quae a recentioribus philosophis celebratur, aientibus illuminationem 
phantasmatum non esse obiectiuam, uti Caietanus ait, nec radicalem tantum, ut Capreolus 
et Ferrariensis arbitrantur, sed effectiuam. Non quasi intellectus agens aliquid luminis 
phantasmatibus imprimat, sed quia tantum externa lux radii sui consortio actiue eleuat 
phantasmata ad producendam speciem intelligibilem, in qua communis natura 
repraesentatur exuta diferentiis indiuidualibus, manetque a solo intellectu perceptibilis». 

us In II libros de Anima III c. 5, q. 6, a. 2, p. 358: «Vnde Aristoteles intellectum 
agentem comparauit externo lumini, quod a candore effectiue determinatur ad imaginem 
potius candoris, quam nigredinis ducendam. Deinde quia id, quod causat assimilando sibi 
effectum, pertinet effectricem causam; at phantasma ita se habet ad speciem intelligibilem. 
Namque rationem repraesentandi, seu esse repraesentatiuum, accipit species a 
phantasmate, quemadmodum et esse spiritale ab utroque intellectu; ab agente, ut ab 
effectrici; a possibili ut a causa subiectiua seu materiali». 

1? In III libros de Anima III c. 5, q. 3, a. 2, p. 333: «... asserendum dari in intellectu 
species intelligibiles, quae sint principia intelligendi...». 

120 Cfr. FE. CRANZ, «The Renaissance». pp. 366-67. In 111 libros de Anima II c. 6, 
q. 1, a. 1, p. 136: «...intellectus uero agens praeparat primo patientem ad agendum, 
imprimendo illi intelligibiles rerum imagines: quo etiam pacto obiectum sensile, quod a 
sensu re ipsa distinguitur, sensum praeparat, ac disponit, sui ad ipsum transmittendo 
similitudinem». 

21 Aristote, De Anima III 8, 431 b — 432 a 1 (trad. de A.BARBOTIN). 
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Comment cette identité se brisa-t-elle? Nous connaissons, bien sür, la 
fracture dont Thomas d’Aquin est le responsable le plus connu en 
promouvant le statut des espéces comme principes ‘quo’. Le commentaire 
respectif de saint Thomas est bien connu: 

«Il est manifeste aussi que les espéces intelligibles (...) ne sont pas 
l’objet de l’intellect. Elles ne se rapportent pas, en effet, a l’intellect 
comme ce qui est compris, mais comme ce par quoi l’intellect comprend 
(...). Or les sciences ont pour objet les étres, non les espéces ou les 
intentions intelligibles, excepté la seule science rationnelle»!22 

Comme l'explique F. Cranz: «The species are inside the soul and 
hence they cannot be the things which are outside the soul. The 
Aristotelian statement of unity is finally retained, but Thomas explains it 
as meaning only that the sense or intellect has a likeness or similitude of 
what it knows or that the sense is intentionally and spiritually what the 
sensible is naturally»!23. i 

Or, quand ils commentent ce texte-là du De Anima, nos jésuites 
écrivent que l’äme est en un sens tous les êtres, non réellement mais 
notionellement, c'est-à-dire, elle est les images des choses selon leurs 
similitudes («secundum rerum imagines, similitudine sue»)!24. Que penser 
de cette affirmation? Ici se présente sur notre chemin un très lourd 
problème et nous ne sommes pas sûrs, si les jésuites de Coimbra, aux 
mailles de leur crochet (ce manuel de philosophie à l’usage de jeunes 
étudiants), on su employer leur intelligence à un travail de pédagogie 
philosophique. Soyons plus exacts: comment devrons-nous évaluer leur 
approche pédagogique d'un thème philosophique aussi complexe? 


111.3. L’intellection 


Énonçons d'abord leur thèse: l’intellection est génératrice du verbe. 
D’habitude, l’examen de cette position qu’on puisse trouver également 
v.g. chez Melanchton, Suärez et tant d’autres, invite les interprètes a y 
reconnaître un cas de syncretisme ou la seule contribution originale de nos 


122 Thomas d’Aquin, Commentaire du Traité de L’Ame d’Aristote, introd., trad. et 
notes par J.-M. VERNIER, Paris 1999, p. 347-48; ed. Pirotta III, 1. viii, § 718. 

23 FE. CRANZ, «The Renaissance...» p. 368. C'est l’auteur qui souligne. 

124 [n III libros de Anima c. 8, explanatio pp. 365-66; cfr. Thomas d'Aquin. 
Commentaire... pp. 378-81. 
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commentaires. Si syncrétisme il y a, il dépasse de loin l’horizon 
herméneutique que Schmitt a pu trouver dans les references 4 Hermes, 
faites dans le Proéme de la Physica des jésuites de Coimbra!25. Il faut donc 
que la suggestion que j’ai émise tout à l’heure ne soit pas écartée. Héritiers 
d’un sillon creusé comme celui du verbe mental (il ne faudra pas aller si 
loin que chez Augustin, Jean Damascéne ou Anselme) le précis des 
jésuites est ici pour le moins embarrassant. Aucune allusion ici (qu. 3) 4 
Duns Scot, 4 Durandus, 4 Biel ou 4 Ockham et pourtant, d'une facon 
simplifiée, leurs thèses y effleurent (remarquons l'existence de chaires à 
l'Université au nom de ceux trois-läl26). C'est bien que le regret de 
Descartes perde ici toute sa validité. Je dirais que leur analyse réduite à ses 
traits premiers mérite à elle seule une longue lecture. Malheureusement, 
dans le cadre de cette étude nous ne pourrons pas l'achever. 

Considérons néanmoins les arguments cités contre la possibilité 
d'entendre l'intellection comme génératrice du verbe!2?: parce que 
l'intellection serait une action; méme en étant une action, elle serait 
immanente et non transitive; parce qu'il n'y aurait d'intellection sans 
verbe; parce qu'alors l'action des sens serait aussi productrice; 
derniérement, parce que l'action de la volonté ne produit rien. Ces 
arguments n'ont pas tous la m&me valeur, mais ils présentent une idée: la 
production du verbe doit étre congue sous le paradigme de l'action, étant 
ainsi en cohérence avec la prépondérance du mouvement comme étant la 
clef de voûte. Il n'en est pas de méme de dire «acte» ou «action» et la 
discussion paralléle de Suárez dans son De Anima est trés éclairante en ce 
qui concerne l'enjeu du probléme. Outre leur défense du principe 
nominaliste de l’intellection propre et adéquate des concepts singuliers!2, 
nous reconnaissons chez nos jésuites tantót l'affirmation scotiste de 
l'identité «verbum» et «actualis intellectio», sous la perspective de 
l'action (Ord. I, d. 27; Lect. I, d. 27, q. 1), tantót le paralléle, promu v.g. 


15 Ch. SCHMITT, Aristote, Ch.B.,... p. 119. 

126 Cfr. F. STEGMÜLLER, Filosofia e Teologia nas Universidades de Coimbra e Évora 
no século XVI, trad., Coimbra 1959, pp. 29-34. 

17 Cfr. In III libros de Anima c. 8, q. 3, a. 1, pp. 376-78; sur Melanchton, cfr. E. 
KESSLER, «The Intellective Soul» pp. 517-18. Sur la problématique du verbe intérieur, vd. 
C. PANACCIO, Le discours Intérieur de Platon à Guillaume d'Ockham, Paris 1999. 

128 In III libros de Anima II c. 8, q. 5, a. 2, p. 388: «Contraria tamen sententia 
aientium singularia sensibilia proprio ac peculiari conceptu a nobis intelligi uera est». 
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par Gabriel Biel, entre verbe mental et l’acte de dire (Collectorium I, d.2, 
q.2 c). 

À la question heideggerienne «qu'appele-t-on penser» les jésuites de 
Coimbra auraient pu répondre d'une fagon technique, en premier lieu, et 
aprés, nous en sommes convaincus, ils auraient pu suggérer un nouvel 
horizon métaphysique. La pensée, d'abord, consiste dans l'information et 
dans l'expression intelligible de la chose en soi méme moyennant la 
«notitia genita seu uerbum». Le verbum devient alors le terminus, le télos 
de l'intellection censée étre un processus, une transition. Non pas une 
vraie action, mais une qualité, une disposition. Ce qui peut surprendre à 
la premiere lecture (nonobstant il s'agit d'une constatation habituelle dans 
leurs textes) est, bien entendu, la facon légère d'aborder un héritage 
philosophique: concepts comme «qualité», «disposition» et «action» sont 
assez écrasants pour une telle simplification. Cependant, les jésuites de 
Coimbra se tiennent à ce qu'on distingue «espéces intelligibles», 
«intellection», «verbe» et «objet» ou «chose connue» (res intellecta). Us le 
font de la facon suivante: il y a une différence réelle entre espéce 
intelligible et intellection (celle-là est cause partielle de l'intellection et 
Dieu peut produire un acte intellectuel sans espéce); il y a une identité 
réelle entre verbe et intellection et les deux se distinguent réellement de la 
chose pensée; malgré l'identité réelle entre verbe et intellection il est 
possible de les distinguer d'une facon formelle!30, Il est connu que Suárez 


129 In III libros de Anima III c. 8, q. 3, a. 3, p. 381. 

130 In II libros de Anima III c. 8, q. 3, a. 2, pp. 384-86: «Sit tamen nostra conclusio, 
intellectionem realiter differre ab specie intelligibili (....). Secunda conclusio in hac 
controuersia sit, uerbum dissidere re ipsa ab intellectione. (...) quia utcumque se habeat 
actio, siue sit actus imperfecti, siue non; nihil est aliud, quam res ipsa in fieri (liceat enim 
ita loqui) proindeque non distinguitur re a suo termino, praesertim cum nulla necessitas 
cogat huiusmodi realitates multiplicare. Porro, ob hanc, quam diximus, identitatem realem 
intellectionis cum suo termino, effectum est (...) Tertia conclusio sit, uerbum non esse 
formaliter intellectionem (...) quia uerbum est terminus intellectionis; omnis uero actio 
distinguitur, saltem formaliter, a suo termino (...) Secundo, quia uerbum, teste D. 
Augustinus libro 15. De Trinitate capite 12 est imago expressa ab intellectu, estque 
formalis similitudo rei cognitae, intellectio uero, qua intellectio, non est similitudo. Quarta 
conclusio sit, uerbum distingui realiter ab obiecto. (...) Probatur tum, quia, ut docet D. 
Augustinus 15. De Trinitate capite 10.11. 14. et 15. uerbum mentale ex sua natura est intra 
mentem: at res cognita est extrinseca intellectui. Item, quia uerbum, prodicitur per 
intellectionem, obiectum uero minime, ut luce clarius est. Ex dictis collige intellectionem 
distingui re ab obiecto; nam si intellectio, et obiectum essent idem, essent quoque idem 
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l'appellera «différence modale»!?!; nous devrions seulement ajouter que 
les auteurs du Cours préférent combattre la distinction réelle et qu'ils le 
font invoquant l'économie nominaliste, «nulla necessitas cogat realitates 
multiplicare». Il est trés important de bien remarquer ici que cette 
distinction se fond dans l'analyse du mouvement dans la Physica (III c. 2, 
q. 3, a. 2), étant donné l'absence de coincidence, toujours répétée, entre le 
mouvement (l'intellection) et son terminus (le verbe). 

Nous venons de retrouver le triple statut de l'universel (in re, post 
rem, ante rem) mais également une discussion trés contemporaine autour 
du concept formel (verbum). En plus, une idée de mouvement jointe à 
celle de la pensée comme langage intérieur!32. Or, en dépit de ce contexte 
touffu, rien de plus poignant que la stratégie de la part de nos auteurs 
d'aller à l'essentiel. D'abord, du moins en apparence, de suivre saint 
Thomas. Ils citent dans ce contexte les sens thomistes de «verbe» repérés 
dans un contexte trinitaire de la Summa contra Gentiles («intentio rei 
intellectae», «intenti intellecta» et «conceptio. intellectus»)133, et 
énumérent cinq assertions à cet égard, comme une sorte de «digest» de la 
Summa theologiae (I, 34, 1) et du De Veritate (q. 4)!34. Notre stupéfaction 
est d'autant plus grande que le second moment du texte préconise non 


obiectum, et uerbum; cum uerbum, et intellectio idem re sint. Illud tamen concedendum 
est, si sumatur non solum obiectum cognitum, de quo est nostra conclusio; sed praecise, 
qua cognitum, et expressum per cogitationem, et uerbum: tunc obiectum nihil esse aliud re 
ipsa, quam intellectionem, et uerbum». 

131 E SUÁREZ, De Anima V, 5, 9 (ed. S. Castellote, Madrid 1978); Id., Disputationes 
Metaphysicae VII, 1, 18 et 2, 8 en ce qui concerne la distinction modale (ed. S. RÁBADE 
ROMEO et al., Madrid 1966). 

13 E. KESSLER, «The Intellective Soul» p. 514. 

13 Thomas Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles L 54 (ed. Marietti, Rome 1934): 
«Qualiter divina essentia una et simplex sit propria similitudo omnium intelligibilium»; 
ibid. YV, 11 (ed. p. 447): «Dico autem intentionem intellectam id quod intellectus in se ipso 
concipit de re intellecta. Quae quidem in nobis neque est ipsa res quae intelligitur; neque 
est ipsa substantia intellectus; sed est quaedam similitude concepta in intellectu de re 
intellecta quam voces exteriores significant; unde et ipsa intentio verbum interius 
nominatur, quod est exterioru verbo significatum».; ibid. IV, 12 (ed. p. 449): «... ipsa 
conceptio intellectus, quae est interius verbum, sapientiae nomen accipere solet: secundum 
illum modum loquendi quo actus et effectibus nominibus habituum a quibus procedunt, 
nominantur». 

134 Cfr. Thomas Aquinas, De Veritate q. 4: «De Verbo» (ed. Marietti pp. 36-44); Id., 
Summa theologiae P, q. 34, a. 1: «Utrum Verbum in diuinis sit nomen personale» (ed. 
Marietti pp. 176-78). 
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seulement un retour à Thomas, mais un retour à Augustin. S’agit-il d'aller 
serieusement a la source? Textuellement la chose a une allure trés simple. 
Cinq sens de «verbe» sont présentes aux éléves: a) aliquid in mente; b) 
aliquid genitum ab intellectu; c) similitudo rei et eius imago; d) 
expressiuum rei, e) non manet cessante actu cogitandi!35. Et ces sens se 
présentent immédiatement entourés d'une explication ou un paralléle 
repéré aux livres V, IX et XV du De Trinitate. Le résultat? Mal gré bon gré, 
ce qu'on pourrait sans doute appeler la doctrine des jesuites 
conimbricenses de l'intellection et du verbe mental: a) le verbe est un étre 
mental (aliquid in mente) parce qu'il est une action immanente (il nait 
dans l'intelligence) connue à travers des signes corporels; b) il posséde un 
caractére transitif (aliquid genitum) s'agissant d'un produit engendré par 
l'action intelligible qui est l'acte de dire (ici la doctrine augustinienne du 
langage intérieur est un petit peu plus déployée: le verbe se tient à la 
connaissance vraie et conceptuelle des choses, il nait à l'intérieur et ne se 
sépare pas de celui qui le prononce); c) le verbe se présente comme 
similitude de la chose et son image dans la mesure où il est produit par 
elle-méme; d) il exprime la chose, c'est-à-dire, il sonne du dehors en 
révélant ainsi le verbe intérieur et ce verbe intérieur déclare ce dont il est 
le verbe. Nous laisserons le cinquiéme sens pour la fin. Le texte que nous 
venons d'exposer se termine par ses mots: du point de vue formel il y a un 


1355 In III libros de Anima ...YII c. 8, q. 3, a. 3, p. 380: «Porro autem uerbum diuersis 
nominibus a D. Thoma significatur; nunc enim dicitur intentio rei intellectae, ut primo 
Contra Gentiles capite 54. nunc intentio intellecta, ut 4. eiudem operis capite 11. alias 
conceptio intellectus, ut eodem libro capite 12. Quinque autem sunt ad rationem uerbi 
pertinentia, ut colligitur etiam ex D. Thoma de ueritate quaestione 4. et in prima parte 
quaestione 34. articulo 1. In primis enim uerbum est aliquid in mente, unde D. Augustinus 
5. De Trinitate capite 11. ait per corporalia signa uerbum, quod mente gerimus, innotescere. 
Secundo. Verbum est aliquid genitum ab intellectu, quasi proles; genitum, inquam, per 
actionem intelligibilem, qui est actus dicendi, unde illud D. Augustini 9. De Trinitate capite 
8. conceptam rerum ueracem notitiam tanquam uerbum apud nos habemus, et dicendo intus 
gignitur, nec a nobis nascendo discedit. Tertio. Verbum est similitudo rei, et eius imago, ut 
testatur Diuus Augustinus 15. De Trinitate capite 12. Verbum, inquit, est simillium rei 
notae, de qua gignitur, et imago eius. Quarto. Verbum est expressiuum rei; sicut enim teste 
Diuo Augustino 15. De Trinitate capite 12. uerbum, quod foris sonat, pandit uerbum, quod 
intus latet, ita uerbum, quod intus latet, declarat rem, cuius est uerbi. Vbi aduertes uerbum 
formaliter importare duplicem relationem; alteram expressi, alteram signi; illam 
principaliter, hanc secundario: illam ad dicens, hanc ad obiectum significatum. Quinto. 
Non manet cessante actu cogitandi, ut testatur etiam D. Augustinus eodem libro capite 11». 
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double rapport dans le verbe, celui de l’expression et celui du signe. Le 
premier, le principal, se tiendrait au dire tandis que le seconde ou 
secondaire, a l’objet signifié. Au De Trinitate, concluent nos auteurs, saint 
Augustin affirme que le verbe est l’image expressive faite par l’intellect 
(ab intellectu) et qu’il est une similitude formelle avec la chose connue 
(tandis que l’intellection ‘qua’ intellection n'est pas cette similitude). 
Ensuite, le méme Pére soutient que le verbe mental est intérieur par sa 
nature et que l’objet reçoit une participation minime de l’intellection (au 
contraire de ce qui se passe avec le verbe). Serait-il nécessaire de rappeler 
qu’ils viennent de citer le texte conclusif de ce qu’on appelle le cogito 
augustinien? Il n’est pas douteux que dans cette briéveté leur lecon 
scolaire simplifie d’autant plus ce qu’il suggere. Admettons que ni un 
historien de la philosophie ni un philosophe concerné par la doctrine du 
concept formel ne pourrait ä la fin se reposer. 

Au fond, l’horizon métaphysique de cette conception dynamique de 
l'essence de la pensée devrait aussi nous amener vers les pages dédiées à 
la volonté. N’ayant ni le temps ni l'occasion de le faire, nous conclurons 
par une très bréve allusion 4 l’identité intellect et mémoire, un thème qui 
sans doute suscite le cinquième sens de verbe, Ce dernier était celui de 
l’affirmation selon laquelle le verbe doit étre concomitant 3 l’intellection. 
Comment peut-elle se justifier, la chaîne de la conscience (disons suivant 
une expression moderne)? Deux exigences supplémentaires nous 
imposent une vue différenciée. D’une part, la réfutation d’une menace 
comme celle d’Avicenne sur une bonne conception de la mémoire (le 
philosophe perse n’admettait que les espèces pendant l’intellection, 
«cessante intellectione euanescet species in intellectu recepta»!36). D'autre 
part le fait que le commentaire au De memoria et reminiscentia impose 
l'explication de la dimension intellective de la mémoire, située dans l'áme, 
en remettant l'affaire au De Anima (429 a 24-29): 


Aussi a-t-on bien raison de dire que l'àme est le lieu des formes, à la réserve que ce 
n'est pas l'àme entiére mais l'àme intellectuelle, et qu'il ne s'agit pas de formes en 
entéléchie mais seulement en puissance!37. 


136 [n [II libros de Anima II c. 5, q. 3, a. 2, p. 334. 
17 Cfr. In III libros de Anima c. 4, explanatio p. 315. 
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Une fois encore ils liront un passage d’Aristote au goût d’ Augustin, 
De Trinitate (X, 11), sur la triple structure de la ‘mens’ humaine, mémoire, 
intelligence et volonte!3®. Craignant de faire partie des scotistes ou des 
thomistes («utrumlibet horum, probabilitatem habet»)!?, à propos de 
savoir si la mémoire intellective est mémoire de droit, ils préfèrent 
significativement l'identité radicale entre intellect et mémoire 
intellective!%, Cette unité radicale conçue sans doute à la lumière de la 
doctrine augustinienne justifie le vecteur téléologique, dont la dimension 
anthropologique et métaphysique se lit dans le mot fréquent de l'Homme 
qui ne s'apaise que dans l'infini Bien. La liaison entre intellect et 
mémoire!4! nous révéle-t-elle le sens d'une possible méditation, de la part 
des jésuites portugais, inapergue jusqu'à présent, sur le livre 15 du De 
Trinitate au seuil méme d' Aristote? 

«Toutes ces connaissances que l'àme humaine acquiert aussi bien par 
elle-méme que par ses propres sens corporels ou par le témoignage 
d'autrui, elle les tient enfouies dans le trésor de sa mémoire; ce sont elles: 
qui engendrent un verbe vrai, quand nous disons ce que nous savons: verbe 


38 De Memoria c. 1, p. 4. 

13 De Memoria c. 2, p. 5; Tractatio Aliquot Problematum... 2, $ 2, p. 547: «Est ne 
auris memoriae locus? Responsio. Imam aurem locum memoriae scripsit Plinius libro II 
capite 45 Quod non ita est accipiendum, quasi in aure reuera insit memoria, quae si 
sensitiua sit, in cerebro; si intellectiua in animi substantia residet. Sed quia, ut olim frons 
erat sacra Genio; digiti Mineruae, genua misericordiae, ita auris memoriae Deae. Vnde 
prisco ritu, in ius ducturum quempiam aurem uellicabant intestantes eum, quem quasi 
testem meminisse uolebant, aientesque, Esto memor». 

140 De Memoria c. 3, p. 6: «Asserendum tamen est intellectum et memoriam 
intellectiuam unamque eandemque esse animi facultatem, nec re, nec specie diuersam». 

141 De Memoria c.3, pp. 6-7: «Primum quia eiusdem est seruare habitus et iis uti, at 
intellectus seruat habitus memorandi, id est, species intelligibiles, ut docet Aristoteles (...) 
ubi intellectum patientem appellat locum seu thesaurum specierum. Quare idem intellectus, 
eademque facultas erit, quae iis utitur intelligendo et memorando. Secundo, quia simplex 
rei cognitio et recordatio non inueniunt in obiecto discrimen per se, sed accidentarium 
tantum; illa enim fertur in rem absolute, haec in re, ut antea cognitam, quae rationes non 
per se uariant obiectum. Tertio, quia frustra ponitur facultatum multitudo, ubi sat est una 
eademque potentia; sat est autem una potentia ad intelligendum et recordandum, non 
minus, quam ad apprehendendum et iudicandum; stabiliturque argumentum, quia 
reminiscentia, qua rerum immaterialium recordamur, constat ex discursu circa res 
immateriales, quia necessario ad intellectricem uim pertinet, cuius est circa tale 
discurrere». 
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qui précède tout mot, toute pensée-de mot. Alors le verbe est parfaitement 
semblable ä la réalité connue, dont il nait et dont il est l’image (...) verbe 
qui dépasse tout langage, verbe vrai d’une réalité vraie, qui ne tient rien de 
lui-même, mais tout de la science dont il nait»142. 


Universidade de Coimbra 


12 Augustin, De Trinitate XV, xii, 22, (ed. O.S.A. 16, Paris 1955, trad. P. AGAESSE, 
p. 485). 


José LUIS FUERTES HERREROS 


LA ESCOLÄSTICA DEL BARROCO: PRESENCIA DEL 
CURSUS CONIMBRICENSIS EN EL PHARUS SCIENTIARUM 
(1659) DE SEBASTIAN IZQUIERDO 


INTRODUCCIÖN: UN MODO NUEVO DE HACER FILOSOFIA 
1. Un mundo nuevo. 


Nos situamos en el Barroco, hacia 1659, y lo hacemos desde la 
perspectiva de Sebastiän Izquierdo y de sus obras, Pharus Scientiarum 
(1659) y Opus Theologicum (1664-1670)!, en donde todo va a ser distinto, 
aunque no se quiera, con respecto a los, ya lejanos, finales del siglo XVI 


1 Las dos obras principales de Sebastián Izquierdo (1601-81) son el Pharus 
Scientiarum y el Opus Theologicum, cuya referencia y titulos completos son los siguientes: 
Pharus Scientiarum ubi quidquid ad cognitionem humanam humanitus acquisibilem 
pertinet, ubertim iuxta, atque succinte pertractatur. Scientia de scientia, ob summam 
universalitatem utilissima, Scientificis que iucundissima scientifica methodo exhibetur, 
Aristotelis organum iam pene labens restituitur, illustratur, augetur, atque a defectibus 
absolvitur. Ars demum legitima ac prorsus mirabilis sciendi, omnesque scientias in 
infinitum propagandi, et methodice digerendi; a nonnullis ex Antiquioribus religiose 
celata; a multis studiose quaesita; a paucis inventa; a nemine ex propiis principiis 
hactenus demonstrata, demonstrative, aperte et absque involucris mysteriorum in lucem 
proditur. Quo verae Encyclopediae Orbis facile a cunctis circumvolvendus, eximio 
Scientiarum omnium emolumento, manet expositus, sump. Claudii Bourgeat, et Mich. 
Lietard, Lugduni, 1659, f., 2 vols. en uno, pp. 410 y 372. Esta obra será citada por las 
iniciales mayásculas PS, indicando a continuación volumen I 6 II, disputatio, página y 
nümero correspondiente. Opus Theologicum, iuxta atque Philosophicum de Deo uno. Ubi 
de essentia et attributis divinis ubertim disseritur. Interimque Universalissima quaeque 
Primae Philosophiae elementa methodo scientifica digeruntur digestave supponuntur ex 
Pharo Scientiarum non exiguo residuae Theologiae, imo et aliarum Scientiarum 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
intellect and. Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XI Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 159-200. 
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y comienzos del XVII, y con respecto a la filosofia escolästica que alli 
aparecia. Nos movemos tras la paz de Westfalia, donde, quizä, ya casi no 
habia lugar para el entusiasmo. Son tiempos para la razön, eran tiempos 
para la concordia de las razones en primera navegaciön a la büsqueda de 
la mejor ordenaciön y comprensiön unificada e intuitiva de los saberes. Se 
pretende alcanzar la sabiduria, que, ahora, en la época moderna se presenta 
como hija del tiempo, filia temporis, y, ademas, huidiza. Se tiende, 
también, a la construcciön del reino del hombre desde esa primera 
navegaciön, de un mundo ajustado a la naturaleza como ämbito de 
legalidad juridica desde el contrato. Son los signos de los tiempos. 

Tras esta primera navegaciön, se podia iniciar una segunda. Tras la 
primera del Pharus Scientiarum, se podia acometer la segunda, la del 
Opus Theologicum. Se podia ir, desde la perspectiva de Pascal, del espiritu 
de geometria al espiritu de fineza en pos de la verdad?, o en pos de la 
sabiduria, segün Leibniz, que es ciencia de la felicidad y que nos sitüa en 
el reino de la gracia, de la justicia, en el reino de Dios, en la ciudad de 
Dios, morando bajo su universal monarquía?. 

Es este ya un siglo en el cual se cree que la ciencia en el tiempo 
histörico «in infinitum est augibilis»4, y en el que late la tentaciön, como 
opciön ya manifiesta, de quedarse a morar en el mundo, en el reino del 
hombre, pues se tiene conciencia de que la historia de la humanidad ha 


emolumento, prout exponitur in Praefatione ad Lectorem, ex Typographia Varesiana, 
Tomus I, Romae, 1664, f., pp. 653. Opus Theologicum, iuxta atque Philosophicum de Deo 
uno. Ubi de essentia et attributis divinis ubertim disseritur. Interimque Universalissima..., 
prout in Praefatione ad Lectorem Tom. I expositum est, ex Typographia Varesiana, Tomus 
II, Romae, 1670, f., pp.787. Citaré esta obra por las iniciales mayüsculas OT, indicando 
volumen I 6 II, disputatio, pägina y nümero correspondiente. Sobre Sebastiän Izquierdo, 
véase mi estudio, La lögica como fundamentaciön del arte general del saber en Sebastian 
Izquierdo. Estudio del Pharus Scientiarum (1659), Ediciones de la Universidad de 
Salamanca, 1981, pp. 333. P. Di Vona, I concetti trascendenti in Sebastián Izquierdo e 
nella Scolastica del Seicento, Loffredo Editore, Napoli, 1994. J. SCHMUTZ, «Sebastián 
Izquierdo» en J.-C. BARDOUT et O. BOULNOIS (eds.), Sur la Science Divine, Paris, Presses 
Universitaires de France, 2002, pp. 412-35. 

? B. PASCAL, Pensées, L. LAFUMA (ed.), Seuil, Paris 1963, p. 576, 512-13 (B. 
PASCAL, Oeuvres complétes). 

3 GW. Lereniz, Discours de métaphysique, C.I. GERHARDT (ed.), Berlín, 1857-1890, 
reimpresión Georg Olms, Hildesheim - York 1978, pp. 461-62, 36 (Die philosophischen 
Schriften von G.W. Leisniz, vol. IV); Id. La Monadologie, pp. 621-22, 86 (vol. VI). 

* PS, II, disp. 22, p. 269, 46. 
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consistido en ir alejindonos de un estado de necesidad y de un ir 
inventando las diversas artes y ciencias para ir supliendo las necesidades 
y posibles deficiencias de la propia naturaleza. Es la nueva filosofia de la 
historia, son los relatos, que desde el ya antiguo Maquiavelo, estän 
poniendo, ahora, en circulación los que Izquierdo llamará moderni et 
recentiores, Bacon, Hobbes, Descartes, y son los relatos que va 
confirmando la experiencia cotidiana de la Europa del siglo XVII y de sus 
colonias en los nuevos mundos. 

El giro de la trascendencia a la inmanencia se habia consumado. La 
revoluciön copernicana en filosofia era un hecho. Era el nuevo modo de 
pensar y de hacer filosofía. Y era, ahi, en el limite de la primera navegación, 
donde podian surgir las preguntas ültimas, y de hecho surgian en torno al 
conocer, en torno a los saberes, a las ciencias, al hombre y a la ordenaciön 
del mundo. ¿A dónde nos remiten los saberes? ¿Cuál es la finalidad última 
de la ciencia? ¿Se agotan en la finitud del mundo, o por el contrario, el 
desarrollo de la ciencia a lo que conduce es a despertar en el hombre, a 
través de la pasión del conocer, el sentido último de ese conocer y de su 
propia existencia? ¿Cuál es el punto último de unificación de todas ellas? 

La suerte para los que lo podían ver, había sido echada. El hombre 
moderno, las naciones y la Europa del XVII había optado por la concordia 
de las razones antes que por la de la fe, creyendo y apostando por el 
hombre, se estaban empeñando por hacer la travesía de la existencia en 
primera navegación, dejando abierta la posibilidad de una segunda 
navegación en pos de la verdad, de la trascendencia y de una mirada de lo 
terreno desde lo divino. 


2. La Compañía de Jesús. 


A esta altura de 1659, dentro de la escolástica, también se había 
efectuado la revolución copernicana, y con los mejores materiales de las 
tradiciones filosóficas y de una filosofía que, en definitiva, quería 
constituirse como philosophia perennnis se pretendía posibilitar y ofrecer 
esa doble navegación, alertando de la insuficiencia de la primera. 


5 A. Steuchus Eugubinus, De perenni philosophia libri X, Lugduni 1540, será 
citado por Sebastián Izquierdo, PS, I, disp. 13, p. 317, 73, y será nombrado, PS, II, disp. 
21, p. 241, 14. 
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El Pharus Scientiarum claramente nos muestra esto. Pero, ademäs, en 
él, desde el anälisis de sus fuentes se perciben las distintas etapas que se 
fueron sucediendo en la propia Compafifa de Jesüs, en ese afän por 
responder al mundo moderno. Era una respuesta que se separaba de la 
escuela de Salamanca, y de la reafirmaciön que ésta habia hecho en el 
seguir a Santo Tomas. Desde la escuela jesuitica, por el contrario, se 
pretendia elaborar y ofrecer la filosofia metodolögicamente mejor fundada 
y adaptada a los signos de los tiempos. Habia que ganar a la filosofia 
moderna, a la de los moderni y recentiores, precisamente en eso que 
presumian, en el rigor del método, y en saber descubrir toda la riqueza de 
perspectivas que la realidad esconde. 

Efectivamente, tras la primera navegaciön se podia iniciar una 
segunda, se podfa pasar del Pharus al Opus Theologicum. Era la forma que 
la escolästica renovada del Barroco, de la escuela jesuitica, pretendia 
responder e iluminar al mundo moderno. 

Dos etapas fundamentales se podfan destacar en la Compafifa de 
Jesüs, dentro de los limites cronolögicos de 1556-1659, en ese esfuerzo 
por adecuarse y responder a la nueva configuraciön del mundo moderno. 


a) 1556-1599. 


Esta primera etapa estaría constituida por la ruptura de San Ignacio de 
Loyola con respecto al sistema medieval de cara a la formación de los 
futuros miembros de la Compañía, aceptando de lleno el nuevo estilo 
humanista®, desde la idea del fin específico que la Compafifa asumia’. 

Desde la promulgación de las Constituciones en 1556 hasta la última 
redacción de la Ratio Studiorum de 1599 se van jalonando esfuerzos 
continuados de adaptación y respuesta al mundo moderno. Polanco, Laínez, 
Nadal, Ledesma y San Francisco de Borja encabezan este movimiento. 
Pero no acababa de encontrarse el difícil equilibrio que se imponia a la 


6 Cfr. M. ANDRÉS, La teología española en el siglo XVI, Madrid, BAC, 1976, vol. 
I, p. 176. I. de Loyola, Constituciones de la Compañía de Jesús, edición preparada por I. 
IPARRAGUIRRE, Madrid, BAC, 1963, Parte IV, pp. 509-510, n? 2-3, (Obras Completas de 
San Ignacio de Loyola). E. Git (ed.), El sistema educativo de la Compañía de Jesús. La 
Ratio Studiorum, Publicaciones de la Universidad Pontificia Comillas, Madrid, 1992. 

7 Constituciones, Parte IV, pp. 482-83, n? 307-08. 
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propia Compañía entre lo institucional, aristotélico-tomista, y el espíritu de 
büsqueda en la libertad que la premura del tiempo estaban exigiendo®. Las 
sucesivas redacciones de las ratio studiorum de 1586 y 1591 levantaron 
duras criticas y reacciones, en las cuales directamente estaria implicado 
Francisco Suärez?, abogando por un no seguir estrechamente a Santo 
Tomas. 

La Ratio Studiorum de 1599 se colocaría en una actitud 
contemporizadora, pues el seguir a Santo Tomas no conllevaria el hacerlo 
servilmente, y en las cuestiones de filosofía, teología, canónicas y 
escriturísticas, o cuando el parecer de Santo Tomás fuese ambiguo, dejará 
libertad para seguir la opinión que mejor pareciere!0. 

Pero, por debajo de todo este esfuerzo renovador había, también, un 
deseo expreso de dar con una identidad intelectual que caracterizase a la 
propia Compañía, deseo que por otra parte no estaba lejano del espíritu 
de las Constituciones, al propugnar que «si por tiempo paresciese que de 
otro autor se ayudarían más los que studian, como sería haciéndose 
alguna suma o libro de Teología scolástica que parezca más accomodada 
a estos tiempos nuestros...se podrá leer. Y también quanto a las otras 
sciencias y letras de Humanidad, si algunos libros hechos en la Compañía 
se acceptaren como más útiles que los que se usan comúnmente»!!. 
Dentro de esta primera etapa se podrían incluir a la primera y segunda 
generación de la escuela jesuítica del Barroco!?, esto es, a Francisco de 
Toledo!3, Benito Pererio (Pererius, Pereira)!* y Pedro de Fonseca! en la 


8 Epistolae P. Alphonsi Salmeronis, Madrid, 1907, pp. 709-15, (Monumenta 
Historica, S.J., vol. II). 

9 A ASTRAIN, Historia de la Compañía de Jesús en la Asistencia de España, 
Madrid, 1912-25, vol. IV, p. 22-24. 

10 Ratio Studiorum, VII, p. 131, n° 2-4; IX, p. 145, n° 6. 

11 Constituciones, IV, p. 513, n° 464-67. 

12 K. ESCHWEILER, «Roderigo de Arriaga S.J. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der 
Barockscholastik», Aufsätze zur Kulturgeschischte Spaniens, 3 (1931) 253-85. 

D E Toledo, Commentaria una cum quaestionibus in tres libros Aristotelis de 
Anima, Colonia 1583. 

14 B. Pererio, Physicorum sive principiis naturalium, Roma 1562. 

15 P.de Fonseca, Commentarium... in libros Metaphysicorum Aristotelis Stagiritae, 
4 vols., I-II, Roma 1577-89; III, Colonia 1604; IV, Lugduni (Lyón) 1612. Id., Institutionum 
Dialecticarum libri octo, Lisboa 1564. 
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primera, y a Gabriel Vázquez!6, Francisco Suárez", los Conimbricenses!8 
y Antonio Rubio!? en la segunda. 

Sobre todo, Pedro de Fonseca, Francisco Suärez y el Cursus 
Conimbricensis vendrian en esta primera etapa de la Compafiia a encarnar 
este espiritu renovador y a llenar el vacio que se echaba en falta, al ofrecer 
un cuerpo doctrinal unitario que respondiera a estas necesidades, a la par 
que se mantenía dentro del equilibrio subyacente aristotélico-tomista?, El 
Cursus sabía recoger las aportaciones y la renovación que la Compañía de 
Jesüs estaba llevando a cabo desde la Universidad de Coimbra en Portugal. 
Los distintos commentarii de los Conimbricenses fueron realizados por los 
jesuitas Manuel de Goes (1547-1593), Baltasar Álvarez (1561-1630), 
Cosme Maghalaens (Magaliano) (1553-1624) y Sebastián de Couto (1567- 
1639), recogiendo las enseñanzas y el impulso de Pedro de Fonseca?!. 


1$ G. Vázquez, Commentaria et Disputationes in primam Partem S. Thomae, 2 
vols., Alcalá 1598. Ip., ... in secundam secundae, 2 vols., Alcalá 1599-1605. Id., ... in 
tertiam, 4 vols., Alcalá 1609-1615. 

17 F Suárez, Disputationes metaphysicae, Salamanca 1597. Id. De anima, Lugduni 
1621. 

18 Commentarii Collegii Conimbricensis Societatis Jesu in octo libros Physicorum 
Aristotelis Stagiritae, Typis Antonii Maria Universitatis Typographi, Conimbricae 1591, lo 
citaré por la edición de Conimbricae 1592, como CP; ... in libros Aristotelis qui parva 
Naturalia appellantur, 1592; ... in quatuor libros de coelo Aristotelis, 1592; ... in libros 
meteorum Aristotelis, 1592; ... in libros Ethicorum Aristotelis ad Nicomachum, 1594; ... in 
duos libros de Generatione et Corruptione Aristotelis Stagiritae, Typis Antonii Maria 
Universitatis Typographi, Conimbricae 1597, lo citaré CG; ...in tres libros de Anima 
Aristotelis Stagiratae, Typis Antonii Maria Universitatis Typographi, Conimbricae 1598, lo 
citaré CA; ... in universam Dialecticam Aristotelis Stagiritae, Conimbricae, Ex Officina 
Didaci Gomez Loureyro Universitatis Architypographi, Conimbricae 1606 (1604), lo citaré 
por la edición, Apud Bernardum Gualtherium, Coloniae Agrippinae 1607, como CD. 

Repärese en las abreviaturas que he indicado y que serán utilizadas, segün las 
ediciones sefialadas, a partir de la nota 67: CP, in Physicorum; CG, in de Generatione; CA, 
in de Anima; CD, in Dialecticam. 

1 A. Rubio, Commentaria in libros Aristotelis Stagiritae de anima, Alcalá 1611 
(Lugduni 1620); ... in universam Aristotelis dialecticam, Alcalá 1603; ... in octo libros 
Aristotelis, de physico audito seu auscultatione: una cum dubiis et quaestioribus hoc 
tempestate agitari solitus..., Lugduni 1620. 

20 L. Martinez GOMEZ, «Para una evaluación histórica de Francisco Suárez 
filósofo», Cuadernos Salmantinos de Filosofia, VII (1980) 5-25. i 

21 C. SOMMERVOGEL, Bibliothèque de la Compagnie de Jésus, Bruxelles — Paris 
1890-98, 8 vols., reimpresi6n, Editions de la Bibliothèque S.J. Collège Philosophique et 
Théologique, Héverlé — Louvain 1960, cfr. entradas: Coimbre (Commentarii Collegii 
Conimbricensis), y de los distintos autores por sus apellidos. 
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b) 1599-1659. 


Sin embargo esta situaciön y circunstancias parecen experimentar un 
giro bastante acentuado en esta segunda etapa. La Compafifa va 
apareciendo con identidad propia de escuela, que el temor de las 
Universidades se encargaria de que fuera más plenamente asumido, al ver 
en ella a un rival que pretendia las prebendas y favores universitario reales. 

. Me refiero entre otros, a las tensas situaciones que la creación de los 
Reales Estudios, decreto de 1625, y la posterior absorciön de la Academia 
de Matemäticas de la Villa de Madrid por el Colegio Imperial de la 
Compañía en Madrid?2, enfrentarían a las Universidades, principalmente a 
la de Alcalä y Salamanca contra la Compafifa. Los escritos y memoriales 
que a partir de 1626 comienzan a circular hasta febrero de 1629, fecha de 
la inauguraciön de los Reales Estudios, asi como la venida de Jansenio a 
Espafia, trayendo cartas de la Universidad de Lovaina?? para conseguir la 
adhesión de las Universidades espafiolas contra el Colegio y Universidad 
que la Compafiía había fundado en Lovaina, favorecerían la oposición que 
progresivamente se cernía sobre la Compafifa. E] Juramento de la 
Universidad de Salamanca, 19 de junio de 162724, con la reafirmación que 
supuso en el tomismo y en el agustinismo, era un repliege frente al 
pensamiento moderno y un rechazo del nuevo modo de hacer teológico y 
filosófico que la Compafifa propugnaba, ahora, en sus centros de 
influencia?. 


2 J. SIMON Díaz, El Colegio Imperial de Madrid, 2 vols, Madrid, 1952, 
especialmente el vol. I. 

D «Carta de Creencia de la Universidad de Lovayna al Doctor Cornelio Jansenio», 
en Libro de Claustros de la Universidad de Salamanca, AUS, 95, f. 121. Dicha carta está 
fechada en Lovayna, 16 abril 1626, es presentada a la Universidad de Salamanca en el 
Claustro del 23 de febrero de 1627, y transcrita a dicho Libro de Claustros el 27 de febrero 
del mismo afio. «Poder de la Universidad de Lovayna al Doctor Jansenio», en Libro de 
Claustros de la Universidad de Salamanca, AUS, 95, fol. 122-23. Dicho poder está 
fechado en Lovayna, 23 abril 1626. 

24 «Libro de Claustros de la Universidad de Salamanca, 19 de junio 1627», en 
Libro de Claustros de la Universidad de Salamanca, AUS, 95, fol. 76-77. 

?5 A modo de ejemplo, en los Reales Estudios se establecieron dos cátedras de 
Matemáticas: Matemáticas I, «donde una maestro por la mafiana leerá astrología, 
astronomía, perspectiva, y pronóstico» y Matemáticas II, «donnde otro maestro diferente 
leerá por la tarde la geometría, geografía, hidrografía y de relojes», SIMON Dfaz, I, 67, y 
entre los catedráticos hay que sefialar a La Faille, André Tacquet, Claudio Ricardo, Antonio 
Camassa. 
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En esta primera mitad del siglo XVII parecen acentuarse los cambios 
profundos que de cara a la problemätica existencial e intelectual se hacian 
sentir, asi como el tipo de respuesta que la Compafifa de Jesüs estaba 
dando?6. Entre los varios problemas que se estaban suscitando estaban el 
peligro del escepticismo, y, por ende, su necesaria neutralizaciön, el de la 
nueva fundamentaciön de la filosofia, el del método, la presencia de la 
matemätica y geometria, el lulismo como intento de alcanzar la sabiduria 
y ordenar los saberes, la constituciön autönoma de las ciencias y de los 
saberes, su fragmentaciön y posibilidad de unificaciön, el problema de 
Dios, la posibilidad, y tentaciön, de ordenar la realidad sin remitir a la 
trascendencia. 

Sobre esta problemätica de fondo, y ya metidos en el siglo XVII, es 
donde se proyecta la tercera generaciön de la escuela jesuitica, Pedro 
Hurtado de Mendoza,?’ Francisco de Oviedo? y Rodrigo de Arriaga?. Y 
vinculändose con toda la escuela jesuitica del Barroco, con la nueva 
philosophia perennis, y teniendo delante el conjunto de la problemätica 
suscitada y las nuevas direcciones de la filosofia, sobre todo de los 
moderni, Descartes, Bacon, Hobbes, y la tradiciön enciclopédico-luliana, 
surgirá la obra de Sebastián Izquierdo. 


I. PRIMERA PARTE. UNA NUEVA ENCYCLOPAEDIA PARA UNOS TIEMPOS 
NUEVOS: EL PHARUS SCIENTIARUM. 


1. El propösito de la obra de Sebastian Izquierdo. 


Una primera aproximaciön a la obra y propösito de Izquierdo nos 
puede llevar a verlo empefiado, solamente, en la construcciön de un nuevo 
y fiable método para la indagaciön de la verdad, la ordenaciön de los 
saberes y de las ciencias, esto es, un ars generalis sciendi. 


26 Novena Congregación General, 1649, y Décima, 1652. 

27 P. Hurtado de Mendoza, Universa philosophia ... in unum corpus redacta, 
Lugduni 1624. Id., Scholasticae et morales disputationes. (De tribus virtutibus 
theologicis), Salamanca 1631. 

28 F. Oviedo, Integer cursus philosophicus ad unum corpus redactum, Lugduni 
1640, 2 vols. 

22 R. de Arriaga, Cursus philosophicus, Antuerpiae (Amberes) 1632. Id., 
Disputationes Theologicae, Antuerpiae 1634-55. 
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Ahora bien, la finalidad ültima de Izquierdo no es quedarse en el ars 
generalis sciendi, en el método, sino en la de construir éste como medio de 
alcanzar una visiön unificadora del saber, cuncta scibilia, la verdad toda en 
la plenitud de sus diversas manifestaciones, la sabiduria en la riqueza y 
jerarquia de su pluralidad tanto teörica como präctica, elevaciön a través de 
todas las facultades, principalmente, de las superiores del hombre hacia una 
captaciön y desvelamiento del sentido de todo lo creado. 

El método que hace posible esa captaciön, esa scientia universalis, 
scientia de scientia o Encyclopaedia, que dirä Izquierdo, sera el ars 
universalis sciendif. Por ello, ésta Encyclopaedia «no consiste en un 
agregado de todas las ciencias, como algunos piensan, sino en una especial 
ciencia que comprehende, a través de la mayor universalidad, en su ämbito 
completamente a todas las ciencias; ésta, por tanto, es ciencia de la ciencia, 
de lo escible en general, esto es, ciencia que tiene en esta obra (en el 
Pharus) a la ciencia humana por objeto, por noticia toda, o por unión toda 
-humanamente adquisible- de noticias»3!. 

Es por esto, que el ars universalis sciendi, el arte general del saber, 
estaba orientado, como método, a posibilitar y construir esa 
Encyclopaedia, y que su fin, principalisimo, fuera en definitiva, hacer que 
se pudiera contemplar en esa Encyclopaedia cuncta scibilia, intelligendi 
cuncta?2, esto es, conocer todo junto, comprehender intuitivamente, en un 
golpe de vista, todo lo escible en la belleza de su hermosa ordenaciön y 
máxima universalidad para desde ahí remitirnos en segunda navegación 
del Pharus al Opus Theologicum, a Dios, como verdadera Sabiduría. 


2. Fuentes para la construcción de su Encyclopaedia. 


Ya en el «Praefatio ad lectorem»33, Izquierdo anunciaba rotundamente 
que la Encyclopaedia no sólo era posible, sino que había sido llevada a la 
práctica. La cadena de autores que en ese propósito enumera, comenzaba 


30 PS, II, disp. 23, pp. 277-80. 

31 PS, I, Praefatio, p. 4 sin numerar. 

32 PS, II, disp. 23, p. 278, 6: «Dicitur etiam Ars haec mirabilis ars sciendi praecise, 
eo quod finis eius potissimus scire cuncta scibilia est». PS, Praefatio, p. 2 sin numerar, 
«intelligendi cuncta», desde los conceptos de segunda intención, que son los más 
universales. 

33 PS; I, Praefatio, p. 3 sin numerar. 


168 JOSE LUIS FUERTES HERREROS 


por Sexto Empirico, Platön, Aristételes, Ramon Llull, Pedro Gregorio 
Tolosano, Egido de Moncurt, Ivo de Paris, Cornelio Gemma y Francisco 
Bacon, haciéndose eco de un arte igual que parecia residir en los antiguos 
hebreos, en los cabalistas y en los retöricos. 

1. Pero los autores y obras que, en concreto, analizarä para mostrar que 
el intento enciclopédico de unificación es posible, se ceñirá a los siguientes: 
El Organon o Lógica de Aristóteles; la Retórica de Aristóteles, Cicerön, 
Quintiliano y otros, tanto antiguos como modernos; el Arte de Ramon Llull; 
la Syntaxis Artis Mirabilis de Pedro Gregorio Tolosano; De typo omnium 
Scientiarum de Egido de Moncurt; la Práctica del Arte Luliano del carmelita 
de Alcalä, P. Delgadillo; el Digestum Sapientiae del capuchino Ivo de Paris; 
el Ars Cyclognomica de Comelio Gemma; y la Instauratio Magna de 
Francisco Bacon. En el análisis, que efectuará de estas obras, señalará los 
defectos e insuficiencias, que aquejaban a todas ellas. Por su parte, mostrarä 
que su intento y propésito era muy superior a ellos, y que realizaba en el 
tiempo lo que habia sido una constante aspiraciön. 

Y si miramos con atenciön, por debajo de ellos vemos perfilarse 
fuertes corrientes de pensamiento, que confluian y se articulaban en el 
siglo XVII, y que de manera significativa aparecerän en el Pharus: 
Tradiciön lögica: Aristöteles. Tradiciön retörica, arte de la memoria: 
Cicerön y Quintiliano. Tradiciön lulista: Ramön Llull, Pedro Gregorio 
Tolosano, Egido de Moncurt y el P. Núñez Delgadillo. Método científico: 
Cornelio Gemma y Francisco Bacon. 

2. Las fuentes escolásticas de las cuales se sirve Izquierdo para poner 
los fundamentos, sobre todo los vinculados con la epistemología y 
metafísica, y posibilitar desde ellos la construcción de su enciclopedia, son 
las siguientes. Aristóteles es el autor más citado por Izquierdo en el Pharus 
con 243 citas y 60 referencias generales a éste. En segundo lugar aparece 
Santo Tomás con 181 citas y 28 referencias. Tanto Aristóteles como Santo 
Tomás servían como punto de referencia en la unidad de doctrina en la 
Compafila, de ahí esta significativa presencia, aunque Izquierdo 
repetidamente manifestará que su intento era superior al de Aristóteles, al 
cual completaba y perfeccionaba?4. 

Francisco Suárez (1548-1617) ocupa el tercer lugar con 142 citas y 18 
referencias de carácter general, de las citas, 86 corresponden a las 


34 Titulo del Pharus Scientiarum. PS, I, disp. 1, p. 4. PS, IL, disp, 23, pp. 280-81. 
Sobre la crítica al modo scholastico, PS, II, disp. 22, p. 372, 16. 
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Disputationes Metaphysicae, (Salamanca 1597), 34 a De anima, (Lugduni 
1621), 3 a De divina gratia, (I-II, Coimbra 1619; II, Lugduni 1651), 3 a De 
religione et de Statu religionis, (I-II, Coimbra1508-09; III-IV. Lugduni 
1624-25), 1 a De angelis, (Lugduni 1620), 2 a De fide, spe et caritate, 
(Coimbra 1621) y 13 a De Deo Uno et Trino, (Lisboa 1606). 

A continuación, y a distancia, aparecen los autores mas significativos de 
la escuela jesuítica del Barroco, siendo los más citados y nombrados los 
siguientes: Pedro Hurtado de Mendoza (1578-1651), es citado 92 veces y 
hace a éste 25 referencias, de las citas 84 corresponden a Universa 
philosophia... in unum corpus redacta, (Lugduni 1624), y 7 a Scholasticae et 
morales disputationes. (De tribus virtutibus theologicis), (Salamanca 1631). 
Rodrigo de Arriaga (1592-1667), con 87 citas y 26 referencias, 79 citas al 
Cursus philosophicus, (Antuerpiae, Amberes, 1632), y 8 a Disputationes 
Theologicae, (Antuerpiae 1634-55). Gabriel Vázquez (1549-1604), con 72 y 
17 respectivamente, 68 citas son de Commentaria et Disputationes in primam 
Partem S. Thomae, 2. vols.(Alcalá 1598), 2 de ... in secundam secundae, 2 
vols.(Alcalá 1599-1605), 1 ... in tertiam, 4 vols.(Alcalá 1609-1615) y 1... in 
manuscriptis. Francisco de Oviedo (1602-1651), con 72 citas y 14 
referencias, las 72 son del Integer cursus philosophicus ad unum corpus 
redactum, 2. vols. (Lugduni 1640). Antonio Rubio (1540-1615), con 69 citas 
y 13 referencias, 69 citas pertenecen a Commentarii in libros Aristotelis 
Stagiritae de anima, (Alcalá 1611; Lugduni 1620), 15 a ... in universam 
Aristotelis dialecticam, (Alcalá 1603), y 3 a... in octo libros Aristotelis, de 
physico audito seu auscultatione: una cum dubiis et quaestionibus hoc 
tempestate agitari solitus... (Lugduni 1620). Diego Ruiz de Montoya 
(1562-1632) con 58 citas y 3 referencias, 25 citas a Commentaria, ac 
disputationes, in primam partem Sancti Thomae de Trinitate, (Lugduni 
1625), 32 a Commentarii ac Disputationes de Scientia, de Ideis, de Veritate 
ac de Vita Dei, (Paris1629), y 1 a Commentaria, ac Disputationes in 
primam Partem Sancti Thomae, de Voluntate Dei, et propiis actibus eius, 
(Lugduni 1630). Luis de Molina (1536-1600), con 30 citas y 1 referencia, 
las 30 a Concordia liberi arbitrii cum gratiae donis, divina praescientia, 
providentia, praedestinatione et reprobatione, ad nonnullos primae partis 
D. Thomae articulos, (Lisboa 1588). Francisco Alfonso (Alonso, o Alonso 
de Malpartida, Alonsus Malpartidensis) (1600-49), con 27 citas y 1 
referencia, 5 citas a Disputationes in Universam Logicam Aristotelis 
Stagiritae, (Alcalá 1639), 1 a Disputationes in octo libros Physicorum 
Aristotelis, (Alcalá 1640), y 21 a Disputationes in tres libros Aristotelis de 


170 JOSE LUIS FUERTES HERREROS 


anima, (Alcalä 1640). Pedro de Fonseca (1528-1599), con 25 citas y 5 
referencias, 22 citas pertenecen a Commentariorum ... in libros 
Metaphysicorum Aristotelis Stagiritae, 4 vols., (I-II, Roma 1577-89; II, 
Evora y Colonia 1604; IV, Lugduni 1612), y 3 a Institutionum 
Dialecticarum libri octo, (Lisboa 1564). Pedro de Arrubal (1559-1608), con 
8 citas y 1 referencia, las 8 son de Commentariorum, ac Disputationum in 
primam partem Divi Thomae, 2 vols. (Madrid 1619-22). Ricardo Linch 
((Lincaeus, Lynce) (1610-76), del que citará 7 veces su Universa 
Philosophia Scholastica, 3 vols. (Lugduni 1654). 

Por su parte, el Cursus Conimbricensis será citado por Izquierdo en el 
Pharus 52 veces, y en 12 ocasiones nombrado. Hará 24 citas del 
Commentarii Collegii Conimbricensis Societatis Jesu in tres libros de 
Anima Aristotelis Stagiritae, Conimbricae. Typis Antonii Maria 
Universitatis Typographi, Anno Domini 1598; 20 citas, ... in universam 
Dialecticam Aristotelis Stagiritae, Conimbricae, Ex Officina Didaci 
Gomez Loureyro Universitatis Architypographi. Anno Domini 1606 
(1604); 6 citas, ... in octo libros Physicorum Aristotelis Stagiritae, 
Conimbricae. Typis Antonii Maria Universitatis Typographi, Anno 
Domini 1591; y 2 citas, ... in duos libros de Generatione et Corruptione 
Aristotelis Stagiritae, Conimbricae. Typis Antonii Maria Universitatis 
Typographi, Anno Domini 1597. No serán citados: ... in libros Aristotelis 
qui parva Naturalia appellantur, 1592; ... in quatuor libros de coelo 
Aristotelis, 1592; ... in libros meteorum Aristotelis, 1592; ... in libros 
Ethicorum Aristotelis ad Nicomachum,1594. 


3. El destinatario de la nueva Enciclopedia. 


Este era el contexto de la obra de Izquierdo, pero, ¿quién es el 
destinatario, el lector implícito de su obra? ¿Sobre quién está alertando?, 
o mejor, ¿con quién está polemizando Izquierdo? 

Como ya he indicado en otro lugar, no es otro que Descartes. 


35 Remito a mi estudio, «L'Influence de la méthodologie cartésienne chez 
Sebastián Izquierdo (1601-81). Pour la construction d'une philosophie baroque», en H. 
MÉCHOULAN (ed.), Problématique et réception du Discours de la méthode et des Essais, 
Paris, J. Vrin, 1988. 

Sigo y cito las obras de Descartes por Oeuvres de Descartes, publiées par Ch. ADAM 
& P. TANNERY. Nouvelle Présentation, en co-édition avec Le Centre National de la 
Recherche Scientifique. J. Vrin, Paris 1973-78, 12 vols. Citaré esta edición por AT, 
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Que Izquierdo conoce la obra de Descartes, está fuera de toda duda. 
A través del P. Tomás Carleton Compton y de su Universa philosophia, 
(1646), ha tenido noticia, tanto las Meditationes de prima philosophia, 
(ediciön de 1642), y los Principia philosophiae, (ediciön de 1644). Y no 
sölo esto, sino que si comparamos y hacemos una lectura paralela del 
Pharus Scientiarum con el Discurso del método, vemos como el Pharus 
aparece como un discurso alternativo al de Descartes. 

El P. Compton no sólo está atento y alerta sobre Descartes sino que 
también el jesuita espafiol Gabriel Henao en su obra De Eucharistia 
Sacramento, (1655), hace lo mismo, siguiendo a Compton, por los 
problemas que se podían derivar para el dogma. Quizá era esta la mirada 
inquieta con que en algunos sectores de la Compañía se veía a Descartes. 
Sin embargo, la pregunta que se hará Izquierdo se movía en una 
perspectiva más amplia y tenía otros componentes. ;Se podía seguir el 
camino emprendido por Descartes y llegar, como él, hacia donde parecía 
conducir, esto es, hacia la fundamentación de un nuevo modelo de 
racionalidad o método, hipotético-deductivo, y exponerse a los peligros de 
sus derivaciones? 

Es desde esta pregunta desde la cual inicia Izquierdo la lectura de la 
obra de Descartes y desde donde concibe, a mi modo de ver, la idea de un 
proyecto alternativo a Descartes, que quedaría plasmado sobre todo en el 
Pharus. Descartes aparece como el interlocutor con el cual dialoga 
Izquierdo, y con el cual pugna en un afán de construir una filosofía, que 
arrancando de sus mismos presupuestos metodológicos, corrigiendo y 
completando éstos, pudiera servir de guía segura. 


4. El Pharus, una alternativa como respuesta. 


Por eso, el Pharus encierra, por una parte, un programa alternativo 
frente al Discurso del método, y supone, por otra, una vuelta y un retomar 
el tema de la sabiduría universal de las Regulae, así como la derivaciön 
que allí se efectuaba a la mathesis universalis. Para Izquierdo la 
construcción de la ciencia general, como medio de alcanzar esa visión 
unificada del saber, la sabiduría, no sólo era posible, a estas alturas de 
1659, sino que metodológicamente viable. El método que hará posible la 


volumen y página, y en algunos casos a continuación, además, línea o nümero, y cuando 
corresponda la traducción será mía. 
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scientia universalis, scientia de scientia o Encyclopaedia, que dirà 
Izquierdo, sera el ars universalis sciendi (el arte general del saber)?®. 

El Pharus, al igual que el Discurso del método, se halla dividido en 
seis partes o tratados?”, que contienen la exposición del proyecto alternativo 
que Izquierdo ofrece a Descartes. Sin embargo, el nácleo programático de 
este discurso alternativo se halla en el Praefatio ad lectorem del Pharus, en 
donde, «operis institutum, ratio, ac methodus, eximiaque utilitas 
exhibentur». Pero, también, se presiente desde el simbolismo, que encierra 
el título, desde los mismos afanes de revelación conseguida, que aparecían 
en Descartes, y desde la cual se presenta la obra. 

La dedicatoria del Pharus retomará el simbolismo, que encerraba el 
título, para ofrecerlo como «Faro a los navegantes en el mar de las 
ciencias». Frente a la duda, frente a la inseguridad del caminante?$, 
Izquierdo ofrecía para conducir a la búsqueda de una roca viva?, para 
iluminar la caverna“, una luz segura, un faro firme, surgido no «desde 
propios principios», sino fundado sobre Aristóteles, y construido «segün el 
método científico». 

El Praefatio del Pharus, también, al igual que el Discurso del método, 
se halla dividido en seis partes. Las cinco primeras contienen los supuestos 
(suppositiones) básicos sobre los cuales fundamentar el ars universalis 
sciendi y hacer posible la Encyclopaedia o scientia de scientia. Y la sexta 
parte, la exposición del método seguido, partes de la obra, así como de los 
beneficios y utilidades, que se derivan de esta Encyclopaedia y del ars 
universalis sciendi, que es ars mirabilis para Izquierdo*2, y que tantos ecos 


36 PS, II, disp. 23, pp. 277-80. 

37 PS, I, «Index Tractatuum»: Tractatus I: De origine et natura intellectionis 
humanae. Tractatus II: De accidentibus intellectionis humanae. Tractatus III: De obiecto 
intellectionis humanae. Tractatus IV: De Termino, Propositione, atque Argumentatione. 
Deque eorum speciebus, quae sunt veluti materia, ex qua omnis scientia coalescit. 
Tractatus V: De scientia humana, de obiectoque per ipsam scibili in universum. Tractatus 
VI: De Instrumentis, Regulisque sciendi, atque adeo de Arte mirabili quamlibet scientiam 
compendiaria via ad discendi, tractandi, docendi, ac sine fine propagandi. Tum de re quavis 
pariter sine fine discendi, seu disserendi. 

38 Discours de la méthode, AT, VI, p 28, 2-24; p. 31, 1-5. 

39 AT, VI, p. 29, 5-6. 

4 AT, VI, p. 71, 2-11. 

41 «Aristotelis organum iam pene labens restituitur, illustratur, augetur, atque a 
defectibus absolvitur», y construido con «scientifica methodo», Título del Pharus. 

42 PS, disp. 23, p. 278, 6. 
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suscita esta expresiön con respecto al inventum mirabile o la mirabilis 
scientia de Descartes“. 

Izquierdo, siguiendo el pronunciamiento de Descartes en la sexta 
parte del Discurso del método, y en menor medida en la regla XII de las 
Regulae^ acerca del uso, sentido y alcance de las suposiciones o 
supuestos, asumirá este mismo proceder metodológico en las cinco 
primeras partes el Praefatio del Pharus. Sin embargo, frente a esa 
similitud estructural en cuanto al nümero de partes y proceder desde 
supuestos, las diferencias en cuanto a su pretensión y contenido son 
radicalmente distintas. 


5. La Enciclopedia. 
a) Posibilidad y fundamentación. 


Veámoslo tal como lo planteará y desarrollará Izquierdo frente a 
Descartes, siguiendo los diversos supuestos del Pharus. 

Frente a la primera parte del Discurso del método, en la cual aparece 
Descartes como caminante, que va de un lado para otro, sefialando y 
describiendo la arquitectura del saber derruida y guiado por el deseo de 
hallar una nueva ordenación y fundamentación del saber, frente a esta 
situación de angustia e inseguridad, Izquierdo presenta, como supuesto 
primero, un principio de unificación desde el cual ordenar seguramente 
todas las ciencias. Todas las ciencias, segün este supuesto, se pueden 
reducir o bien a la física o bien a la metafísica%, 

La física fundará sus principios en la experiencia, ya que su objeto es 
el ente existente en acto, y la metafísica en el entendimiento humano, ya 
que su objeto es el ente, tanto imposible como posible, prescindiendo de 
la existencia. 

Esta división y ordenación de la ciencia descansa en la concepción de 
esencia y existencia*®, y de los estados del ente“, que ofrece Izquierdo. 
Dos estados fundamentales destaca: el primero, el estado de existencia o 


5  Olympica, AT, X, pp. 179-81. 

4 AT, VI, p. 75, 5-10 y 22-30; AT, X, p. 412, 3-13. 
45 PS I, Praefatio, p. 1 sin numerar. 

# PS, I, disp. 9, pp. 189-191, 1-15. 

41 PS, I, disp. 10, pp. 220-69. 
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de actualidad de las cosas, y que es definido como «aquel modo de ser de 
las cosas que tienen mientras actualmente existen con existencia real»%8; y 
el segundo, el estado de esencia o de quididad de las cosas, o quiditativo 
u objetivo, siendo definido como «aquel modo en el cual se piensa que son 
las verdades quiditativas objetivas, y que corresponden a todas las cosas, 
aun a las no existentes, de ahí que estas verdades sean llamadas, también, 
eternas e incorruptibles»*º. 

Esta primera suposición implicaba, por tanto, no sólo una ordenación 
del saber frente a Descartes, sino una vía distinta, una separación y 
afirmación de los distintos ámbitos de la realidad, el de la física. y el de la 
metafísica, y de los, también distintos, de la teologia y filosofia. Y 
conllevaba, además, el invalidar la fundamentación que Descartes desde la 
recurrencia a Dios, a través del argumento ontológico, había hecho del yo, 
en esa como fusión de planos de la realidad. 

La segunda y tercera suposición del Pharus van a plantear de modo 
global y radical, frente a la segunda, tercera y cuarta parte del Discurso del 
método, la distinta fundamentación última que ambos autores harán del 
saber y de la ciencia. Si para Descartes era je pense, donc je suis, para 
Izquierdo será la universalidad, las verdades universalisimas que el 
entendimiento elabora con el concurso de la memoria, imaginación y 
sentidos, tanto externos como internos. Aquí quedan sefialadas, también, 
las bases del distinto modelo epistemológico que Descartes e Izquierdo 
propugnaban. Descartes derivando hacia el hipotético deductivo, e 
Izquierdo defendiendo el inductivo deductivo, desde la reelaboración que 
hace de esta tradición, revisando, sobre todo, a Aristóteles y a Francisco 
Bacon“. 

La ciencia sólo será posible construirla fiablemente, como apunta 
Izquierdo en la tercera suposición, desde el máximo grado de 
universalidad, y ésta nos viene a través de los conceptos de segunda 
intención. 

Y frente al rechazo que Descartes hacía de la lógica, Izquierdo va a 
proponer una logica integra, como ayuda perfectiva del intelecto y 
directiva del conocimiento, que comprende un ars memorandi, perfectiva 


48 PS, I, disp. 10, p. 220, 3. 
4 PS, disp. 10, p. 221, 6. 
50 PS, II, disp. 23, pp. 280-281, 18-26; disp. 23, pp. 289-291, 6-71. 
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de la memoria, un ars imaginandi, perfectiva de la fantasia, y un ars 
experiendi, perfectiva de los sentidos externos?!. 

Asi desde esta visiön integradora, Izquierdo pensaba realizar esa 
unificaciön de la fragmentaciön de las ciencias y de los saberes, mediante 
la universalidad a través de la lögica, ya que «las proposiciones de que se 
compone la ciencia humana en toda materia, dirä Izquierdo, son como los 
pequefios fragmentos de una vasija de barro caida de lo alto y rota, 
dispersos sin orden por el suelo. Porque de la misma manera que Si se 
quiere rehacer y recomponer esta vasija reponiendo y juntando sus 
fragmentos cada uno en su lugar..., asi también, si se quiere construir las 
ciencias humanas artificiosamente, hermosamente como vaso de honor, 
esto en verdad no se lograrä sino tomando sucesivamente del anchisimo 
campo de los objetos cognoscibles las proposiciones dispersas»??. Y así se 
podría, luego, posibilitar el camino hacia la verdadera Sabiduría. 


b) El arte general del saber. 


Desde esta perspectiva surgen, ahora, los supuestos cuarto y quinto 
del Praefatio del Pharus. 

Frente a aquella tarea inacabada de las Regulae y frente al punto de 
llegada y derivaciones del Discurso del método, Izquierdo, retomará el tema 
de la ciencia general de la Regulae, indicando como aquel proyecto no sólo 
era posible en su nivel de aspiración sino, también, en el de su realización 
mediante el ars universalis sciendi, y como en el tiempo se había intentado, 
aunque afirmando que su intento era superior a todos ellos53. La 
Enciclopedia era posible y él la había logrado realizar en el tiempo. 

La scientia universalis de las Regulae™ se podía construir a través del 
ars universalis sciendi como medio, también, de llegar al ars inveniendi 
medium, y era posible desde una integración de elementos importantes que 


51 PS, I, Praefatio, p. 4 sin numerar. PS, II, Tractatus IV, pp.103-238. Con esto, 
además, subsanaba esa desvalorización, que aparecía en Descartes, en cuanto a los 
sentidos, imaginación y memoria, y esa ausencia en cuanto a la necesidad de la lógica para 
la construcción de la ciencia, cfr. Discours de la méthode, AY, VI, p. 20, 37-40. 

32 PS; II, disp. 24, p. 357, 156. 

3 PS, II, disp. 23, pp. 280-291. PS, II, disp. 23, p. 291, 71: «Tametsi ab eis non 
tamen perspicue et exacte, quam opus est, fuerint exposita, quamque nos». À estos autores 
y tradiciones ya nos referimos anteriormente. 

5* Regulae, IV, AT, X, p. 378, $ 4-11. 
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Descartes, o bien habia marginado, como era el caso de la lögica, o bien 
no habia sabido aplicar, como ocurria con la matemätica, en su vertiente 
combinatoria, al cälculo lögico. 

Asi pues, el arte general del saber se presentaba como «aquella 
facultad, en la cual instruido cualquier entendimiento humano, se puede 
ayudar a comparar, tratar, aumentar y transmitir todo género de ciencia, de 
tal manera que con ella se puede conseguir absolutamente o mucho mäs 
facil, cierto y brevemente, lo que sin ella, o absolutamente no conseguiria, 
o bien si lo hiciera seria, sin embargo, mucho mas dificil y tardiamente, o 
tal vez fortuitamente»55, y que, ahora, nos daba como resultado alcanzado 
la ciencia general o Enciclopedia. 

- Sus ventajas tienen un amplio eco con las similitudes que Descartes 
señala del método científico en las Regulae*6. 

Los elementos que fundamentaban el ars universalis sciendi eran, 
entre otros, la consideración que Izquierdo hacía de la función 
comparativa del entendimiento, la teoría de las relaciones, oposición, 
equivalencia, deducción y orden, muchos de cuyos componentes ya los 
había tratado Descartes en las Regulae y el Discurso del métodos”, así 
como la lógica, lógica simbólica y la combinatoria*?. 

De esta forma, el arte general del saber ofrecería al entendimiento la 
posibilidad segura, breve y rápida, como caudal organizado y elaborado de 
información, de emitir juicios para llegar a alcanzar una visión clara y 
distinta de todo lo escible, de construir la nueva Enciclopedia o ciencia de 
la ciencia, y para desde ahí, como exigencia de la propia razón, poder 
remontarnos, en segunda navegación, a la Sabiduria. 


55 PS, II, disp. 23, p. 277, 3. Cfr. mi estudio La lógica como fundamentación, pp. 
225-59. 

56 Regulae, VIII, AT, X, p. 397, 4-26. 

57 Regulae, I-XIII, AT, X, pp. 359-438. Discours de la méthode, AT, VI, pp. 19-20. 
PS, II, p. 280, 16. 

58 Lo que apuntaba Descartes en el Discours de la méthode: «Mais que, pour les 
retenir, ou les comprendre plusiers ensemble, il falloit que je les explicasse par quelques 
chiffres, les plus courts qu' il seroit possibile», AT, VI, p. 20, 18-21, y que aparecía puesto 
en práctica en La Geometrie, AT, VI, p. 371, será efectuado, también, por Izquierdo a través 
de la simbolización y el cálculo que introducía en la lógica desde la combinatoria, cfr. PS, 
II, Tractatus IV y PS, II, disp. 29, pp. 319-358: «Disputatio XXIX, De Combinatione». 
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c) De la Enciclopedia a Dios. 


El sexto supuesto que Izquierdo propone en el Praefatio del Pharus 
hace referencia a la metodologia empleada en su elaboraciön, ésta tiene 
una intima vinculaciön con Descartes. Izquierdo asume la metodologia 
cartesiana, el more geometrico et mathematico®, no para guiarnos hacia 
donde Descartes nos habia conducido, sino hacia donde Izquierdo 
fiablemente nos dirigia mediante el arte general del saber, a la ciencia 
general, a la ciencia de la ciencia o Enciclopedia; esto es, a conocer todo 
junto, comprender intuitivamente, en un golpe de vista, todo lo escible en 
la belleza de su hermosa ordenaciön y máxima universalidad, para desde 
ahi remontamos hacia la plena Sabiduria, continuar la navegaciön, iniciar 
la segunda navegaciön, pasar del Pharus al Opus Theologicum, arribar a 
Dios. El Pharus era la puerta que nos abria la Verdad plena. Se nos ofrecia 
la posibilidad de dejar de ser näufragos en el mar de las ciencias, de dejar 
de estar atados a la empeiria y de poder remontarnos sobre ella. Era el logro 
y el beneficio que como recompensa la razön de sus esfuerzos recibia. 


6. Conclusion. 


Ya hemos visto a donde nos ha conducido la Enciclopedia de 
Izquierdo. Apura la primera navegaciön para llevarnos a ese punto focal en 
el cual estäbamos en condiciones de ver en un golpe de vista todo lo 
escible, cuncta scibilia, y poder preguntarnos por su sentido, ¿a dónde nos 
podían remitir o conducir los saberes? 

La repuesta era presentada en el Opus Theologicum. Era la solución 
cristiano creyente desde la escolástica renovada del Barroco. La 
enciclopedia posibilitaba, desde los esfuerzos y riesgos de la propia razón, 
una segunda navegación, conciliando así la razón y la revelación cristiana, 
apostando, en definitiva por una Europa configurada como cristiandad y 
espacio creyente. Pero, ;no habría que dar un paso más, apurar las 
consecuencias de la paz de Westfalia, de la Europa de las iglesias y de las 
razones plurales? ;No debería ser efectuada, en todo caso, esa segunda 
navegación «a remo desnudo» desde los riesgos de la razón, desde la 
concordia de las razones? 


59 PS, I, Praefatio, p. 5 sin numerar Esta misma metodología será la que 
propugnará en el OT, Praefatio, I, pp. 4-5 sin numerar. 
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II.- PARTE SEGUNDA. EL PHARUS SOBRE HOMBROS DE GIGANTES: 
Los CONIMBRICENSES. 


Veamos, ahora, cómo ha elaborado Sebastián Izquierdo su 
Enciclopedia y cómo ha sabido espigar sus materiales. 

Muchas eran las tareas que Izquierdo había asumido; neutralizar el 
escepticismo, responder a Descartes, alertar de sus posibles peligros y 
reorientar su filosofía, y había, también, que mostrar las insuficiencias 
netas de la dirección que estaba imprimiendo a la filosofía Hobbes, tal 
como abiertamente aparece en el Opus Theologicum, y ofrecer una nueva 
filosofía que fiablemente nos condujera a la Sabiduría. Tenía, por ello, que 
fundamentar sólidamente su filosofía, dotándola de una segura base 
epistemológica (serán los Tratados I-II), metafísica (Tratado IN), lógica 
(Tratado IV), para poder derivar luego desde la ciencia a la construcción 
de su Enciclopedia (Tratados V-VI). 

El Pharus se halla dividido en Tratados, y éstos en disputaciones, que 
a su vez se dividen en cuestiones, y éstas en proposiciones, hipótesis, 
proposiciones evidentes y corolarios. Seis tratados y treinta y tres 
disputaciones distribuyen el Pharus de la manera siguiente: 

- El Tratado I, versará sobre el origen y naturaleza de la intelección 
humana, y se halla dividido en dos disputaciones: la primera, sobre el origen de 
la intelección humana, y la segunda acerca de la naturaleza de la intelecciön®. 

- El Tratado II, lo hace sobre los accidentes de la intelección humana, con 
disputaciones acerca de la verdad y falsedad, evidencia y oscuridad, certeza, 
probabilidad de la intelección, y relación entre intelección y voluntad®!. 

- El tratado UI, lo dedica al estudio del objeto de la intelección 
humana, con disputaciones que versan sobre el ente, esencia y existencia, 
estados del ente, posibilidad, imposibilidad y contingencia, ente de razón, 
identidad y distinción de los entes, conexión, orden, semejanza y 
desemejanza, unidad, y multitud . 

- El Tratado IV, estudia el término, proposición y argumentación, que 
son como la materia de la cual se halla formada toda ciencia®. 

- El Tratado V, versa sobre la ciencia humana y del objeto, a través de 


60 PS, I, disp. 1-2, pp. 1-109. 

61 PS, I, disp. 3-7, pp. 110-166. 

6&2 PS, I, disp. 8-14, pp. 167-410; PS, II, disp. 15-17, pp. 1-102. 
63 PS, II, disp. 18-21, pp. 103-237. 
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ella misma, escible en general, con dos disputaciones, una sobre la 
naturaleza y objeto de la ciencia, y otra, sobre los accidentes de ésta%. 

- El Tratado VI, se centra en la Enciclopedia y en el arte general del 
saber, asi como en los instrumentos y reglas de este arte para llegar a 
aprender, tratar, ensefiar y sin fin propagar toda ciencia en ese afän de 
alcanzar la Sabiduria. Las disputaciones exponen los distintos 
instrumentos y reglas del arte general del saber de las cuales se compone 
este nuevo método: observación, composición, división, definición, 
disposición (locación), combinación, argumentación, analogía (traslación), 
arte de la memoria (memoración) y tradiciön®. 

Los autores y citas que efectuará en los distintos Tratados y 
disputaciones serán los siguientes: 


Tract. Disputatio Título Disputatio del Pharus 
Scientiarum (1659 


Poi f 7 | Del origendela inteleccién [ | 
[d | intelecci KH 
ESE 245 "1 


I I 
| u De la naturaleza de la intelecciön 


LL Loy Delacerteza — 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 

| | VW De la probabilidad e improbabilidad 
[o . VH ^ |Delavoluntadeintelección | aA | a 
[| i] | Vir |[Objetodelaintelección | 70 — | 1201 
LE  |Eote\esenciayexistenia — — | — mo 1 a | 
(| X — Estadosdelente —  — | — 19 To 25 | 


|__| Xt [Posibilidad imposibilidad — | 5 | 497 | 
[o | Xn [Deleenesderzóu — | 30 | — 70 | 
[| Xm | ldentidad y distinción TT 
Lo | — Xv | Conexiôn y oposición | 7 | 25 | 
[. | XV | Orden u ordenaciôn de los entes | ii | # __ | 
| | XVI | Semejanza, desemejanza igualdad | 
[XV | Unidad y multitud de los entes | TTS 
[. | Xx  |Laproposiciéo a 
| | x [Laargumentación ER 0| | | 
LX | xx | Naturalezadelaciencia PG 
|| Xx] "| De los accidentes de las ciencias | 36 [ _7% | 
lp xxv Observacién EE ^ | 
LL Xxv [Composición | A "1 
| Xavi [División — 0 |] EE] 

| Ort = | 

2 


| Xxxr | Analogia | 
2 
i | Total | 507 1901 


ES 
RIS 


ERA 
i 
ici E 
XXIX 
[ xxx — | Argumentación (la misma disp. XX) | | 
í ri 
i aaa 


S 


& PS, IL disp. 21, pp. 239-276. 
e PS, II, disp. 277-372. 


180 JOSE LUIS FUERTES HERREROS 


El Cursus Conimbricensis serä recogido en los siguientes Tratados y 
disputaciones del Pharus, tratando Izquierdo de fijar una doctrina segura 
tanto en el campo de la epistemologia, de la metafisica, lögica y ciencia: 


Pharus Scientiarum (1659): tractatus et disputationes 
Commentarii Collegii | Tract. I| Tract.Il Tract. III Tract. IV Tract. V [Tract. VI Total 


Conimbricensis... - 
lc EEE pa] cour a 


(__indeAnima__|22 2] | 


MTA 
| inPysicorum | |1 
ia Dialecticon f 
EE 750 O GV O r 


Commentarii Collegii Conimbricensis... | Pharus Scientiarum (1659): 


in de Anima: EE 
Libros 
=" 
= 


Commentarii Collegii Conimbricensis... Pharus Scientiarum (1659): 
in de Generatione et Corruptione: 
Libros 


Commentarii Collegii 
Conimbricensis... in Physicorun 
Libros 


Commentarii Collegii Conimbricensis... 

in Universam Dialecticam: 
Libros 
|- Proemium in Universam Dialectiam | [ J 14 T CT 
hh | | | 
| 14]. L. T | 4 
GE 
|-AnalyticaPriora E | |] _  ] t1] | T 1 j| 
|- Sophistici Elenchi TI | | 1 III SA 


Izquierdo basándose en el Cursus, y en lo más selecto de la escuela 
jesuítica, quería fijar una doctrina segura tanto en el campo de la 
epistemología, de la metafísica, lógica y ciencia. 
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1. Epistemología: Tratado I-II. 


Había que acometer toda una segura y rigurosa fundamentación 
epistemolögica, si se quería dar respuesta a las inquietantes direcciones 
filosóficas que estaban surgiendo, y que, en definitiva, acababan derivando a 
poner en peligro el dogma y la verdad. El clarificar la naturaleza, el alcance 
y los límites del entendimiento y del conocer era el tema estrella para 
Izquierdo. Era la llave maestra para poder adentrarse en cualquier otra 
problemática. Sin una clarificación adecuada, no cabía ni primera ni segunda 
navegación, no cabía ni la filosofía. De ahí la importancia que le asigna. 


a) Aproximación al entendimiento. 


El Tratado I, como ya he sefialado versa sobre el origen naturaleza de 
la intelección humana y se halla dividido en dos disputaciones. En ellas, 
Izquierdo, hace una primera aproximación al entendimiento, siguiendo los 
planteamientos que eran reconocidos en la escolástica de este momento, 
fijándose sobretodo en las doctrinas que provenían de la propia Compafiía 
de Jesás: Suárez, Arriaga, Rubio, Oviedo, Pedro Hurtado de Mendoza, 
Vázquez, Toledo y el Cursus Conimbricensis, no faltando Aristóteles y 
Santo Tomás, que servían de guía en la unidad de doctrina. 

En la primera disputatio, sobre el origen de la intelección humana, 
merecerá 25 citas del Cursus Conimbricensis, en concreto, 22 serán de in 
de Anima, y 2 de in de Generatione et Corruptione. Y la segunda, que está 
dedicada a la naturaleza de la intelección, recogerá 3 citas de los 
Conimbricenses, 2 serán in de Anima, y 1 in Physicorum. 

El entendimiento humano para Izquierdo será una potencia del alma 
racional y la intelección un acto de dicha potencia. A] tratar de dar una 
definición del primero, dirá: «humanum intellectum appello eam hominis 
facultatem, quae intelligendi et ratiocinandi principium est»; y la 
intelección, por tanto, será «ipsa operatio, sive actus intelligendi», 
siguiendo de esta manera el comün sentir de la tradición aristotélico 
escolástica y dando como incuestionable la espiritualidad del alma, tal 
como aparecía en el Cursus$?. 


66 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 1,1. 

67 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 1, 2. CA, IL cap. 1, q. 1, a. 6, p. 41-43: «Quod anima intellectiva 
sit spiritualis substancia, non tamen particulariter divinae mentis». Recuérdese que en la 
nota 18 aparecen las abreviaturas y ediciones que estoy empleando para las distintas obras 
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Esta facultad, el entendimiento, que se da al hombre y que Izquierdo 
al igual que los Conimbricenses comienza a examinar, es una potencia 
activa que concurre a la intelecciön lo mismo que lo hacen otras potencias, 
tanto cognoscitivas como apetitivasó8, 


Sobre si esta potencia intelectiva se distinguia realmente o no del 
alma, Izquierdo parece inclinarse, distanciändose de los Conimbricenses, 
por el sentir de los nominales, con Scoto, Pedro Hurtado, Arriaga, Oviedo, 
Francisco Alfonso (Alonso de Malpartida) y algunos modernos que 
ensefian que ninguna potencia vital es sobreafiadida a la sustancia, sino 
que realmente es indistinta de la sustancia. «Non sunt multiplicandae de 
facto entitates sine necessitate». 


b) El proceso intelectivo. 


Izquierdo tratarä de examinar el proceso intelectivo preguntändose, 
«¿per quid iuvetur intellectus ad producendam intellectionem»”. Y dará 
como verdadero, remitiendo a los Conimbricenses, que el entendimiento 
efectivamente concurre a la intelecciön, y que hay que pensar que junto a 
éste se unen otras potencias creadas, tanto cognoscitivas como apetitivas?!. 
Sobre si el entendimiento se ayuda para entender por algün sentido, o lo 
hace inmediatamente a través del mismo acto o especie expresa de nuestro 
sentido corporal interno o fantasma, también remite a los Conimbri- 
censes?2, Por eso, la labor de los sentidos externos e internos será 
fundamental para la determinación de la especie impresa, aunque por sí 


del Cursus Conimbricensis, que citará Izquierdo: CP, in Physicorum; CG, in de 
Generatione; CA, in de Anima; CD, in Dialecticam. 

68 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 2, 5. CA, II, cap. 6, q. 1, p. 136-40: «Sit ne sensus potentia 
passiva tantum, an etiam activa». 

69 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 2, 3: «Si la potencia intelectiva se distingue o no del alma, está 
planteada la controversia. Es afirmado comúnmente por los tomistas a los cuales siguen los 
Conimbricenses», CA, II, cap. 3, q. 4, pp. 114-18: «Utrum ne animae opu: re ipsa ab 
ea differant, an non». 

70 PS, I, disp.1, p. 1. 

n PS, I, disp. 1, p. 3, 9. CA, III, cap. 5, q. 3, a. 1, pp. 331-33: q. 3. «Utrum 
necessario dandae sint in nostro intellectu species intelligibiles, an non»; art. 1: «Variae 
philosophorum sententiae». 

72 Ibidem. CA, III, cap. 5, q. 3: «Utrum necessario dandae sint in nostro intellectu 
species intelligibiles, an non». 
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misma no bastará para la producción de la intelección??, remitiendo en 
todo este punto a los Conimbricenses como luego veremos. 


Izquierdo se apartarä totalmente de Platön y Avicena, rechazando la 
congenitalidad de las especies con el entendimiento o su infusiön por parte 
de Dios, y dejarä asi abierto para un posterior y amplio estudio sobre los 
sentidos, desde el supuesto de que todo lo que conoce el entendimiento lo 
conoce por las especies adquiridas mediante el servicio de los sentidos”*. 
Pero necesitando ser convertida Ja especie impresa en inteligible por el 
entendimiento?5. | 

Resumiendo lo dicho hasta aquf. El entendimiento es espiritual y en 
él no hay nada, es potencialidad. ; Cémo una potencia espiritual instalada 
en un ser corporal llega a conocer? ; Cómo elaboramos los conceptos 
universales? Nos servimos de los sentidos externos e internos que 
transforman las sensaciones para posibilitar el concurso de la potencia 
espiritual. 


c) Funciön de los sentidos. 


La cuestiön segunda la va a dedicar Izquierdo a estudiar las especies 
de los objetos y de qué modo a través de nuestros sentidos se llega a la 
intelecciön; y tal como habfa hecho Descartes, convenia centrarse, en 
primer lugar, en los sentidos externos y, luego, en los internos?6. Este es 
uno de los temas donde aparece más claramente ese necesario 
hermanamiento entre ciencia y filosofía para poder elaborar la mejor 
teoría, en nuestro caso acerca del conocer. Había que asentar la seguridad 
del camino que se iba a seguir. 

De las 34 hipótesis que propone para estudiar este tema, respondiendo 
al interrogante, «; Quorumnam obiectorum species, et quonam modo per 
sensus nostros deriventur ad intellectum?»77, 17 las dedica al estudio 
particular de los sentido externos, 6 al estudio general de dichos sentidos y 
11 al estudio del sentido interno. De los sentidos externos, el más estudiado, 


3 P 
4 P 
5 P 
76 P 
n P 
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por su maxima actualidad, es el de la vista, al que dedica ocho hipétesis?8, 
siguiéndole el del tacto con tres, y con dos el olfato, el gusto y el oido. 


1. Los sentidos externos. 

En su estudio, el punto de partida, teniendo delante la doctrina de los 
Conimbricenses, sera experimental, sometiendo a prueba tanto las 
doctrinas médicas de Galeno y Avicena como las filosöficas que exponian 
Antonio Rubio, Oviedo, Arriaga, Toledo y Francisco Aquilón??, como el 
único medio de poder filosofars0. 

La exposición de los sentidos externos la apoyará en las nuevas 
corrientes y en el nuevo hacer médico, que se había iniciado: Francisco 
Vallés, Realdo Colombo, Juan Valverde de Hanusco, Juan Fernel, Andrés 
Vesalio y Francisco Aquilón. Su estudio se centrará en dos aspectos 
principales, en la descripción de la estructura del órgano, y en el objeto 
propio de cada sentido. 

Cada sentido tendrá su objeto propio (o sensible propio) y su especie 
impresa correspondiente, pero dándose ésta en los objetos comunes (o 
sensibles comunes), ya que vienen como ayudar a los sensibles propios y 
a contribuir a la producción de la especie impresa. Izquierdo exige la 
existencialidad y proximidad de los objetos para que pueda darse el 
sensible propio en todos los sentidos, exceptuando del oído?!. 

Con respecto al sentido de la vista, colocará la sede de la visión en la 
retina£, en la cual reside la facultad o la potencia visiva, esto suponía 
conjugar los conocimientos médicos con los matemáticos, tratando de 
resolverlo como un problema de Dióptrica y Perspectiva83. Su objeto 


8 PS, I, disp. 1, pp. 6-14, 24-76. 

79 De este jesuita y matemático, Francisco Aquilón (Aguilón), nacido en Bruselas 
en 1556 y muerto en Amberes en 1617, citará 17 veces su obra, Opticorum libri sex 
philosophis iuxta ac mathematicis utiles, Antuerpiae 1613, a la que parece seguir, aunque 
en muchos casos se aparta, pero sin dejar de tenerla presente. 

80 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 6, 24: «Pro quorum omnium intelligentia structuram, rem 
compositionem oculi humani explorare necesse est; et quidem accurate, quia ab eius exacta 
notitia, non parum dependet recta Philosophia huius sensus». 

81 PS, I, disp. 1, pp. 19-20, 103-108. 

2  PS,L disp. 1, p. 6, 24. 

33 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 10, 48: «... cum recentioribus doctissimis in re perspectiva 
censeo...». 
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propio es el color y la luz84 y remitirä a los Conimbricenses en las especies . 
intencionales sacadas del objeto y de las cuales se ayuda para ver^. 

Con respecto al ofdo, la potencia auditiva residirä en el timpano, al 
igual como la visiön tiene su sede en la tünica de la retina, siguiendo en 
esto a los Conimbricenses%, junto a Rubio, Suárez, Pedro Hurtado y 
Oviedo. Y su objeto propio es el sonido, remitiendo en esto también a los 
Conimbricenses?”. 

En el sentido del olfato, remitiendo de nuevo a los Conimbricenses al 
igual como lo harä con respecto al sentido del gusto y tacto, la facultad 
olfativa residirä en las protuberancias (carunculis) mamiliares y su objeto 
propio es el olor88. 

En el gusto, su sede es la lengua y el paladar, y su objeto propio es el 
saborg>, 

Y en el tacto la potencia sensitiva se halla difusa por todo el cuerpo 
del animal, no sólo en los nervios sino también en la carne y en la piel. Por 
ello a su objeto propio pertenecen muchas cualidades, como son las que 
miran a las cuatro primeras cualidades, esto es, al calor, al frío, a la 
humedad y a la sequedad, como se puede ver en Rubio, Suárez y los 
Conimbricenses?0, 


2. Fiabilidad de los sentidos externos. 

En este punto, de honda preocupación desde la perspectiva de la 
epistemología y del método, Izquierdo también remitirá a los 
Conimbricenses, en los dos aspectos que quiero destacar. Los sentidos 


8 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 7, 30. 

85 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 8, 36. CA, II, cap. 6, q 2, p. 140-48: «Utrum species aliquae 
sensibus ad operationem obuendas imprimantur». 

36 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 15, 78. CA, IL cap. 8, q. 4, p. 212-14: «De potentia audiendi». 

87 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 15, 79-80. CA, II, cap. 8, q. 2, a. 2, p. 206-208: q. 2: «Quodnam 
soni subiectum sit, quod medium"; art. 2.: «Quo pacto sonus, eiusve species ad auditum 
traliciantur». 

88 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 16, 82. CA, II, cap. 9, q. 4, pp. 229-35: «Quodnam sit organus 
olfactus». PS, I, disp. 1, p.16, 84. CA, II, cap. 9, q. 1, pp. 218-20: «Sit ne odor exhalatio 
corporis odorati, an non». 

82 PS, I, disp. 1, p.17, 87-88. CA, II, cap. 10: «Gustatus natura eius obiectum, 
species, medium et instrumentum». 

2 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 1, 17, 91. CA, II, cap. 11, q. 1, pp. 252-56: «Quodnam sit tactus 
organum, quod medium». PS, I, disp. 1, p. 18, 97. CA, IL cap. 11, q. 3, pp. 260-64: «Utrum 
sensibile positum supra sensum sentiatur». 
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externos alguna vez se engafian, no siempre?!, pero no en sensible propio, 
donde cree que es imposible que se dé, sino en el sensible común”. . 


3. El sentido interno. 

En el tratamiento que Izquierdo harä del sentido interno se apoyarä en 
los Conimbricenses. Presentarä dicho sentido interno como material o 
corpóreo, participando de él los animales, y teniendo como notas 
caracteristicas: su materialidad o corporeidad, el que es una entidad 
distinta del entendimiento, es una ünica potencia con muchas y diversas 
funciones?? y no participa del conocimiento reflejo’. 

Este sentido viene como a regular y conocer los diversos ministerios 
de los sentidos. Será como una potencia integradora de todos los haces 
sensibles, que nos van llegando tanto en estado de vigilia como de reposo. 
Los transformará y mezclará a través de la imaginación, los valorará 
mediante la estimativa, y los retendrá mediante la memoria en sus dos 
vertientes, cogitativa y reminiscente?5. 

Cada una de estas funciones será tratada ampliamente de cara al modo 
como el sentido interno percibe los sensibles comunes. Imaginación, 
fantasía y memoria las verá mutuamente relacionadas, haciendo notar que 
la memoria cae bajo el dominio de la voluntad y de esta forma este 
dominio alcanza a la fantasía?6. 

La sede del sentido interno es puesta en el cerebro”, siguiendo la 
tradición galena. Ahora bien en cuanto a su ubicación exacta las opiniones 
se dividían entre la de Galeno y la de los introductores del pensamiento 
médico moderno: Realdo Colombo, Vesalio y Fernel. Izquierdo se 


21 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 22, 118. CA, II, cap. 6, q. 6, pp. 159-162: «Utrum ne in sensu 
circa propium sensibile error accidat, an non». 

32 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 22, 121. CA, ut supra. 

23 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 25, 134-35. CA, III, cap. 3, q. 1, pp. 299-309: «An internorum 
numerus recte a philosophis constituatur». 

9^ PS, I, disp. 1, p. 29,155. 

25 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 25, 134. 

% PS, I, disp. 1, pp. 30-34, 160-180. 

9! PS, I, disp. 1, p. 26, 137: «Sensus internus in interiori parte in medulla cerebri 
videtur residere, in ea videlicet frontis portione quae supra oculos est... Primum enim sensum 
internum habere sedem in cerebro communis, et constans Medicorum sententia est contra 
Arist. ponentem illum in corde». CA, II, q. 1, a. 4, pp. 306-08: «De sede internorum 
sensuum». 
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inclinará por pensar, siguiendo a los Conimbricenses, que reside en la 
parte de la médula que está en la frente, sobre los ojos%. 

La relaciön entre el sentido interno y los externos serä muy estrecha, 
casi se podría decir que se da una vinculación según la sentencia común, 
tal como lo exponen los Conimbricenses%. Uno y otro se necesitan, pues 
las especies del interno tienen su origen en los externos, y en aquél son 
elaboradas. Sin embargo, Izquierdo procura no identificarlas y hace una 
clara separaciön!®. E] engaño también se podrá dar en el sentido interno 
en cuanto concibe el objeto, «ya que ni discurre ni juzga», pero no se dará 
en el conocimiento que es donde acontece el juicio!0!, 


d) Funciones de] entendimiento. 


Anteriormente habiamos dejado unos interrogantes a los que 
dariamos respuesta. Alli apuntabamos la via de un proceso que hemos ido 
descubriendo: nos servimos de los sentidos externos y del interno, los 
cuales transforman las sensaciones para posibilitar el concurso de la 
potencia espiritual. Ahora nos queda sefialar cömo se da ese concurso, qué 
toma una y otra parte, y qué funciones descubrimos en el entendimiento. 

Sebastian Izquierdo, en contra de los Conimbricenses, presenta el 
entendimiento como una potencia con dos funciones: entendimiento agente 
y entendimiento posible o pasible (pasivo)!®. El entendimiento agente 
quita la corporeidad y materialidad del fantasma!03, da la especie espiritual 


98. PS, I, disp. 1, p. 26, 139. CA, III, q.1, a. 4, pp. 306-08. Descartes, al determinar 
el lugar de encuentro entre el cuerpo y el alma, lo había puesto en la glándula pineal 
(conarion). Izquierdo apuntará: «Nec defuerunt, qui in spiritibus animalibus illum (sensum 
internum) collocarent, sed hi communiter reiiciuntur», PS, I, disp. 1, p. 26, 138. 

22 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 30, 158. CA, ut supra. 

10 PS, I, disp. 1, pp. 26-27, 140-146. 

101 PS, I, disp. 1, pp. 34-36, 181-190. 

1 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 38, 199: «Iam vero, num intellectus agens et possibilis sint duae 
potentiae distinctae, vel una, et eadem, sub controversia est. Esse duas videtur docet S. Th. 
Caiet. Bann. cum aliis Thomistis. Tolet. Conimb. Rub. Soar. Ovied.». CA, III, cap. 5, q. 1, 
pp. 320-326: «Utrum in anima bumana detur intellectus agens an non»; aunque tanto para 
Izquierdo como para los Conimbricenses el entendimiento es una potericia intrínseca 
espiritual del alma, PS, I, p. 37, 197. CA, III cap. 5, q. 2, pp. 326-331: «Quae sint 
intellectus agentis munia». 

10 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 41, 209-10. Phantasma = obiectum phantasiae; Phantasia = 
sensus internus. «Phantasma obiectum quoddam esse non actum imaginationis, sive 
phantasiae». PS, I, disp. 1, p. 37, 196: «Ad phantasiam... appellabo semper sensum 
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e inteligible. El fantasma para Izquierdo, lo mismo que para Suárez! y 
para los Conimbricenses!0, y apartändose de Scoto, concurre 
efectivamente como un instrumento del entendimiento agente para 
producir la especie inteligible!06. Y necesitará del fantasma, ya que el 
entendimiento, al ser una potencia receptivo transformadora, necesita de 
los datos que nos llegan de los objetos, pero bajo las condiciones ya 
apuntadas. Cuando entendemos es producida cierta cualidad por nuestro 
entendimiento, que por su naturaleza expresa, es una representación 
formal del objeto y por lo tanto una cierta imagen natural de éste, es lo que 
viene a llamar especie expresa!07. Especie expresa y verbum mentis son lo 
mismo!08, y esta última es la que posibilita posteriormente la locutio, 
especialmente la mentalis. 

Y una advertencia que hará Izquierdo, siguiendo a los 
Conimbricenses, y apartándose de Santo Tomás y de todos los tomistas y 
seguidores: «Intellectus noster pro hoc statu non potest plura ut plura 
concipere unica intellectione: Nam quidquid per unam intellectionem 
concipit unum appareat illi necesse est»!09. 


internum». Para Izquierdo, lo mismo que para Santo Tomás, Suárez, Rubio, los 
Conimbricenses, el entendimiento no puede conocer nada a no ser que opere al mismo 
tiempo con él la fantasía, PS, II, p. 45, 232. CA, III, cap. 8, q. 2, pp. 372-75: «Utrum 
intellectus patiens in homine unus specie sit, an plures». 

104 PS, I, disp. 1, pp. 38, 201-39, 202. F. Suárez, De anima, MI, D.M. André, 
Ludovicum Vivés (eds.), Paris 1856, p. 616, cap. 2, 1 (F. Suárez, Opera omnia, vol. II): 
«Species sunt quasi instrumenta quaedam». 

105 PS, I, disp. 2, p. 48, 2. CA, III, cap. 8, q. 3, a. 3, pp. 381-82: q. 3: «Utrum ne per 
intellectionem verbum producatur, an non»; a. 3: «Solvitur primum argumentum initio 
quaestionis propositum statuitur intellectionem non esse qualitatem, sed veram, 
propiamque actionem». 

106 PS, I, disp. 1, p. 39, 203. CA, III, cap. 5, q. 2, pp. 326-31: «Quae sint intellectus 
agentis munia». PS, I, disp. 1, p. 39, 204. CA, II, cap. 6, q. 2, a. 3, pp. 140-48: «Utrum 
species aliquae sensibus ad operationes obuendas imprimantur». 

10 PS, I, disp. 2, p. 48, 1. F. Suárez, De anima, UL. cap. 5, p. 631, 5: «Praeter hunc 
terminum non producitur alius per actionem cognoscendi, modaliter, aut realiter 
distinctus». 

108 PS, I, disp. 2, p. 51, 18-19. F. Suárez, De anima, III, cap. 5, pp. 632-33, 7-9: 
«Tertia conclusio. Nihil aliud producitur in intellectu quam qualitas illa, quae est 
intelligendi actus: ergo illa ipsa verbum est ... probavimus enim per actum cognoscendi non 
produci aliquid ab ipso distinctum, produci autem verbum: ergo non est aliquid distinctum 
ab actu». 

109 PS, I, disp. 2, p. 74, 131. CA, III, cap. 8, q. 6, a. 2, pp. 390-94: «Possit ne 
intellectus noster plura simul intelligere, an non». 
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e) Sobre los accidentes de la intelecciön humana. 


El Tratado II lo dedica el Pharus a estudiar los «accidentes de la 
intelecciön humana». Pertenecen a este Tratado las siguientes disputa- 
ciones: la 3, sobre la verdad y falsedad de la intelección humana!!6; 4, 
evidencia y oscuridad!!!; 5, certeza!!2; 6, probabilidad e improbabilidad de 
la intelección!13; y 7, relación entre intelección y voluntad!!*. 

De este Tratado, Izquierdo, solamente hará una cita de los 
Conimbricenses, y ésta será en la disputatio 3. También hay que notar que 
a partir de este momento y para lo que resta del Pharus las citas versarán 
sobre in Physicorum, con un total de 6, e in Dialecticam, con 20. 

En la primera cuestión de esta disputatio 3, Izquierdo se preguntará en 
qué consiste la verdad o falsedad de la cognición, esto es, de la intelección, 
y en la segunda, sobre si la verdad o falsedad formal se da en las solas 
cogniciones judicativas, o simplemente, también, en las cogniciones 
aprehensivas. Remitirá a los Conimbricenses, lo mismo que a Suárez, 
Pedro Hurtado, Arriaga, Oviedo, Fonseca, Ruiz de Montoya, para decir 
que la verdad y falsedad formal se da no sólo en los juicios, de lo cual 
nadie duda, sino también en las aprehensiones simples!!5. 


2. Metafísica: Tratado III. 


El Tratado III, lo dedica al estudio del objeto de la intelección 
humana, con disputaciones que versan, la 8, sobre el objeto de la 
intelección humana!!6; 9, sobre el ente, esencia y existencia!!7; 10, 
estados del ente!!8; 11, posibilidad, imposibilidad y contingencia!!9; 12, 
ente de raz6n!29; 13, identidad y distinción de los entes!2!; 14, 


Ho PS, I, disp. 3, pp. 110-30. 

m PS, I, disp. 4, pp. 130-44. 

u2 PS, I, disp. 5, pp. 144-47. 

113 PS, I, disp. 6, pp. 147-59. 

114 PS, I, disp. 7, pp. 159-66. 

15 PS, I, disp. 3, p. 117, 49. CD, in libros de Interpretatione, cap. 1 (de signis), q. 5, 
a. 2, pp. 63-66: a. 2: «Utrum veritas reperiatur in omnibus intellectus operationibus». 

116 PS, I, disp. 8, pp. 167-89. 

117 PS, I, disp. 9, pp. 189-220. 

118 PS, I, disp. 10, pp. 220-69. 

119 PS, I, disp. 11, pp. 269-91. 

120 PS, I, disp. 12, pp. 291-307. 

11 PS, I, disp. 13, pp. 307-92. 
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conexión!22; 15, orden!23; 16, semejanza y desemejanza!24; 17, unidad y 
multitud de los entes!25. 

En el apartado anterior hemos intentado acercamos brevemente al 
origen de la intelección humana, tratando de descubrir su naturaleza y 
estructura. Ahora, en este Tratado, del orden del conocer pasamos al del 
ser, donde se nos revela no sólo lo conocido sino los limites de nuestro 
conocimiento y el marco desde el cual contemplamos la realidad. La 
descripciön que de ella se nos presentará desde la categoria de ser, se torna 
no sélo operativa sino fundamentalmente capaz de generar el dominio 
cognoscitivo del hombre sobre la realidad mediante la ciencia. 

La opciön que Izquierdo, de cara a resolver el problema del ser, de la 
esencia y existencia, y los estados esencial, existencial y otros que 
conllevan, asi como el ente de razön, condicionarä y articularä el Pharus 
en sus planteamientos mas profundos. De ahi dimanarä la captaciön de la 
universalidad, la separaciön entre fisica y metafisica, la clarificaciön del 
objeto del entendimiento y la necesidad, en una etapa posterior, de la 
ayuda de la légica para dirigir las operaciones del entendimiento y 
posibilitar la creaciön de la Enciclopedia, de la ciencia general o arte 
general del saber. 

La citas que harä Izquierdo de los Conimbricenses serän en la 
disputatio 9, dedicada al ente, esencia y existencia, con una cita en la cual 
siguiéndolos, nos remite a los mismos!26; en la 12, de los entes de razón, 
con dos citas, remitiéndonos a ellos!?7; en la 13, de la identidad y 
distinción de los entes o de las cosas y por tanto de los objetos del intelecto 
humano, enviándonos nuevamente a ellos!28; y en la 17, de la unidad y 


12 PS, I, disp. 14, pp. 392-410. 

123 PS, II, disp. 15, pp. 1-17. 

14 PS, II, disp. 16, pp. 18-28. 

125 PS, II, disp. 17, pp. 28-102. 

126 PS, I, disp. 9, p. 193, 33: «¿Quid sit negatio entis in universum?». CP, I, cap. 9, 
q. 7, a. 1, pp. 184-87: q. 7:«Sit ne privatio ens, an non?»; a. 1.: «Quaestiones dissolutio». 

127 PS, I, disp. 12, p. 292, 2: «¿Quid sit ens rationis?». CD, in Praefat. Porphyrii, q. 
6. a. 1, pp. 150-55; q. 6: «De existentia universalitatis relativae»; a. 1: «¿Quid sit ens 
rationis et quomodo existat?». 

PS, I, disp. 12, p. 299, 52: «;Quotuplex sit ens rationis?». CD, in Praefat. Porphyrii, 
q. 2, a. 2, pp. 95-98; q. 2: «De unitate rei universalis»; a. 2: «Varia genera unitatum 
proponuntur». 

28 PS, I, disp. 13, p. 318, 86: «¿Utrum formalitates eiusdem entis sive increati, sive 
creati realiter identificatae formaliter ex natura rei sint, aut esse possint distinctae ante 
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multitud de los entes o de las cosas, y por tanto del objeto del entendimiento 
humano, con 12 citas. En esta ultima disputatio remitirä y seguirä a los 
Conimbricenses en el tratamiento que harä de los cinco predicables 
esenciales: universal, particular, genero, especie y diferencia; pero no asien 
los predicables accidentales: pasión y accidente. Se preguntará, ¿qué es el 
universal? y por su divisi6n!29; tratará de definir y delimitar el particular, 
correlativo del universal, y sus clases, tratando de clarificar qué sea el 
individuo, el singular y el particular!%, Y por último, se interrogará por el 
género, por cuántos y cudles!31; y por la especie y diferencia!32, 


omnem sui intellectionem, atque adeo independenter ab illa?». CD, in Praefat. Porphyrii, 
q. 4, art. 2, pág. 116-19; «; Utrum res fiant universales operatione intellectus, an secundum 
se tales sint?»; art. 2: «Duae Autorum sententiae de natura communi ab inferioribus 
distinctione proponuntur». 

PS, I, disp. 13, p. 327, 128: «¿Utrum in divinis formalitatibus, aut etiam in creatis 
distinctio aliqua virtualis sit admittenda?». CD, ut supra. 

29 PS, II, disp. 17, p. 33, 43. CD, in Praefat. Porhyrii, q. 8, a. 4, pp. 187-190; q. 8: 
«De particularibus, quae universali respondent»; a. 4: «Utrum quodvis particulare 
contineat naturam communem, diversam ab ea, qua est in alio». 

PS, II, disp. 17, p. 34, 45. CD, in Praefat. Porphyrii, q. 1, a. 3, pp. 85-87; q. 1: «¿Quid 
sit universale?»; a. 3: «Universalia Platonis, ut figmenta reiiciuntur?». 

PS, II, disp. 17, p. 41, 94. CD, in Praefat. Porphyrii, , q. 8, a. 3, pp. 182-87; q. 8: «De 
particularibus, quae universali respondent»; art. 3: «¿Utrum particularia cuiuslibet 
universalis plura esse debeant». 

PS, II, disp. 17, p. 42, 97. CD, ut supra. 

PS, II, disp. 17, p. 56, 190. CD, in Praefat. Porphyrii, q. 7, pp. 163-76: «¿Qualis sit 
universalis divisio in vulgatas species?». 

130 PS, II, disp. 17, p. 57, 191. CD, in Praefat. Porphyrii, q. 8, a. 1, pp. 176-77; q. 8: 
«De particularibus, quae universali respondent»; a. 1: «¿Quid et quotuplex sit 
particulare?». 

PS, II, disp. 17, p. 57, 193. CD, ut supra. 

PS, II, disp. 17, p. 57, 194. CD, in Praefat. Porphyrii, q. 8, a. 2, pp. 182-187; a. 2: 
«Quam unitatem requirant particularia universali subiecta». 

PS, II, disp. 17, p. 57, 197. CD, in Isagogem Porphyrii, cap. 2 (de specie), q, 3, a. 1, 
pp. 234-36; q. 3: «De natura et partitionibus individui»; a. 1: «Tres individui acceptionibes 
et definitionibes explicantur». 

131 PS, II, disp. 17, p. 64, 241. CD, in Isagogem Porphyrii, cap. 1 (de genere), q. 1, 
a, pp. 199-201; q. 1: «Utrum genus probe definitum sit a Porphyrio»; a. 2: «Num propositae 
definitiones essentiales sint an descriptivae». 

PS, II, disp. 17, p. 65, 248. CD, in Isagogem Porphyrii, cap. 1, q. 2, pp. 202-10; q. 2: 
«Utrum quaelibet entia sine discrimine rationem generis et speciei suscipiant». 

12 PS, II, disp. 17, p. 69, 272. CD, in Isagogem Porphyrii, cap. 2 (de specie), q. 1, 
a. 2, pp. 222-25; q. 1: «Utrum Porphyrius de specie recte censuerit»; a. 2: «Speciei 
praedicabilis definitio explanatur». 
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Un aspecto importante que es desarrollado en este Tratado, en 
concreto en la disputatio 10, hace referencia a los dos estados 
fundamentales de] ente que presentarä Izquierdo, y a los cuales ya me he 
referido, anteriormente: el estado de esencia o de quididad de las cosas, 
también llamado quiditativo u objetivo!3, y el estado de existencia, o de 
actualidad de las cosas!34, que le posibilitará la doble división de la ciencia 
en fisica y metafisica, como supuesto primero, frente a Descartes, de 
unificación de las ciencias. Los Conimbricenses en esta importante 
disputatio no seran citados ni nombrados. Sin embargo, si que lo han sido 
en las disputaciones referidas a la esencia, existencia, ente, ente de razön, 
identidad y distinciön. 

Y hay que decir que todos estos elementos que ahora son analizados 
por Izquierdo en este Tratado III, en su conjunto no son estudiados como 
un tratado independiente de Metafisica sino que son tomados con una 
finalidad subsidiaria, como objetos del entendimiento en diverso grado de 
universalidad desde los cuales operar en la construcciön de la ciencia, de 
la Enciclopedia y del ars universalis sciendi. 

Esto ya habia sido anunciado por Izquierdo al considerar la 
universalidad como uno de los supuestos del Pharus, haciendo dimanar, de 
ahi, la importancia que el entendimiento adquiere en la captaciön de la 
universalidad. Este punto de llegada, el de la máxima universalidad, como 
objeto del intelecto humano, viene a cerrar esta primera parte del Pharus, 
como parte teörica. Ahora bien, esta universalidad presentada al 
entendimiento no es el punto definitivo de llegada, sino de partida, y su 
vertiente que comienza a tornarse operativa. 

Este nuevo punto de partida se iniciarä en la lögica, en el Tratado IV, 
desde esta mäxima universalidad y operatividad: conceptos de primera y 
segunda intenciön, conexiön, oposiciön, equivalencia y combinaciön, 
como elementos desde los cuales, ampliando la misma lögica, poder 
ofrecer la materia fiablemente elaborada con la cual lograr, en primera 
navegaciön, la unificaciön de la fragmentaciön de los saberes y, en 
segunda, tender a la Sabiduria. 


13 PS, I, disp. 10, p. 220, 1. 
134 Ibidem. 
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3. Lögica: Tratado IV. 


Este Tratado, como ya apunte, estudia el término, la proposiciön y 
argumentaciön, que son como la materia de la cual se halla formada toda 
ciencial3, y consta de tres disputaciones: la 18, que trata del término!36; la 
19, de la proposici6n!37; y la 20 de la argumentaciön!?®. Las dos citas, que 
harä Izquierdo de los Conimbricenses, corresponderän a las disputaciones 
19 y 20. 

Este tratado lögico que propondra Izquierdo, en correspondencia con 
la aprehensiön, juicio y raciocinio, versará respectivamente acerca del 
término, proposiciön y argumentaciön, asumiendo elementos propios de 
cada una de las tradiciones, tanto nominalista, como aristotélica y estoica, 
que conflufan en las Sümulas. 

El tratado de los términos abarcará el desarrollo del término 
propiamente dicho y la suppositio, haciendo en ésta una breve inflexión en 
torno al signo. Este tratado es presentado como un preämbulo al estudio de 
la proposición, tal como había quedado configurado en la tradición lógica. 
Citará a tres autores solamente: 6 veces a Aristóteles, 2 a San Agustín a 
propósito del signo y 3 a Ricardo Linch (Lincaeus, Lynce). 

El estudio sobre la proposición se centrará en la proposición, tanto 
categórica como hipotética, pudiendo ser cada una de éstas simple o 
compuesta; y en la oposición, conexión y equivalencia que cada una de 
estas divisiones generan. Así mismo tratará de la proposición modal y de 
la conversión. Cierra este apartado con una breve presentación de la 
proposición per se nota para la construcción de la ciencia. Cita a tres 
autores más el evangelio de San Mateo: 7 citas son para Aristóteles, 1 para 
los Conimbricenses, 1 para Santo Tomás y otra, la de Mat., 8, para poner 
un ejemplo. Remitirá a los Conimbricenses en el tema de la conversión de 
las modales y en los sofismas que en aquélla se pudieran producir!39, 

La argumentación abarcará el silogismo, y dentro de éste, el 
categórico de medio communi y de medio singulari, el silogismo 


1355 PS, II, Tractatus IV, pp. 103-237. 

136 PS, II, disp. 18, pp. 103-07. 

137 PS, II, disp.19, pp. 107-75. 

133 PS, II, disp. 20, pp. 175-239. 

139 PS, IL, disp. 19, p. 164, 271. CD, in lib. Prior., c. 3, pp. 299-347: «De conversione 
propositionum modalium». 
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hipotetico, el compuesto y el modal. También estudiarä el entimema, la 
inducciön, la argumentaciön de términos oblicuos, la argumentaciön 
probable, falaz y compuesta. Los autores que cita en esta parte de la lögica 
configuran una tendencia tradicional-renovadora: Tomás Carleton, Juan 
Echalaz, Pedro de Fonseca, Pedro Hurtado de Mendoza, Juan Lalemandet, 
Ricardo Linch (Lynce), Francisco de Oviedo, Alonso de Pefiafiel, Esteban 
Spinula y los Conimbricenses, además de Aristóteles, que se llevarä 18 del 
total de las 41 citas. 

Nos remitirä a los Conimbricenses en la cuestión 13 de esta 
disputación, al preguntarse, «¿Quid sit argumentatio aut etiam propositio 
fallax, seu deceptoria?», y querer clarificar el tema de la falacia!4?. 

No voy a insistir más en este tema, anteriormente ya me he referido a 
él y he sefialado las aportaciones más importantes, las cuales sirven para 
ampliar la lógica y orientarla en la dirección que luego sería perfeccionada 
por Leibniz. Los Conimbricenses, al igual que los otros autores que han 
podido servir como fuentes, nos aparecen como de punto de referencia y 
de partida para en diálogo con ellos, o con una tradición que buscaba 
renovarse, emprender, a esa altura de 1659, nuevos caminos. Sólo me resta 
indicar que la lógica de Izquierdo condensa en ella los aspectos 
epistemológicos y metafisicos sefialados, pretendiendo ayudar y dirigir al 
mismo entendimiento en sus operaciones, aprehensión simple, juicio y 
raciocinio, mediante instrumentos o reglas prácticas para descubrir la 
verdad o la falsedad de cualquier materia de las ciencias, ofreciendo, 
también, al hombre moderno las proposiciones elaboradas “como piedras 
preciosas" o como los fragmentos con los cuales recomponer la unidad de 
la ciencia y la clarificación ültima de su sentido y significado. 


4. La ciencia: Tratado V. 


El Tratado V, versa sobre la ciencia humana y del objeto, a través de 
ella misma, escible en general!4!, y es desarrollado en dos disputaciones: 
la 21 que trata sobre la naturaleza de la ciencia y de su objeto, y en donde 


140 PS, II, disp. 20, p. 236, 316. CD, in duos libros Elenchorum («sub finem Logicae 
ubi de libris Elenchorum»), q.1-2, pág. 751-65; q. 1: «De sophistarum fallaciis»; q. 2: 
«Quomodo sophismata hucusque proposita disolvenda sint». 

141 PS, II, Tractatus V, pp. 239-76. 
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efectuará 4 citas de los Conimbricenses!4; y la 22, que lo hace sobre los 
accidentes de la ciencia y de los objetos de éstal43, con 1 cita del Cursus. 

La cuestiön primera de la disputatio 21 Izquierdo la dedica a 
preguntarse acerca de qué es la ciencia humana y su objeto; la cuestiön 
segunda, a determinar de cuäntas maneras se puede dividir la ciencia, y 
cuäntos puedan ser sus objetos. 

En este ultimo contexto es en el cual remite a los Conimbricenses. Y 
lo hace, en primer, lugar para indicarnos dönde se puede tener una visiön 
general de los distintos planteamientos y divisiones que, entre otras, se ha 
hecho en torno a la ciencia: en sermocionales y reales; teöricas y präcticas; 
superiores e inferiores. Superiores: Fisica, Moral y Teologia o Metafisica; 
e inferiores: artes liberales: gramätica, retörica, dialéctica, aritmética, 
música, geometría, y astrología; y mecánicas o serviles: agricultura, caza 
(venatoria), arte militar, tejidos (textoria), cirugía y náutica!^*. En segundo 
lugar, para que se tenga noticia de la triple división general de la ciencia 
en Natural, Moral y Dialéctica!45. En tercer lugar, la reputadísima división 
de la ciencia en Filosofía Teórica o Contemplativa, que se divide en 
Metafísica, Física y Matemática, y que «como recta y exacta defienden los 
Conimbricenses»146, y a la cual se opondrá Izquierdo. Y por último, para 
sentir con el nivel de abstracción de la Matemática que defendían los 
Conimbricenses!#7, 

Y en la disputatio XXII, al tratar el tema de la unidad de la ciencia 
remitirä a los Conimbricenses para sefialar como equivocadamente Pico de 
la Mirandola redujo todas las ciencias a una sola 

La división de la ciencia, que ofrecerá Izquierdo, será bien distinta a 
la de los Conimbricenses, y la presencia de éstos en este Tratado queda 


12 PS, II, disp. 21, pp. 239-60. 

183 PS, II, disp. 22, pp. 260-76. . 

14 PS, II, disp. 21, p. 241, 14. CD, in Proemio, q. 2, pp. 16-21: q. 2: «An artium 
divisio recte se habeat». 

145 PS, II, disp. 21, p. 241, 15. CP, in Proemio Physicae ante quaestiones: «De 
nomine definitioneque Philosophiae», pp. 1-3. 

M6 PS, II, disp. 21, p. 241, 16: «... quam rectam et exactam defendunt Conimb.». 
CP, in Proemio Physicae, q. 1., pp. 5-15; q. 1: «Num contemplatrix Philosophia in 
Metaphysicam, Physiologiam et Mathematicam recte dividatur». 

149 PS, II, disp. 21, 241, 17: «Male ergo dicitur universe a plerisque, Mathematicam 
a sola materia singulari, et sensibili, non item ab intelligibili abstrahere, ut bene viderunt 
Conimb. ubi supra». CP, ut supra. 
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limitada a la que he expuesto. A partir de este momento, el Cursus 
Conimbricensis ya no volverä a ser ni citado ni nombrado en el Pharus. 
Llegaba hasta este limite de la disputatio 22 de la obra de Izquierdo, o 
dicho de otra manera, llegaba hasta el limite en el cual Izquierdo iba a 
efectuar la revoluciön copernicana en la propia escolästica. Igual suerte 
habfa corrido Francisco Suarez, éste se habia quedado en la disputatio 17 
del Pharus!#. Estamos en 1659 y estaban produciéndose grandes 
conmociones en este siglo del Barroco, que exigian nuevas y continuadas 
respuestas. Exigian respuesta, entre otros, Descartes y Hobbes, y las 
direcciones que ellos abanderaban. 

Izquierdo dividirá la ciencia en dos grandes partes: Fisica y 
Metafisica, tal como sefialé al hablar de los estados del ente. La Fisica se 
divide, a su vez, en Discursiva y Narrativa. La Discursiva en Teologia, 
Fisiologia, Racional y Moral. La Teologia, a su vez, en sobrenatural, 
natural, y mixta. La Fisiologia, en especulativa y präctica. La Racional, en 
lögica, animästica, memorativa, y traditiva. La Moral, en ética, monästica, 
econömica, politica, jurisprudencia y prudencia. La Narrativa lo hace en 
Historial y Predictiva. La Historial se divide en verdadera y fabulosa. Y la 
Predictiva en sobrenatural, abarcando profecia, fe divina, predicciön y 
teolögica; y natural, comprendiendo, licita e ilicita. 

La Metafisica, por su parte, la divide en Filosofia primera, 
Matemätica y «Anönima». La Filosofia primera engloba el objeto posible, 
siendo &ste: increado, creado, infinito, absoluto, relativo, causativo y 
causable; el objeto imposible, y, por ültimo, mixto. La Matemätica la 
divide en Aritmética, Geometria, Cosmografia, Müsica, Öptica, Mecänica 
y Cronometria (Horologia). Y la «Anönima» en ente espiritual, siendo 
éste, sustancial, accidental, absoluto, y relativo; y ente corpöreo, que 
puede ser, sustancial, accidental, viviente y no viviente. 

Dejaré las ciencias mecänicas, no sin antes sefialar que ahora, gran 
parte de ellas, tienen la consideraciön de ciencias matemäticas. 

Hay otro aspecto en el que quiero reparar, aunque sea brevemente, es 
el de la Teologia. 

¿A qué se podía deber esta división, esto es, que la Teología 
perteneciera a la Física, a esa ciencia que extrae la mayor parte de los 


148 JL. FUERTES HERREROS, «Presencia y límites de Francisco Suárez en el Pharus 
Scientiarum (1659) de Sebastián Izquierdo», Cuadernos Salmantinos de Filosofía, VII 
(1981) 175-89. 
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principios de la experiencia? Izquierdo se manifiesta en contra del uso del 
argumento ontolögico para probar la existencia de Dios, tanto por parte de 
él como por parte de Descartes!49, —y no sólo por parte de Descartes sino 
de todos aquellos que se empefiaban por esta via—, y como Izquierdo 
presenta una propuesta metodolögica distinta a la de Descartes. 

El hacer surgir la Teologia de la Fisica podia parecer que era una 
respuesta dirigida solamente contra Descartes y contra la metodologia que 
propugnaba, y esto, desde la mejor tradiciön escolästica, desde esa 
armonia ya consagrada entre filosofia y teologia. Sin embargo, la 
definición que da Izquierdo de Teologia me hace sospechar, que el 
destinatario no sélo es Descartes sino también Hobbes, y que Izquierdo al 
igual que Tomás Carleton Compton, además, del Discurso del método, 
conoce las Meditationes de prima philosophia, y que ha sido lector atento 
de las Terceras objeciones hechas por un célebre filösofo inglés, Hobbes, 
con las respuestas del autor. 

Hobbes en estas objeciones, en la quinta, se negara a admitir la 
existencia de Dios porque no tenemos idea de Dios, ya que para ello 
necesitaríamos experiencia, vía sentidos, de Dios. Como éste no es el caso, 
no cabe la posibilidad de probar dicha existencia. ¿Podría ser esta 
definiciön una respuesta doble: a Descartes y a Hobbes? Dicho de otra 
manera, {no estaba recusando con esta definición tanto la metodologia 
cartesiana como la hobbesiana? 

Para Izquierdo la Teologia «es ciencia que trata de Dios como sujeto 
de atribuciön, y consecuentemente, por tanto, de todas las demas cosas 
teolögicas, esto es, en cuanto son respecto a alguien, o dicen su habitud 
respecto al mismo Dios, y esto en mayor parte fisicamente, a saber, desde 
principios sacados de la experiencia (bajo ésta entiendo -englobo- los 
principios creidos tanto por fe divina como humana, pues la fe segün Rom. 
10, nos viene por audiciön -ex auditu-, y lo que sabemos por fe se dice que 
tiene su origen en la experiencia»!50. 

Este planteamiento de la Teologia como ciencia que hunde sus raices 
en la experiencia -via sentidos, ex auditu-, era desde luego un rechazo 
claro contra las metodologias distintas que propugnaban tanto Descartes 
con Hobbes, y era un alertar desde Izquierdo o desde la propia Compafifa 


14 PS, IL disp. 24, pp. 288-91. 
150 PS, II, disp. 21, p. 243, 26. 
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contra las insuficiencias y peligros que se escondian en ambas propuestas 
metodolögicas. Por otra parte, esta fina soluciön de Izquierdo es la que 
permitia un cómodo transito, o segunda navegación, del Pharus 
Scientiarum al Opus Theologicum, o mejor, que el Pharus, como 
Enciclopedia, sea coronada y pueda alcanzar y encontrar la unificación del 
saber por la Sabiduría que irradia el Opus. 


5. La Enciclopedia: Tratado VI. 


El Tratado VI, se centra en la Enciclopedia y en el arte general del 
saber, así como en los instrumentos y reglas de este arte para llegar a 
aprender, tratar, ensefiar y sin fin propagar toda ciencia en ese afán de 
alcanzar la Sabiduría!5!. La primera disputatio de este Tratado, la 23, 
versa acerca de la naturaleza o de la ciencia, y existencia, y de los 
accidentes del arte general del saber!52. Las disputaciones restantes 
exponen los distintos instrumentos y reglas del arte general del saber, y 
de las cuales se compone este nuevo método: la 24, observaci6n!53; 25, 
composición!^*; 26, división!55; 27, definición!56; 28, disposición 
(locacién)!57; 29, combinaci6n!58; 30, argumentaci6n!59; 31, analogía 
(traslación)!69; 32, arte de la memoria (memoración)!6!; y 33, tradiciön!®. 

En este Tratado VI, ya no aparecerá el Cursus Conimbricensis; 
prácticamente desaparecen las citas y los autores citados. Izquierdo en este 
Tratado, tras hacer una exposición de los intentos habidos en la 
construcción de la Enciclopedia, Sexto Empírico, Platón, Aristóteles, 
Ramón Llull, Pedro Gregorio Tolosano, Egido de Moncurt, P. Delgadillo, 
Ivo de París, Cornelio Gemma y Francisco Bacon, nos expondrá la suya, 


151 PS, II, Tractatus VI, pp. 277-372. 
152 PS, II, disp. 23, pp. 277-91. 
133 PS, II, disp. 24, pp. 291-97. 
154 PS, II, disp. 25, pp. 297-99. 
155 PS, II, disp. 26, pp. 299-302. 
156 PS, II, disp. 27, pp. 302-05. 
157 PS, II, disp. 28, pp. 305-18. 
158 PS, II, disp. 29, pp. 319-58. 
159 PS, II, disp. 30, p. 358. 

160 PS, II, disp. 31, pp. 359-61. 
161 PS, II, disp. 32, pp. 361-69. 
162 PS, II, disp. 33, pp. 369-72. 
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como culminaciön y perfeccionamiento de esos intentos, tal como vimos 
en Primera Parte. 

Frente a la tentaciön, que se extendia por la Europa del XVII, de dar 
a la ciencia una funciön de utilidad para la vida y de quedarnos 
complacidos a morar en este mundo desde una agotar en él las preguntas 
y respuestas, para Izquierdo la ciencia debe aspirar a trascender esas 
finalidades mundanas, o mejor, la ciencia, desde la pasiön del conocer, 
debia conducir a la Sabidurfa, debfa posibilitar esa llegada a la Sabiduria, 
a la ciencia general. 

Es aqui, en este contexto y diferencia, donde Izquierdo presenta ese 
método fiable y seguro que era el arte general del saber, ars universalis 
sciendi, como un método ex arte! , un método compendioso, un método 
de métodos que nos conduce a la Enciclopedia, a ese punto de unificaciön 
ültima que era la Sabidurfa. Asi se posibilitaba la segunda navegaciön, el 
transito del estado de naturaleza al estado de gracia, o se estaba en 
condiciones de crear y vivir en un estado de gracia, no redimido sölo por 
la razén sino construido y abierto desde la razön a la Ciencia Toda, esto es, 
a la Transcendencia. Y esta era la finalidad ültima de la ciencia. 


-- 6. Conclusión. 


Y esto es lo que hemos visto a través de todo este recorrido. Hemos 
contemplado cómo se elabora desde la escolästica la mejor respuesta que 
cabia, bebiendo de las mejores fuentes, en un afän de apurar el 
compromiso con el mundo modemo, descubriendo toda la riqueza de 
perspectivas que la realidad escondia. 


El Cursus y el Pharus aparecen como dos momentos diferentes de 
respuesta a la filosofia y a la ciencia. 

Los Conimbricenses aparecen en unos contextos más cercanos a la 
büsqueda de una filosofia renovada y especifica que sirviera a la 
Compañía de Jesús, y a unas necesidades de clarificación y de diálogo con 
las nuevas actitudes que estaban manifeständose, para lo cual reelaboran y 
sistematizan toda la tradiciön anterior, desde lo que pudiera ser una 
philosophia perennis. 


163 PS, II, disp. 23, p. 278, 7-9. 
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El Pharus responde a otras circunstancias, a un mundo distinto, donde 
todo lo sélido se desvanecia. Desde la filosofia moderna la revoluciön 
copernicana se habia consumado, quedaban en desuso hasta los cursus y 
los commentarii, y aparecian otros géneros. Izquierdo, desde esa 
vinculaciön y fidelidad a la philosophia perennis, y abriéndose a otras 
vias, también, consumarä en la escolästica el giro a la inmanencia, la 
revoluciön copernicana, apostando por la razön y por la ciencia, desde la 
pasion y ambiciön del conocer, ofreciendo un nuevo método, 
compendioso, seguro, una Encyclopaedia para poder arribar a la 
Sabiduria. 

Por eso, ahora, aquella aspiraciön antigua en el tiempo de la joven 
bumanidad de crear una ciencia universal, una Enciclopedia, una ciencia 
general, y de efectuar una ordenaciön y unificaciön de todas las ciencias y 
de todo saber, se había realizado en el tiempo, caminando sobre hombros 
de gigantes, Aristóteles, Santo Tomás, Suárez, los Conimbricenses, 
Arriaga, Oviedo, Rubio, Hurtado de Mendoza, Vázquez, ... Francisco 
Bacon. Estamos en el Barroco. Una luz nueva brillaba, ahora, frente a 
trampas engafiosas de seguridad de la propia razón y relatos encantadores 
del mundo. 

Navegación, primera y segunda, mar proceloso, philosophia perennis, 
Faro, tierra firme, ordenación, Enciclopedia, Sabiduría, ... proclamación 
de la buena nueva, del reino de gracia. Era el Pharus Scientiarum, estamos 
en 1659, y hemos caminado sobre hombres de gigantes: los 
Conimbricenses. 
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AUGUSTIN CRITIQUE D’AVERROES. DEUX MODELES DU 
SUJET AU MOYEN AGE 


La philosophie grecque ignore le sujet. 
Jean Beaufret 


O. Les termes «sujet» et «subjectivité» sont d'un emploi courant dans 
les études d’histoire de la philosophie et de la psychologie anciennes et 
médiévales. Il en va de méme du terme «moi». C’est en général 4 propos 
d’ Augustin que l’on recourt à cette terminologie, qui semble si naturelle. 
C’est, dit un critique récent, s’appuyant sur le témoignage conjugué de B. 
Groethuysen!, P Hadot? et J.P. Kenney?, avec Augustin, «que la 
subjectivité fait son entrée dans l'histoire de la pensée»4 — P. Hadot étant 
convoqué une seconde fois pour attester que c'est aussi chez l'evéque 
d'Hippone que «le moi fait son entrée dans l'histoire de la conscience», 
«le rapport religieux pren[ant] la forme d'un dialogue entre le Toi et le 
Mots? Certes, on reconnait que le «sujet augustinien n'est pas encore le 
sujet cartésien, ni hégélien, bien qu'Augustin, dit-on, soit à l'origine du 
cogito de Descartes et qu'il n'ait pas été sans influencer Hegel»®. On va 


1 Cfr. B. GROETHUYSEN, Anthropologie philosophique, Paris, 1953, p. 127-128. 
2 Cfr. P. apor, Porphyre et Victorinus, t. 1, Paris, Études augustiniennes, 1968, 


3 Cfr. J.P. Kenney, «Augustine's Inner Self», Augustinian Studies 33 (2002) 79-90. 

4 Cfr. M.A. VANNIER, «La constitution du sujet Augustin dans les Confessions», 
Revue des sciences religieuses 76/3 (2002) 296-310. 

5  P.HADOT, op. cit., ibid. 

$ M.A. VANNIER, ibid., loc. cit., qui renvoie à sa contribution «A propos du Cogito 
chez Augustin», in A. CHARLES-SAGET (éd.), Retour, repentir et constitution de soi, Paris, 
Vrin, 1998, p. 85-94. Cfr. sur le théme, E. BERMON, Le "cogito" dans la pensée de saint 
Augustin, Paris, Vrin, 2001. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. 1, pp. 203-246. 
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méme jusqu'à dire que le sujet augustinien étant «d'abord le sujet en 
dialogue avec Dieu et constitué dans ce dialogue même», on pourrait «en 
termes contemporains» parler à ce propos d'un «sujet constitué par 
l’altérité dans l'intersubjectivité». Une telle manière d'écrire l’histoire du 
sujet, de la subjectivité et du moi est-elle légitime? M.-A. Vannier semble 
pencher pour l'affirmative puisqu'elle note qu'«Augustin ignorait ce 
vocabulaire», mais c'est pour immédiatement nuancer la portée de ce 
constat et souligner que «la réalité lui en était familière»?. Cette 
affirmation ne choquera sans doute pas grand monde. Elle paraît pourtant 
bien digne de question. Elle l'est d'autant plus, à dire vrai, que le dernier 
Foucault a, dans les années 1980, imposé, pour ne pas dire consacré, le 
terme «sujet» en histoire de la philosophie antique, tant dans le troisiéme 
volume de /' Histoire de la sexualité, Le souci de soi, que, cela va sans dire, 
dans le cours donné au Collége de France en 1982, précisément intitulé 
L'Herméneutique du sujet. Un médiéviste ne peut pas rester indifférent 
aux analyses foucaldiennes du destin de l' epimeleia heautou, en latin cura 
sui, et à ses avatars, non thématisés par Foucault, qui, à travers la notion 
de regimen, voient communiquer «monostique», «écomoniques» et 
«politique». Le praticien de l' «histoire archéologique» en philosophie ne 
peut pas cependant ne pas se demander si l'usage foucaldien des termes 
«sujet», «soi» et «subjectivité» est bien, de part en part, archéologique ou, 
pour le dire autrement, s’il est en fin de compte aussi évident, naturel, non- 
problématique que celui des historiens d'Augustin, que nous trouvions 
tantót «pourtant bien digne de question». Dans un texte célébre, repris 
dans le volume quatriéme des Dits et écrits, Foucault définit ainsi lui- 
méme le travail dont L’Herméneutique du sujet aura été l'aboutissement: 


... étudier la constitution du sujet comme objet pour lui-même: la formation des 
procédures par lesquelles le sujet est amené à s'observer lui-même, à s'analyser, à se 
déchiffrer, à se reconnaitre comme domaine de savoir possible. Il s'agit en somme de 
l'histoire de la “subjectivité”, si l'on entend par ce mot la manière dont le sujet fait 
l'expérience de lui-même dans un jeu de vérité où il a rapport à soi’. 


Retenons cette expression: «histoire de la subjectivité». La présente 
communication reléve de cette histoire. Son titre est anachronique. Augustin 


7 MA VANNIER, op cit., p. 297. 
8 Définition de Foucault par lui-même, cité in Dits et écrits, vol 4, Paris, 
Gallimard, 2000, p. 633. 
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n’a jamais critiqué Ibn Rushd. Deux modéles du sujet se sont, cependant, 
affrontés par eux et à travers eux au Moyen Age. J’espére montrer que 
c’est de cet affrontement que doit partir une histoire archéologique pour 
construire une généalogie du sujet susceptible de répondre aux questions 
légitimes que pose l'utilisation du langage de la subjectivité à l'historien de 
la philosophie et au philosophe lecteurs des textes antiques et médiévaux 
sur l'áme ou l'esprit. L'histoire doit parfois s'écrire au futur antérieur: c'est 
ce que j'appelle généalogie. C'est parce que certains complexes d'énoncés 
ou de concepts «précipitent» à une époque — ici (on le verra) au XIV* siècle, 
avec Olieu et d'autres — en une épistémé à nos yeux «nouvelle» — par la 
rencontre de deux langages théoriques, en l'occurrence — qu'il apparait tout 
à coup nécessaire de «tracer» ce qui, dans un passé supposé jusque là bien 
connu, donc inerte, était demeuré latent, inexploité, en attente. Certains 
énoncés médiévaux ne sont pleinement intelligibles dans leur puissance 
d'innovation, de changement, de refonte, qu'une fois «isolés», articulés, 
reconstitués les éléments qu'il faut bien que tel ou tel penseur du Moyen 
Áge ait cru trouver dans son archive, pour en avoir tiré ce qu'il en a tiré et 
y avoir lu ce qu'il y a lu. Ce mouvement rétrograde du vrai, par quoi un 
discours s'autorise, se légitime et se construit dans les années 1300 ne nous 
conduit pas, par exemple, à la «source augustinienne» intacte, figée dans 
une exactitude philologiquement impeccable par la gráce conjuguée du 
Magistère et de l'Université; il ne mène pas à l’ Augustin «véritable», ni a 
fortiori au «sujet Augustin»; il ne va pas aux théses les plus «authentiques» 
(certifiées, labelisées) du «grand auteur» allégué; il conduit au principe, 
changeant et multiforme, de son actoritas, à ce qui, dans la trace écrite a 
réglé et produit, füt-ce au prix d'erreurs et de méprises, un discours neuf. 
Un «modéle augustinien de sujet» n'est pas «la théorie de l'àme chez 
Augustin», «un modéle averroiste de sujet» n'est pas davantage «la théorie 
‘de l'intellect chez Ibn Rushd»; c'est l'articulation médiévale d'une série 
d'emprunts, c'est un réseau de théses prélevées sur un ou plusieurs corpus, 
d’oü prennent issue une problématique, un point de vue, un ton, un style 
inédits. Tel est mon objet. Il comporte une critique partielle de Heidegger, 
entamée en 1998º. Cette critique qui porte sur un point précis n'implique 


9 Cfr. A. DE LIBERA, «Analyse du vocabulaire et histoire des corpus», in J. 
HAMESSE et C. STEEL (éds.), L'élaboration du vocabulaire philosophique au Moyen Áge. 
Actes du Colloque international de Louvain-la-Neuve et Leuven (12-14 septembre 1998) 
organisé par la SIEPhM, Turnhout, Brepols, 2000, p. 11-34. 
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pas la reprise du lieu commun selon lequel Heidegger aurait tout ignoré du 
néoplatonisme en général et d’ Augustin en particulier — le lecteur est donc 
invité à se reporter sur ce point aux travaux de M. Brito Martins!0 et de J. 
Greisch!!, qui donnent un éclairage essentiel sur la lecture heideggerienne 
du «sujet augustinien», en dehors de la perspective généalogique ici 
abordée. 


1. Tous les historiens qui datent des Confessions et des Retractationes 
l’emergence de ce qu’ils appellent le «sujet augustinien», autre manière de 
dire, par antonomase, le sujet tout court, insistent sur le fait qu’ Augustin y 
«parle à la première personne». Développant le thème du Moi et du Toi 
cher à P. Hadot, G. Madec souligne en ce sens que, méme si le dialogue 
entre l'homme et Dieu existait déjà dans les Psaumes que pastichent, en 
quelque sorte, les Confessions, il y a chez Augustin quelque chose 
d’absolument neuf: «Ce qui est neuf, écrit-il, c'est qu'une anthropologie 
se développe sur les détails d'une expérience singuliére et dans le style de 
l'interrogation, à la premiére personne, devant le Toi divin, par 
identification à l'homme tel que Dieu l’a créé»!. A lire cette analyse, on 
attendrait que l'écriture d' Augustin dans les Confessions et les Révisions 
vint s'inscrire dans une histoire du je ou du moi, non dans celle du sujet. 
C'est pourtant ce pas, du je au sujet, que franchissent tous les interprétes. 
Ce mouvement est-il légitime? Il y a ici deux problémes distincts. Celui de 
l'émergence du je; celui de l'émergence du sujet. Les deux sont 
évidemment toujours déjà confondus si, comme E. Benveniste dans les 
Problémes de linguistique générale, on décide de poser le probléme de la 
subjectivité comme probléme de la «subjectivité dans le langage», en 
référant la question du je à l’ «acte individuel d' appropriation de la langue» 
par ot «celui qui parle [est introduit] dans sa parole»!3. Employer ici le 


10 Cfr. M. BRITO MARTINS, L'Herméneutique originaire d'Augustin en relation avec 
une ré-appropriation heideggerienne, Mediaevalia. Textos e Estudos, 13/14 (1998). 

! Cfr. J. GREISCH, Ontologie et temporalité. Esquisse d'une interprétation 
intégrale de Sein und Zeit, Paris, PUF, 1994 (Épiméthée). 

12 G. MADEC, «In te supra me. Le sujet dans les Confessions de S. Augustin», 
Revue de l'Institut catholique, 28 (1988), p. 53. 

D Cfr. E. BENVENISTE, Problèmes de linguistique générale, II, Paris, Gallimard, 
1974, p. 82. 
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mot de «subjectivité» comme le fait Benveniste, quand, pour expliquer 
que seules la premiére et la deuxiéme personnes sont «de vraies 
personnes», et les pronoms correspondants de «vrais pronoms 
personnels», il pose que «au couple je/tu appartient en propre une 
corrélation spéciale» appelée (il est vrai «faute de mieux») «corrélation de 
subjectivité», «corrélation qui permet de définir le “tu” comme la 
personne non subjective, en face de la personne subjective que “je” 
représente (les deux “personnes” s’opposant ensemble 4 la forme de “non- 
personne” (“11”)»14, employer ce mot de «subjectivité», dis-je, relève 
d’une décision philosophique qui a son histoire, et qui est tout sauf 
«normale» ou «naturelle». Cette décision peut étre rapportée 4 la mise en 
équation de deux propriétés ou caractéristiques supposées de l'homme en 
général: la premiére, pouvoir posséder le je dans sa représentation, 
déterminant la seconde, étre une personne. Pareille mise en équation a été 
effectuée dans une page remarquable de l'Anthropologie d'un point de vue 
pragmatique (cours publiés en 1797), que, notons-le au passage, M. 
Foucault lui-méme a ainsi traduite: | 


Posséder le Je dans sa représentation: ce pouvoir élève l’homme infiniment au-dessus 
de tous les autres êtres vivants sur la terre [Dass der Mensch in seiner Vorstellung das 
Ich haben kann, erhebt ihn unendlich über alle anderen auf Erden lebende Wesen). 
Par là il est une personne [Dadurch ist er eine Person]; et grace à l’unité de la 
conscience dans tous les changements qui peuvent lui survenir, il est une seule et 
même personne, c'est-à-dire un être entièrement différent, par le rang et la dignité, de 
choses comme le sont les animaux sans raison, dont on peut disposer à sa guise; et 
ceci, méme lorsqu’il ne peut pas dire Je [selbst wenn er das Ich nicht sprechen kann], 
car il l’a dans sa pensée; ainsi toutes les langues, lorsqu’elles parlent 4 la premiére 
personne, doivent penser ce Je, méme si elles ne l’expriment pas par un mot 
particulier [ob sie zwar diese Ichheit nicht durch ein besonderes Wort ausdrücken). 
Car cette faculté de penser est l’entendement!5. l 


Penser le je ou plutôt la Ichheit — l'égoité, terme devant lequel 
Foucault recule; pouvoir avoir le je dans sa représentation; pouvoir parler 
à travers ce je, durch Ich zu sprechen (même si la langue que l’on parle ne 


14 Sur tout cela, cfr. E. BENVENISTE, Problèmes de linguistique générale, L Paris, 
Gallimard, 1966, p. 228-236. 

15 Cfr. E. KANT, Anthropologie d'un point de vue pragmatique, trad. M. FOUCAULT, 
Paris, Vrin, 1984, p. 17. 22 


208 ALAIN DE LIBERA 


dispose pour ce faire «d’aucun mot particulier»), pouvoir, en somme 
«parler à la première personne», voilà qui fait de l'homme précisément 
une «personne». Pourquoi parler 4 ce propos de subjectivité? Kant ne dit 
pas, en effet, dadurch ist er ein Subjekt, «par là l'homme est un sujet», 
mais bien dadurch ist er eine Person, «par lä il est une personne». 
L'explication va de soi: le texte de l’ Anthropologie est solidaire, pour Kant 
comme pour nous, de l’invention kantienne de la subjectivite 
transcendantale. C’est la Critique de la raison pure speculative qui a, pour 
les modernes, decisivement lie le Ich et le Subjekt. Les textes abondent. On 
se limitera au plus connu. Définissant le fondement de la psychologie 
rationnelle, cette «pseudo-science» dont, dans la premiére édition de la 
Critique, il passera au crible les divers paralogismes, Kant écrit: 


À son fondement nous ne pouvons cependant poser rien d'autre que la représentation 
simple et par elle-méme entiérement vide de contenu “Je”, dont on ne peut méme pas 
dire qu'elle soit un concept, mais une simple conscience accompagnant tous les 
concepts. Par ce “Je”, ou cet “Il”, ou ce "Cela" (la chose) qui pense, rien d'autre n'est 
représenté qu'un sujet transcendantal des pensées =x, que nous connaissons 
seulement par les pensées qui sont ses prédicats... (Zum Grunde derselben können 
wir aber nichts anderes legen, als die einfache und für sich selbst an Inhalt gänzlich 
leere Vorstellung: Ich; von der man nicht einmal sagen kann, dass sie ein Begriff sei, 
sondern ein blosses Bewusstsein, das alle Begriffe begleitet. Durch dieses Ich, oder 
Er oder Es (das Ding), welches denkt, wird nun nichts weiter als ein 
transzendentales Subjekt der Gedanken vorgestellt = x, welches nur durch die 
Gedanken, die seine Prädikate sind, erkannt wird...) 


On peut évidemment se demander si le «je», c'est-à-dire le «il» ou le 
«cela», la «chose qui pense», ici réduits à représenter cet «x», «qui est le 
sujet transcendantal des pensées», est le méme «je» dont l'Anthropologie 
fait la condition spécifique de la personne humaine. Peut-on imaginer 
qu'une «représentation entiérement vide de contenu», qui n'est pas méme 
un «concept», mais une «simple conscience accompagnant tous les 
concepts» «éléve l'homme infiniment au-dessus de tous les autres étres 
vivants sur la terre»? Ce n'est pas le lieu d'aborder ici frontalement la 
question ni d'entrer dans tous les détails de la thése kantienne. Ce que veut 
dire Kant dans la Critique est clair: ce que désigne «l'expression ‘je’ en 
tant qu'un étre pensant» (der Ausdruck: Ich, als ein denkend Wesen), ou 
comme le dit un autre passage célébre «le-je-pense», das Ich denke, 
proposition nominalisée que le philosophe de Königsberg identifie au 
«cogito ergo sum cartésien» (das cartesianische 'cogito ergo sum’), le 
«quelque chose» qui est à la fois ce qui vise et ce qui est visé par la pensée, 
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peut étre représenté comme un «sujet transcendantal des pensées = x que 
nous connaissons seulement par les pensées qui sont ses prédicats», ein 
transzendentales Subjekt der Gedanken ... = x, welches nur durch die 
Gedanken, die seine Prädikate sind, erkannt wird. Je caractériserai cette 
position en disant que, chez Kant, la notion de «je», Ich, se noue 
époqualement ä une conception du «sujet» comme sujet d’attribution des 
pensées ou actes/contenus mentaux (Gedanken) expressément definis 
comme «prédicats». C’est sur cette base, qui forme une partie de la thése 
que j’appellerai «thèse attributiviste», qu'est conduite la critique de la 
psychologie rationnelle. Avant d’aborder cette critique, il me faut préciser 
en quel sens je parle d’«attributivisme». Mon usage de ce terme n’est pas 
standard. Dans l'usage standard, l’ attributivisme est une interprétation de 
la psychologie d' Aristote qui y traite l'àme (considérée selon toutes ses 
puissances — végétative, sensitive, intellective, locomotrice, etc) comme 
une «propriété» du corps, interprétation qui s'oppose au substantialisme, 
théorie «dualiste», qui en fait une «chose»16. Lancé en 1907 par R.D. 
Hicks, popularisé en 1961 par Sir W.D. Ross (à qui l'on doit la définition 
de l’äme comme «an attribute of the body»), l’attributivisme a été exposé 
dans sa version la plus radicale par J. Barnes dans un article de 1971, 
«Aristotle's Concept of Mind». Pour les «attributivistes», qu'ils soient 
fonctionalistes (E. Hartmann, M.C. Nussbaum) ou anti-fonctionalistes (M. 
Burnyeat), l’äme est «un ensemble de capacités possédées par le corps, 
permettant l'exercice d'activités vitales et psychiques». En tant que forme, 
l'áme est ainsi réduite à une «propriété dispositionnelle du corps ou de 
l'organisme». Mon usage du terme «attributivisme» est ici différent. Par 
«thèse attributiviste» je désigne exclusivement la doctrine qui construit la 
subjectivité sur une certaine interprétation de ce que Heidegger appelle 
Subjektheit. Par «subjectité», on peut entendre, à un premier niveau, le 
réseau mis en place dans l’Index de Bonitz (s.v. hupokeisthai), où sont 


16 On notera que, pour ses partisans comme pour ses adversaires, la version 
radicale du «substantialisme» est le «dualisme cartésien», qui fait de l’äme une «chose 
entiérement indépendante du corps». Le «substantialisme» radical n'est guére représenté 
dans la littérature récente. La version la plus populaire du «substantialisme» est, au 
contraire, le «constitutionalisme» de D. Wiggins, pour qui l’ âme est une «chose» ou, si l’on 
préfére, une «entité substantielle», «entiérement dépendante du corps». 
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recensées les acceptions aristotéliciennes de hupokeimenon et de 
hupokeisthai. Si l'on met de côté les sens courants qui n'ont rien de 
spécifiquement aristotélicien, on a fondamentalement affaire à trois 
significations, ainsi synthétisées: 


Dans [l] usage [proprement] aristotélicien des mots hupokeisthai, hupokeimenon, on 
peut distinguer principalement trois genres, pour autant que to hupokeimenon est ou 
bien la matiére (hé hulé) qui est déterminée par la forme, ou bien l’ousia dans laquelle 
sont inhérents les passions, les accidents (pathé, sumbebékota), ou bien le sujet 
logique auquel sont attribués les prédicats; mais puisque la matiére elle-méme est 
aussi rapportée à la notion d'ousia, le premier et le second genre ne se distinguent pas 
au moyen de limites partout certaines, et puisque einai (Auparkhein) [être au sens 
d'appartenir à] et legesthai (katégoreisthai) [être dit au sens d'étre prédiqué de] sont 
étroitement liés l'un à l'autre, le second genre ne se distingue pas mieux du 
troisiemel”. 


Trois relations relèvent donc du modèle de la «subjectité»: 1. celle de 
la matiére 4 la forme, en tant qu’elles composent ensemble le sunolon; 
2. celle de l’individu, substance-sujet de la physique, par rapport 4 ce qui 
lui arrive: ses affects ou accidents; 3. celle du sujet d'une proposition à ses 
prédicats. Comme l’a remarqué B. Cassin, dans ses deux premiers usages, 
Vhupokeimenon peut être désigné autrement que par le terme 
«hupokeimenon»: dans le premier cas, par hulé; dans le second, par tode 
ti ou ousia pròté; dans le troisième, en revanche, «to hupokeimenon est 
non substituable, il n’y a pas d’autre mot pour désigner le sujet de la 
proposition en tant que tel». Cette «acception irréductible est celle qui 
unifie l'ensemble dans une structure conceptuelle radicalement non 
dialectique, typique de la pensée classificatoire d’Aristote, où l’espèce- 
clef donne son nom au genre entier». Aucun des usages aristotéliciens 
d’ hupokeimenon relevés par Bonitz ne s’est perdu au Moyen Age; aucun 
n’a subi de transformation du point de vue de la Subjektheit. 
Contrairement à ce que suggèrent les affirmations répétées de Heidegger, 
le passage au latin ne change rien au destin de l’hupokeimenon. Pour 
comprendre la nature et la portée de ce que j’ai appelé tantöt 
«attributivisme», il faut voir que ce destin va de pair avec celui de l’ousia. 
Ce qui caractérise l’ousia aristotélicienne est que les sens de substance et 


17 Cfr. Bonrrz, Index, p. 798 col.l. 
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de sujet y sont intrinséquement joints, parce que, dans la vision 
aristotélicienne de l’ousia, celle-ci est «de son propre fonds, apte à les 
unir». Subjectité et attributivisme sont liés en tant que modéles. Ce qui est 
propre à l’ousia (malista idion tés ousias [udMota stov Ts odotàc]), 
«c’est qu’elle soit apte 4 recevoir les contraires tout en étant la méme et 
numériquement une» [to tauton kai hen arithmöi on tön enantiön einai 
dektikon (tò tadtov Kor Ev dpioud öv «Gv Evavriov slvol 
SektikOv)], Cat., 6, 4a 10-11: la couleur ne peut pas être en même temps 
blanche et noire en restant une et la méme, l’ousia, elle, le peut. Ce qui 
caractérise le «sujet» au sens de substance-sujet individuel, par exemple, 
ho tis anthropos [6 Tic &vOpwnog], tel homme singulier, c'est de recevoir 
des accidents-prédicats contraires, en demeurant un et le méme, par 
exemple de devenir tantöt blanc et tantöt noir (hote men leukos hote de 
melas gignetai [OtE uèv Agukóg OTE SE uéLOS ylyvetal], a 19-20), 
«par un changement qui lui appartient en propre [kata tén hautés 
metabolén (Kata Tv adrig neraßoAnv)] (4b 3). La subjectité de 
l’ousia prôtê en tant que substance matérielle ne fait qu’un avec sa 
subjectité de sujet logique: c’est ce qui fait d’elle onto-logiquement et par 
antonomase un hupokeimenon. Ce pourquoi la meilleure définition de la 
substance-sujet individuel est celle des Catégories, qui, comme on le sait, 
est doublement négative, Aristote ne posant pas directement que l’ousia 
est hupokeimenon, mais bien plutót qu'elle l'est en tant qu'elle n'est ni 
prédicable ni accident, ni «dite d'un sujet» ni «dans un sujet» — le propre 
de toutes les substances étant de ne pas étre «dans un sujet». 

Sujet ontologique et sujet logique: tels sont les éléments de la 
subjectité que l'on retrouve dans les deux parties de la thése attributiviste 
— le premier, faisant de l'àme le sujet d'inhérence réelle des états et/ou 
actes mentaux; le second, faisant d'elle leur sujet d'attribution. On 
objectera peut-étre à cette formulation qu’Aristote ne parle ni de «sujet 
ontologique» ni de «sujet logique». De fait, ce sont là des expressions 
modernes. Pourtant, les deux notions sont bien présentes dans la tradition 
antique, précisément, en l'occurrence, dans l'exégése des Catégories chez 
les philosophes de l'école néoplatonicienne d' Alexandrie. A la question de 
savoir pourquoi, comme on vient de le voir, Aristote a appelé la substance 
ou essence par la négation de l'accident (i.e. la négation de l’«être dans», 
caractéristique de tous les accidents, particuliers et universels), Ammonius 
donne en effet trois réponses: 1? il y a des substances/essences qui ne sont 
pas sujets; 2? seule la division par négation et affirmation est exhaustive; 
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3° et c’est ce qui nous interesse ici: «sujet» a deux significations. La 
première signification est pros huparxin [npog Umapétv], celle qui voit 
l’essence s’opposer aux accidents du point de vue de l’existence. La 
seconde est pros kategorian [npóc Katnyopiav], celle qui distingue 
essence particulière et essence universelle du point de vue de la 
prédication. Jean Philopon, qui reprend le couple ammonien explique que 
la definition de l’accident ayant besoin de l’essence pros huparxin, 
Aristote recourt à la notion «étre dans» (cette expression rendant: en 
hupokeimenöi einai, lat. esse in). En revanche, celle de l’essence n’a 
besoin de rien d'autre: d’où le recours à la négation de «être dans». Pour 
ce qui est de l’universel, les deux significations de «sujet» sont mobilisées. 
La definition de l’universel n’a pas besoin des particuliers pros huparxin 
(les universaux, pour un néoplatonicien, n’ont pas besoin des particuliers 
pour exister), elle les requiert, par contre, pros kategorian (sans 
particuliers les universaux ne pourraient pas étre prédiqués). Quant au 
particulier, l'appellation «non dit de» lui revient à l'évidence, puisqu'il 
n'est prédiqué de rien («étre dit de» rendant kath' hupokeimenou legetai, 
lat. dici de)!8. Philopon se sépare d' Ammonius sur un point: les sujets pros 
kategorian sont aussi bien les accidents particuliers que les essences/ 
/particuliéres, ce sont, d'un mot, tous les particuliers: ta merika [tà 
pepixa]!9, En parlant d'un «modèle attributiviste» faisant intervenir une 
double acception du terme «sujet», l'acception ontologique et l'acception 
logique, je ne commets aucun anachronisme: ce modèle pourrait aussi bien 
s'énoncer dans le grec des commentateurs alexandrins, sous la forme de la 
distinction entre sujet pros huparxin et sujet pros kategorian. Je vais 
plutôt l'énoncer en allemand en en venant, comme annoncé, à Kant. 


18 Sur la distinction en hupokeimenói einai / kath’ hupokeimenou legetai introduite 
dans le chapitre 2 des Catégories, et la définition doublement négative du singulier (ou 
«essence/substance première», ousia próté) qu'elle autorise (Catégories, 5, 2 b11-13 : «Est 
essence, quand on le dit au sens le plus propre, premier et principal, celle (ou ce) qu'on ne 
dit pas d'un sujet et qui n'est pas non plus dans un sujet, comme cet homme-ci ou ce 
cheval-ci»), cfr. A. DE LIBERA, L’Art des généralités. Théories de l'abstraction, Paris, 
Aubier, 2000. 

12 Sur la distinction pros huparxin / pros kategorian, cfr. C. LUNA, 
«Commentaire», in Simplicius, Commentaire sur les Catégories d'Aristote, Chapitres 2-4, 
trad. Ph. HOFFMANN avec la collaboration de I. HADOT et P. HADOT, Paris, Les Belles 
Lettres, 2001, p. 150-151. Sur la critique d'Ammonius par Philoppon, cf. ibid., p. 154 et 
387-388. 
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On sait que, de la première à la seconde édition de la Critique, Kant a 
considérablement remanié et simplifié la presentation des paralogismes de 
la raison pure. Epousant l'ordre de lecture de la table des catégories 
exposée dans l’analytique des concepts, selon les quatres grands chefs: 
quantité, qualité, relation, modalité, la premiére édition établissait les 
divers éléments de la phrase résumant la thése de la psychologie 
rationnelle: l’äme est (c’est-à-dire existe) comme une substance [1], 
simple quant à sa qualité [2], numériquement identique, c’est-a-dire unité 
(non pluralité), quant aux différents temps, oü elle existe [3], en rapport 
avec des objets possibles dans l'espace [4], d’où elle tirait les «quatre 
paralogismes d’une psychologie transcendantale faussement prise pour 
une science de la raison pure touchant la nature de notre étre pensant». 
Dans la seconde édition, les quatre paralogismes sont abandonnés au profit 
d’un unique, caractérisé comme le «paralogisme qui domine dans les 
procédés de la psychologie rationnelle». Ce paralogisme se présente sous 
la forme d’un syllogisme: 


M Ce qui ne peut étre congu que comme sujet G n’existe aussi que comme sujet et 
est par conséquent substance?, Or P un être pensant, considéré simplement comme 
tel, M ne peut étre concu que comme sujet. Donc P il G n'existe aussi que comme 
sujet, c'est-à-dire comme substance 


On peut formaliser ainsi le raisonnement fallacieux: 


(x) (x ne peut être conçu que comme S) D (x ne peut exister que comme S); (x) [(x 
est un être pensant) A (x est considéré seulement comme tel)] > (x ne peut être conçu 
que comme S); (x) [(x est un étre pensant) ^ (x est considéré seulement comme tel)] 
2 (x ne peut exister que comme S) 


Le raisonnement est censé prouver que (x) [(x est un étre pensant) ^ 
(x est considéré seulement comme tel)] > (x est substance), en remplaçant 
la definition «ce qui ne peut exister que comme sujet» par le défini 
«substance». C'est un syllogisme de la première figure (en Barbara): MG 
/ PM /P G. Selon Kant, la conclusion «est tirée ici per sophisma figurae 
dictionis». L'analyse compléte du mécanisme de la fallacie est donnée 
dans une note capitale: 


20 Où ‘G’ désigne le Grand terme, ‘P’, le Petit terme et ‘M’, le Moyen terme. 
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La pensée est prise dans les deux prémisses en des sens tout différents. Dans la 
majeure, elle s’applique 4 un objet en général (tel, par conséquent, qu’il peut étre 
donné dans l’intuition); dans la mineure au contraire, on ne l’envisage que dans son 
rapport à la conscience de soi, et par conséquent il n’y a plus ici d’objet congu; mais 
c’est seulement le rapport 3 soi comme sujet qu’on se représente (comme la forme de 
la pensée). Dans la première, il s’agit des choses, qui ne peuvent être conçues 
autrement que comme sujets; dans la seconde, au contraire, il ne s’agit plus des 
choses, mais (puisque l'on fait abstraction de tout objet) de la pensée, dans laquelle 
le moi sert toujours de sujet à la conscience. On ne saurait donc en déduire cette 
conclusion: je ne puis exister autrement que comme sujet, mais celle-ci seulement: je 
ne puis, dans la pensée de mon existence, me servir de moi que comme d'un sujet du 
jugement, proposition identique qui ne révéle absolument rien de mon mode 
d'existence?!, 


Dire que le «je» — le traducteur francais préfére le mot «moi», imposé 
tant par Descartes (Discours de la méthode, 4° partie: «Ce moi, c’est-ä-dire 
mon äme, par laquelle je suis ce que je suis») que par Pascal («Je sens que 
je puis n’avoir point été, car le moi consiste dans ma pensée», Pensées, 
B 469/L 135) — est «sujet», revient à dire que le «moi comme étre pensant» 
ne se peut voir appliquer «le concept de substance, c'est-à-dire d'un sujet 
existant en soi» ni «la simplicité qui y est liée», qu’il «n’a pas de réalité 
objective», et ne désigne que «l’unité purement logique et qualitative de la 
conscience de soi dans la pensée en général». Dans les termes de la 
première édition, la thèse de Kant est encore plus offensive: l’erreur de la 
psychologie transcendantale — entendons la psychologie rationnelle — est 
de prendre ce qui n’est que «le sujet logique permanent de la pensée» pour 
«la connaissance du sujet réel d’inhérence», de croire que «nous ayons une 
connaissance du sujet en soi qui est à la base du moi comme de toutes les 
pensées, en qualité de substrat», alors que le moi ne peut avoir pour nous 
«qu’une signification logique», faute d'une intuition qui nous le donnerait 
comme objet?2. 

La description kantienne des paralogismes de la raison pure est un 
moment fondamental dans l’histoire de la subjectivité: elle expose dans 
toute sa pureté l’essence du modele attributiviste qui préside à la rencontre 
du je et du sujet. Elle a un intérét supplémentaire: elle permet de 
comprendre en partie l’origine et la portée de la seule esquisse de 


21 Cfr. E. KANT, Critique de la raison pure III [269], trad. BARNI, p. 346, n. 1. 
2 Cfr. E. KANT, ibid., trad. cit., p. 284. 
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généalogie du sujet proposée en dehors des travaux de Foucault sur le 
souci de soi, celle de Heidegger, dont la thése centrale est exposée dans un 
texte de 1941, La métaphysique en tant qu'histoire de l'étre, publié 
comme huitiéme «chapitre» dans le second tome du livre sur Nietzsche. 
Selon Heidegger, ce qu'on pourrait appeler l’ «entrée» du sujet est le fruit 
d'une série de transformations engagées au Moyen Äge, dont la plus 
importante est la mutation de l’ Aupokeimenon aristotélicien en subiectum. 
Cette transposition aboutit chez Descartes. C'est, en effet, la rencontre du 
subiectum, du substans scolastique, au sens de «ce qui est constant» 
(subsistant) et «réel», et de l'ego, qui, pour Heidegger, constitue l'effet au 
long cours de l'initiative cartésienne, décrite dans le tome II du Nietzsche 
comme le moment oü «la mens humana, revendique exclusivement pour 
elle le nom de sujet de telle sorte que subiectum et ego, subjectivité et 
égoité acquièrent une signification identique». L’explication 
heideggérienne de cette rencontre et de ses suites, qui repose sur la 
structure de «pré-jacence» découverte au coeur de la notion cartésienne de 
représentation, attribue à Descartes le röle historial décisif, qui, en un sens, 
ouvre la modernité — avoir achevé la transformation de l’hupokeimenon en 
subiectum en lestant son «actualité» d'une dimension nouvelle, l'activité 
perceptive. Une formule qualifie en quelques mots le moment crucial du 
parcours: 


Selon la tradition initiale de la métaphysique depuis Aristote, chaque étant 
proprement dit est hupokeimenon, lequel hupokeimenon dans la période postérieure 
se détermine en tant que subiectum. La pensée cartésienne distingue le subiectum, en 
tant que lequel [sic] l'homme est, en ce sens que l'actualitas de ce subiectum a son 
essence dans l'actus du cogitare (percipere). 


Le lecteur de Descartes ne peut qu'étre déconcerté par cette 
affirmation. A aucun moment, en effet, le philosophe ne recourt à la 


23 Cfr. M. HEIDEGGER, La Métaphysique en tant qu'histoire de l'être, dans 
Nietzsche, U, trad. fr. P. KLossowskr, Gallimard, 1971, p. 349. 

24 La surprise du lecteur sera moindre s'il considère la thèse heideggerienne sous 
l'éclairage qu'en donne J. BEAUFRET, «Remarques sur Descartes», in Dialogue avec 
Heidegger. Il. Philosophie moderne, Paris, Editions de Minuit (Arguments, 58), 1973, 
p. 47, pointant chez le Descartes de Heidegger un «atavisme métaphysique» et une double 
postérité: «... l'ego cogito de Descartes comporte un atavisme métaphysique qui lui vient 
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notion de subiectum pour déterminer «ce en tant que quoi l'homme est». 
Serait-ce donc Heidegger lui-méme qui introduit le sujet dans le moment 
cartésien? La réponse est «oui». Mais cette introduction reléve d'une 
stratégie interprétative complexe, qui n'est compréhensible qu'à partir des 
éléments mis en place dans les Grundfragen der Metaphysik de 
1935/1936, publiées par la suite sous le titre Die Frage nach dem Ding. Zu 
Kants Lehre von den Transzendentalen Grundsützen. Ce texte contient un 
développement capital intitulé «Descartes: cogito sum; Ich als 
ausgezeichnetes subiectum», dans lequel est dénoncée «l'image 
consacrée» de Descartes «qui vint, douta, devint subjectiviste et fonda 
ainsi sa théorie de la connaissance». Cette «image que l'on se fait 
habituellement de Descartes et de sa philosophie» est caractérisée comme 
«un mauvais roman». Cette fiction repose sur un scénario scolaire: 
«Descartes commence par douter de tout», mais «ce doute se heurte pour 
finir à quelque chose qui ne peut plus étre mis en doute, car au moment oü 
le douteur doute, il ne peut mettre en doute que lui, le douteur, existe, et 
doit forcément exister pour douter». C'est là qu'intervient le «je»: «En tant 


directement de la tradition scolastique: celui par lequel il se représente à lui-méme comme 
une substance, à savoir "la chose qui pense". Mais, d'autre part, il va déployer dans la 
philosophie moderne une double postérité». 1° En un sens, «il est l'origine du sujet tel 
qu’aprés Kant le nomme Hegel, comme celui à qui tout le reste est objet, dans la mesure 
oü, ne prenant appui que sur lui-méme, il lui revient, comme nous le lisons dans la 
Phénoménologie, de “faire front de toutes parts sans jamais pouvoir étre pris à revers". Le 
nom métaphysique d'un tel sujet sera dans la philosophie de Nietzsche "volonté de 
puissance". Quand Nietzsche prétend dépasser le "sujet" tel qu'il était à ses devanciers 
“ligne d'horizon", il ne fait que se le représenter d'autant plus résolument comme sujet». 
2? En un autre sens, «il est ]a source de la psychologie au sens moderne comme étude des 
phénoménes du "sens intime" ou, comme on dit encore, de la "conscience". Ce mot de 
"conscience", Descartes l'emploie parfois, bien que rarement, mais toujours le plus 
ambigument du monde. Il désigne pour lui aussi bien le rapport à la chose comme objet, 
rapport qu'il nomme d'autre part cogitatio, que la clóture sur soi de l'expérience qui sera 
dite subjective. La subjectivité du sujet est dés lors à la fois le centre de la cogitatio et de 
la dimension d'intériorité des états de conscience. Autrement dit, i] y a deux modes de la 
"relation à soi". L'une [sic] institue ou fonde l'objectivité elle-méme et l'autre la rapporte 
seulement au sujet et à son état. C'est celle-ci que Husserl corrigera par le contre- 
mouvement de l'intentionnalité dans une interprétation "élargie" de ce que les Allemands 
nommaient déjà: das Erlebnis. La traduction francaise est: le vécu. C'est dans la ligne de 
Descartes que Husserl entreprendra son analyse phénoménologique du vécu, le propre de 
sa phénoménologie étant que la psychologie iui demeure "rigoureusement parallèle”». 
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que je doute, il me faut admettre que “je suis”; le “je” est donc 
l’indubitable.» En «contraignant les hommes au doute, le douteur 
Descartes les amène à penser à eux-mêmes, à leur "ies, En résulte 
l'invention de cette subjectivité alléguée dans les manuels: «le “je”, la 
subjectivité humaine, est proclamé centre de la pensée»; et c'est là que 
«prend sa source le point de vue du Je, et le subjectivisme de l'époque 
moderne». La these de Heidegger est claire: le «subjectivisme», le «point 
de vue du Je», la «subjectivité» ne sont pas l'invention de Descartes, mais 
relévent de sa mésinterprétation. En posant, dans le livre sur Nietzsche, 
que «la pensée cartésienne distingue le subiectum en tant que quoi 
l'homme est», Heidegger vise tout autre chose que l'invention de ce qu'il 
appelle en 1935/1936 «der Ichstandpunkt der neuen Zeit und ihr 
Subjektivismus»2. Son point de départ est ce qu'il appelle «le 
mathématique», qu'il définit comme «la position fondamentale envers les 
choses, dans laquelle notre prise nous pro-pose les choses eu égard à ce 
comme quoi elles nous sont déjà données, et doivent l'étre», comme «la 
présupposition fondamentale du savoir des choses»26. Comprendre la 
«philosophie cartésienne», c'est comprendre «comment s'accomplit de 
maniére déterminante l'élaboration philosophique du trait mathématique 
fondamental du Dasein moderne»”. L'invention cartésienne du sujet 
s'inscrit dans la perspective de la recherche d'un «principe premier et 
supréme pour l’étre de l’étant en général», un principe «mathématique», 
c'est-à-dire «qui ne peut rien laisser ni tolérer avant lui qui lui soit 
prédonné». Ce principe est la pensée elle-méme. Selon Heidegger le geste 
fondamental de Descartes est «d'élever le Je, en raison du mathématique, 
au rang de subiectum insigne»?8. 

Comment ce geste s'accomplit-il? La réponse de Heidegger est moins 
intéressante que la maniére dont il la construit et l'argumente. C'est 
évidemment par une nouvelle interprétation de ce qu'il appelle «la 
formule: "cogito ergo sum"» que Heidegger justifie sa vision du 


?5 Cfr. M. HEIDEGGER, Qu'est-ce qu'une chose ?, trad. J. REBOUL, J. TAMINIAUX, 
Paris, Gallimard, 1971, p. 109. Texte allemand (noté par la suite entre crochets): Die Frage 
nach dem Ding, Tübingen, Max Niemeyer Verlag, 1962, p. 76. 

?6 Cfr. M. HEIDEGGER, op. cit., p. 87 [58] 

7! bid. p. 108 [76]. 

23 Tbid., p. 115 [81]. 
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cartésianisme comme «élévation du Je, en raison du mathématique, au 
rang de subiectum insigne». Cette formule n’est qu’une expression de ce 
qu’il appelle «der Satz», à savoir «le principe purement mathématique 
auquel rien n'est prédonné». Quel est donc ce «Satz»? C'est le «penser-et- 
poser en tant que, se dirigeant sur lui-méme», il découvre que «tout 
énoncer, tout penser, quel que puisse étre ce sur quoi il énonce, et en 
quelque sens que ce soit, est à chaque fois un “Je pense”’»29. Ce «Satz» 
énigmatique, énoncé d’une «maniére qui préte au malentendu» dans la 
«formule: “cogito ergo sum”», Heidegger l’appelle le «Ichsatz», 
autrement dit le «Je pense», autrement dit la raison «qui est purement elle- 
méme, la raison pure», dans la mesure oü «le “Je pense” est la raison, est 
l'acte fondamental de la raison»?°. On a ici une série vertigineuse qui, de 
la «proposition», der Satz, conduit à la raison pure, die reine Vernunft, à 
travers la mise en équation de trois notions ou expressions: das Setzen, das 
Denken als «Ich denke», der Ichsatz, ot le mot «Satz» passe 
subrepticement de la signification de proposition à celle de principe. Que 
cette lecture fasse violence à Descartes sautera aux yeux de n'importe quel 
lecteur — à commencer par celui des Regulae ad directionem ingenii sur 
lesquelles Heidegger fonde l'ensemble de son propos. 

En attribuant à Descartes l'initiative d'un redéploiement de la notion 
d'hupokeimenon / subiectum passant par une mise en équation explicite de 
subiectum et d'ego, Heidegger se tient à l'évidence dans un horizon 
interprétatif déterminé par la lecture kantienne du cartésianisme: en 
témoigne exemplairement la transcription de la supposée «formule: cogito 
ergo sum» — ce que Kant appelait «das cartesianische 'cogito ergo sum'»— 
sous la forme, éminemment kantienne: das Ich denke, «le-je-pense». 
Heidegger est fidéle à la lecture kantienne du «cogito-sum», lorsqu'il écrit 
que «tout énoncer, tout penser, quel que puisse étre ce sur quoi il énonce, 
et en quelque sens que ce soit, est à chaque fois un “je pense"». Sa 
principale originalité est de déceler dans le «sum» du «cogito-sum», non 
la conséquence du penser, mais son fondement, d'y entendre ce qui n'est 
pas explicitement marqué en latin, le je, le je du «je pose», le je «qui ne 
s'oriente pas vers une donnée préalable», le je qui, «de maniére insigne», 


29 Ibid., p. 114 [80]. 
30 Ibid., p. 117 [83]. 
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«git au fond» en tant que «subiectum du poser purement et simplement»; 
de traduire «cogito-sum» par: «je suis cela qui pose et qui pense», le «je» 
du «mathématique», élevé au rang de «subiectum insigne», qui, «quant ä 
son sens, n'est absolument rien de “subjectif”, à la manière d'une propriété 
fortuite de cet homme particulier», mais qui, au contraire désigne ce qui 
«pour la représentation est à proprement parler ce qui toujours déjà git par 
devant, I’“objectif” au sens d'aujourd'hui». 

Pour le médiéviste en quéte d'une généalogie du sujet, la lecture de 
Kant et de Heidegger est à la fois stimulante et décevante. Telle que la 
décrit Heidegger l'invention cartésienne du sujet apparait comme une 
sorte de motivation rétrograde, largement fictive, puisqu'il lui manque le 
terme méme de subiectum, de l'invention, elle bien réelle, du Subjekt chez 
Kant. Déception donc. Mais aussi stimulation. De fait, nous savons à 
présent que, dans la généalogie du sujet, deux táches doivent étre 
rigoureusement distinguées: l'archéologie du «subjectivisme», du 
«Ichstandpunkt der neuen Zeit», d'une part, qui ne concerne pas les 
médiévistes, et celle à laquelle Heidegger nous invite és qualités, sans 
nous donner de réponse satisfaisante avec son interprétation du 
cartésianisme, la généalogie de la rencontre entre subiectum et ego. 


2. En attribuant rétrospectivement à Descartes la définition kantienne 
du «Ich denke» comme autoréférence du sujet transcendantal pour en faire 
le point de départ de la modernité en philosophie, Heidegger a sans doute 
commis une erreur généalogique. Reste qu'il a, dans le livre sur Nietzsche, 
introduit le couple de notions sur lequel un médiéviste peut entamer un 
véritable travail archéologique: Subjektheit et Subjektivität. La 
«subjectité» désigne la propriété d’être sujet. Plutôt que de nous demander 
Si «c'est avec Augustin — ou un autre auctor ou magister quelconque de 
l'Antiquité ou du Moyen Age -, que la subjectivité fait son entrée dans 
l'histoire de la pensée», nous nous demanderons donc ici dans quels 
contextes précis, s'il en est, la question de l'homme - ce qui veut dire à la 
fois celle du je et celle de la pensée —, a été explicitement affrontée en 
termes de subjectité, ou si l'on préfére à l'aide de la notion de subiectum. 

Revenons à Heidegger. L'émergence du sujet de la pensée moderne se 
laisse selon lui caractériser comme le moment oü «la mens humana, 
revendique exclusivement pour elle le nom de sujet de telle sorte que 
subiectum et ego, subjectivité et égoité acquiérent une signification 
identique». La question du généalogiste est alors la suivante: s'il n'est pas 
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vrai que c’est avec Descartes que «la mens humana revendique 
explicitement pour elle le titre exclusif de subiectum», quel est, s’il existe, 
le moment ou cette revendication se fait, pour la premiére fois, jour, de 
telle sorte qu'à partir d'elle, pour la premiere fois, aussi, «subjectivité et 
égoité» acquiérent une signification identique? Un cogito remplagant 
l'autre, une réponse plausible, correspondant au théme traditionnel de 
l'invention de la «subjectivité» attesté de P. Hadot à G. Madec, semble 
devoir étre: le «moment augustinien». Cette réponse, pour plausible 
qu’elle soit, est erronée. S’agissant précisément de la mens humana, 
Augustin est, au contraire, le premier, le plus remarquable et le plus 
acharné des adversaires du modele attributiviste de la subjectité. Soyons 
clairs: non seulement Augustin a tout fait pour dissocier les notions de 
subjectité et d’égoité, mais il a clairement condamné, a propos de la mens, 
l'importation de la notion aristotélicienne d' hupokeimenon, dans sa double 
acception de substance et de sujet. Si les mots ont un sens, il faut donc dire 
que c’est avec Augustin que le mental a été, pour la premiére fois, 
explicitement pensé comme ne relevant pas de la sphére de l’ousia 
aristotélicienne en tant qu’hupokeimenon. Si l’on tient absolument 3 
reconduire le theme de l’invention augustinienne de la subjectivité, il 
faudra alors ajouter que cette subjectivité est une subjectivité sans sujet 
fonctionnaire, une notion de la subjectivité qui non seulement n’inclut 
aucune référence à celle d’ousia entendue comme hupokeimenon- 
subiectum, mais au contraire l’exclut, et se constitue de l’exclure — ce que 
méme l’adversaire le plus endurci de l’archéologie/généalogie 
philosophique ne pourra pas ne pas considérer comme paradoxal, à moins 
de découvrir une autre acception de l'ousia, non aristotélicienne, 
autorisant à parler de sujet et de subjectité en dehors de toute référence à 
l'onto-logique d' Aristote. 

Dans ce qui suit, je proposerai donc: premiérement, une justification 
de l’affirmation que saint Augustin rejette explicitement le modêle 
attributiviste de la subjectité; deuxiémement, une analyse et une 
description des deux modéles de «sujet» élaborés au Moyen Age, le 
premier, averroiste, fondé sur l'importation de l'ousia entendue comme 
hupokeimenon-subiectum, le second, augustinien, fondé sur son exclusion 
explicite, et l'importation d'une autre conception de l'ousia, entendue 
dans l'horizon de la distinction trinitaire entre ousia et hupostasis; 
troisiémement, j'essaierai de montrer comment aprés s'étre affrontés, les 
deux modéles se sont rencontrés, en sorte que, c'est chez les auteurs qui 


AUGUSTIN CRITIQUE D’AVERROES 221 


les ont rapprochés, voire fusionnés, que l’on peut inscrire la premiére 
«revendication par la mens humana du nom de sujet», et la conséquence 
qu'en tirait faussement Heidegger à propos de Descartes: «le fait que, pour 
la premiére fois, subiectum et ego, subjectivité et égoité acquiérent une 
signification identique». 

3. La démonstration du premier point tient en peu de mots. Elle repose 
toute entiére sur les indications expresses données par Augustin dans le De 
Trinitate, concernant l'applicabilité des «dix catégories» à Dieu. Ces 
indications reflétent une conception de l’ousia que l’on peut dire 
«aristotélicienne», quelle que soit la source a laquelle l’emprunte 
effectivement Augustin. Selon De Trinitate, V, 1, 2, la catégorie de l’ousia 
[ovota], autrement dit, en latin, celle de substantia ou, pour mieux dire, 
celle d’essentia s’applique «sans aucun doute» 4 Dieu: «Est tamen sine 
dubitatione substantia uel si melius hoc appellatur essentia, graeci ousian 
uocant» Cependant, la substantia/essentia divine n’est pas 
substance/essence au sens oü le sont «les autres réalités qui sont dites 
essences ou substances»: elle «ne reçoit pas d’accidents»; elle est donc 
«immuable»; et c'est pourquoi «l’être, d’où “essence” est tiré, lui convient 
absolument et le plus véridiquement» («Et ideo sola est incommutabilis 
substantia uel essentia quae deus est, cui profecto ipsum esse unde essentia 
nominata est maxime ac uerissime competit»). Le point fondamental est le 
suivant: pour l’auteur du De Trinitate, substance et essence ne sont pas 
synonymes (au sens moderne du terme). Rigoureusement parlant, essentia 
est le terme propre, correspondant ä «ce que les Grecs appellent l’ousia 
divine». A ce point propre qu’ousia «convient peut-étre 4 Dieu seul», 
puisque Lui seul ‘est’ véritablement, ainsi que le «proclame le Nom qu’il 
a révélé à Moïse, Ex 3, 14: “Je suis celui qui suis"». Substantia au 
contraire est, s’agissant de Dieu, un terme «abusif». En effet, Dieu ne 
subsiste pas comme une substance, en laquelle «quelque chose serait 
comme dans un sujet». Augustin est formel: «Il serait, dit-il, sacrilége, de 
dire de Dieu qu’il subsiste et soit sous sa bonté, et que cette bonté ne soit 
pas substance ou plutöt essence, ni que Dieu ne soit lui-méme sa propre 
bonté, mais qu’en Lui elle soit comme dans un sujet»3!. Dans la 


31 Cfr. Augustin, De Trinitate, V, 1, 2 : «Nefas est autem dicere ut subsistat et subsit 
deus bonitati suae atque illa bonitas non substantia sit uel potius essentia, neque ipse deus 
sit bonitas sua, sed in illo sit tamquam in subiecto. Vnde manifestum est deum abusiue 
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perspective augustinienne, est donc substance au sens propre, «ce qui sub- 
siste et se tient sous» des «accidents» qui «sont en lui comme dans un 
sujet». Dieu n’est pas une telle substance. Le modéle de la subjectité ne 
s’applique pas à Dieu, en tant qu’il véhicule une conception 
aristotélicienne de l’ousia entendue comme hupokeimenon-subiectum. 
S’applique-t-il 4 la mens humana? Je me bornerai ici 4 poser la premiére 
partie de la thése d’Augustin, 4 savoir sa réponse, sans entrer dans sa 
justification, que j’aborderai seulement avec mon second point. Cette 
réponse est clairement négative: amour et connaissance, autrement dit les 
deux actes mentaux qui portent la réflexion augustinienne sur la mens dans 
le De Trinitate, IX, IV, «ne sont pas dans la mens comme dans un sujet», 
«...non amor et cognitio tanquam in subiecto insunt menti»32. Ils sont 
«comme l’àme est elle-méme», «sunt, sicut ipsa mens». Comment, la 
réponse donnée 4 cette question implique l’examen de sa justification. Je 
la réserve donc pour le second point. Pour le moment, il suffit de retenir 
qu’ Augustin rejette toute application de la notion aristotélicienne d’ousia 
à l’äme, comme il rejette toute application de cette même notion à Dieu. 


4. Qu’en est-il des deux modéles de/du sujet élaborés au Moyen Age? 
Une observation liminaire s’impose, pour fixer le sens global du parcours 
que nous allons effectuer. Dans la généalogie du sujet et de la subjectivité, 
jusqu'à une période que nous préciserons, la situation de la pensée 
médiévale se caractérise par un chiasme remarquable que l’on peut décrire 
ainsi: les médiévaux disposent d'une théorie du moi et de l'égoité, de la 
mens comme «je», mais cette théorie ne réclame pas la mise en ceuvre de 
la notion de subiectum; réciproquement, ils proposent une théorie 
compléte de la subjectité, en grammaire, en logique, en physique, en 
métaphysique, mais cette théorie répugne à s' exporter en psychologie dans 
une théorie de la mens humana. En d'autres mots, la théorie médiévale de 
la mens n'a pas besoin d’importer la notion d’hupokeimenon; 
réciproquement, celle du subiectum ne réclame pas d'elle-méme à régler 
celle de la mens. Pourtant les deux finissent par se rencontrer et s'articuler, 


substantiam uocari ut nomine usitatiore intellegatur essentia, quod uere ac proprie dicitur 
ita ut fortasse solum deum dici oporteat essentiam. Est enim uere solus quia 
incommutabilis est, idque suum nomen famulo suo Moysi enuntiauit cum ait: Ego sum qui 
sum, et: Dices ad eos: Qui est misit me ad uos.» 

32 Cfr. Augustin, De Trinitate, IX, IV, 5 ; BA, p. 84-85. 
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quelques centaines d'année avant la théorie cartésienne de Pego cogito 
cogitatum. Je n’entends pas restituer ici les &tapes du processus. Je veux 
seulement présenter les deux pöles entre lesquels se dé-cide l’idée 
prékantienne de subjectivité, celle qui, précisément, a échappé 4 
Heidegger dans Die Frage nach dem Ding: d'un côté, un modèle trinitaire, 
augustinien, de l’äme humaine, fondé en partie sur l’idée de 
circumincession (immanence mutuelle) des Personnes, en partie sur la 
notion, non-aristotélicienne, d’hypostase (hupostasis [bnootaotc]); de 
l’autre, un modéle non-trinitaire, averroiste, de la subjectité, fondé, lui, 
explicitement, sur la notion aristotélicienne d’hupokeimenon. Ces deux 
modéles ne visent pas initialement à rendre compte du même problême: le 
premier a pour objectif principal le probléme de la conscience et de la 
connaissance de soi, le second, celui du sujet de la pensée. Pour des 
raisons qui apparaitront, et qu’annonce le titre méme de cette 
communication «Augustin critique d' Averroês», je commencerai par le 
modéle «averroiste», fondé sur la notion d’ousia entendue comme 
hupokeimenon-subiectum. 


5. C’est avec la traduction du Grand commentaire sur le livre IU du 
De anima que la notion de subjectité est véritablement entrée dans le 
champ de ce que l’on appelle tantöt la «psychologie», tantöt, plus 
précisément, la «noétique», en l'espéce d'une question précise: quel est le 
sujet de la pensée ? L'homme ou l’intellect? Cette question supposait la 
validité d'un modéle, l'analyse aristotélicienne de la sensation, et des 
notions qui rendaient possible cette analyse, celle d'acte (energeia 
[Évépyera]) et d'actualisation ou de passage à l'acte (energein 
[Evepyeiv]). On sait que la théorie aristotélicienne de la sensation n'est pas 
fondée sur l'idée d'un «sujet sentant», qui serait affecté par une 
modification sensible, mais sur la sensation elle-méme définie comme 
l'«acte commun d'un sensible et d'un sentant». On n'est donc pas, 
normalement, étonné de voir que c'est cette structure de l'acte commun 
qui, chez Averroés, préside à la question du sujet de la pensée. De fait, 
Aristote lui-méme a clairement appliqué le modéle synergétique de la 
sensation à la question de l'intellection ou pensée. L'originalité d’ Averroès 
est de prolonger ce geste en reprenant un élément, jusque là peu remarqué, 
de l'analyse synergétique de la sensation: la notion de «sujet», ou plutót 
d’ «assujettissement» du sensible au sens correspondant. Il faut, il est vrai, 
disposer de tout l'appareil de l'érudition moderne pour voir s'effectuer 
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cette reprise. De fait, dans la plupart des traductions, la notion 
d’assujettisement est absente des passages tacitement repris par Averroés. 
Je me limiterai ici 4 un exemple: De anima, III, 2, 426b, 8-11. Le texte 
d’ Aristote est le suivant: 


Ekdotn u£v odv œloënois tod onokswu£vov aic8ntod Eotıv, Dnópyouco 
Ev TH cicôntnpiy  alo@ntrYpiov, kol Kpiver tac tod droKeuévov 
ooëntoù Sradopac33. 


Un des meilleurs connaisseurs d' Aristote, E. Barbotin traduit: 


Chaque sens s'exerce donc sur le sensible qui est son objet propre, réside dans 
l'organe sensoriel comme tel et juge des différences du sensible qu'il a pour objet}. 


La traduction de tou hupokeimenou aisthétou par «le sensible qui est 
son objet propre» pourrait sembler illustrer à merveille les conséquences 
de ce que Heidegger a appelé le «bouleversement de fond», le 
«changement fondamental du Dasein» qui, avec/aprés Descartes, touche 
à la permutation de la «signification des mots subiectum et obiectum», 
lequel «n'est pas une simple affaire d'usage linguistique», et qui voit 
passer sous le chef de l'objet ce que la tradition issue d'Aristote avait 
jusqu'au Moyen Áge appréhendé sous le titre de sujet. Las, ce n'est pas au 
seuil de la modernité que se dé-cide la remarquable permutation, mais, 
pour les Latins, dés le xme siècle, comme en témoigne, entre autres, 
Thomas d'Aquin dans sa Sentencia libri De anima, qui, commentant 
«Unusquisque quidem igitur sensus subiecti sensibilis est, qui est in 
sensitiuo in quantum sensitiuum, et discernit subiecti sensibilis 
differencias»35, écrit: 


Dicit ergo primo quod ex dictis manifestum est quod unusquisque sensus 
cognoscitiuus est sensibilis sibi subiecti, cuius species fit in suo organo in quantum 


33 Aristote, De anima, WI, 2, 426b8-10 ; JANNONE (éd.), in Aristote. De l'áme, Texte 
établi par A.J. JANNONE et traduit par E. BARBOTIN, Paris (CUF), Les Belles Lettres, 1966, p. 72. 


5* Trad. BARBOTIN, ibid., p. 72. J. TRICOT, Aristote. De l’äme, Paris, Von, 19341, 
traduit, p. 158 : «Chaque sens est donc sens de son propre objet sensible; il réside dans 
l'organe sensoriel en tant qu'organe sensoriel, et il juge des différences du sensible sur 
lequel il porte.» 

35 Cfr. Thomas d' Aquin, Sentencia libri De anima, éd. Léonine, Rome, Paris, 1984, 
p. 182. 
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est tale organum (immutatur enim organum uniuscuiusque sensus a proprio obiecto 
sensus per se, non secundum accidens), et unusquisque sensus discernit differentias 
proprii sensibilis?6. 


La traduction la plus fidèle du texte d' Aristote est celle de R. Bodéüs: 


Chaque sens porte sur le sensible qui lui assujetti, avec pour résidence l'organe 
sensoriel en tant que tel, et il juge des différences que présente le sensible qui lui est 
assujetti3?. 


C'est ce sens que, à en juger par la traduction de Michel Scot, 
Averroès trouve dans son textus: 


Et unusquisque sensuum est rei sensibilis subiecte illi, et est existens in suo sentiente 
secundum quod est sentiens, et iudicat differentias sensibilis sibi subiecti’. 


La théorie qui résulte, partiellement, de la reprise averroiste de la 
notion «aristotélicienne» de  sub-jection du sentant dans le 
sensible/d'assujettisement du sensible au sentant, est celle que j'ai 
analysée ailleurs sous le titre de «théorie des deux sujets»39. On peut la 
résumer ainsi: de même que la sensation a deux sujets, le sensible extérieur 


36 Cfr. Thomas d' Aquin, ibid., p. 182-183, 1. 19-25. 

37 Aristote, loc. cit. ; trad. R. Bop£üs, in Aristote. De l'áme, Paris (GF, 711), 
Flammarion, 1993 p. 209. 

38 Cfr. Averroés, Grand Commentaire sur le livre De l’äme IL, comm. 144, in 
Commentarium magnum in Aristotelis De anima libros, F.S. CRAWFORD (éd.), Cambridge 
(Mass.), The Mediaeval Academy of America, (Corpus Commentariorum Averrois in 
Aristotelem. Versionum Latinarum, vol. VI, 1), 1953, p. 348, 1-4. P. 348, 16-25, Averroés 
commente ainsi : «Et dixit: Et unusquisque sensuum, etc. Idest, et manifestum est per se 
quod unusquisque sensuum iudicat suum subiectum proprium quod est ei secundum quod 
est illud sentiens, et iudicat cum hoc differentias proprias que sunt in illo subiecto proprio, 
v. g. quia visus iudicat colorem, qui est subiectum proprium ei secundum quod est visus, et 
iudicat differentias contrarias existentes in eo, v. g. album et nigrum et media, et similiter 
auditus iudicat sonum, qui est suum subiectum, et grave et leve et media, que sunt 
differentie soni». 

39 Cfr. A. DE LIBERA, «Introduction» à Thomas d'Aquin. Contre Averroès. L'unité 
de l'intellect contre les averroistes suivi des Textes contre Averroés antérieurs à 1270, 
Paris, Flammarion, 1994; «Existe-t-il une noétique averroiste? Note sur la réception latine 
d’Averroès au zue siècle», in F. NIEWÖHNER, & L. STURLESE, (éd.), Averroismus im 
Mittelalter und in der Renaissance, Zürich, Spur Verlag, 1994, p. 51-80 et les notes 
accompagnant Averroés. L'intelligence et la pensée. Grand commentaire du De anima, III, 
Paris, Flammarion, 1998. 
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à l’äme et la perfection première de la faculté sensorielle, de même, la 
pensée, désignée dans le latin de Michel Scot par l’expression intentio 
intellecta, a savoir l’intelligible en acte second, a aussi deux sujets: 1. les 
images, dites «intentiones imaginatae», 2. l’intellect appelé «matériel», 
séparé du corps et non nombré par lui. Nous voilà donc bien — au moment 
où, au terme de la longue chaîne du commentarisme grec et arabe, 
s'accomplit l'introduction de l’hupokeimenon en noétique — non pas avec 
un, mais deux sujets. Le sujet de la pensée est double, et de ces deux sujets, 
un seul, le premier, a à voir avec l'homme, ce qui ne veut pas encore dire 
avec l'ego, le je ou le moi, mais seulement l'homme individuel, bo tis 
anthrópos eüt dit Aristote, autrement dit: tel homme singulier. Je rappelle 
ici le texte, tel que l'a édité Crawford: 


Quoniam, quia formare per intellectum, sicut dicit Aristoteles, est sicut 
comprehendere per sensum, comprehendere autem per sensum perficitur per duo 
subiecta, quorum unum est subiectum per quod sensus fit verus (et est sensatum extra 
animam), aliud autem est subiectum per quod sensus est forma existens (et est prima 
perfectio sentientis), necesse est etiam ut intellecta in actu habeant duo subiecta, 
quorum unum est subiectum per quod sunt vera, scilicet forme que sunt ymagines 
vere, secundum autem est illud per quod intellecta sunt unum entium in mundo, et 
istud est intellectus materialis. Nulla enim differentia est in hoc inter sensum et 
intellectum, nisi quia subiectum sensus per quod est verus est extra animam, et 
subiectum intellectus per quod est verus est intra animam. 


Dans l'historiographie frangaise, plus ou moins influencée alors par le 
structuralisme, la théorie des deux sujets a été parfois présentée sous le 
signe du «décentrement du sujet». Cette expression, lancée par J. Jolivet, 


4 Cfr. Averroès, Grand commentaire sur le livre De l'âme, DL comm. 5 [à propos 
de De an. III, 4, 429a 21-24] : «Puisque concevoir par l’intellect, comme le dit Aristote, 
C'est comme percevoir par le sens, et que percevoir par le sens s'accomplit par 
l'intermédiaire de deux sujets, dont l'un est le sujet [subiectum] par lequel le sens devient 
vrai (et c'est le sensible extérieur à l'áme) et l’autre, le sujet par lequel le sens est une forme 
existante (et c'est la perfection premiére de la faculté sensorielle), il est aussi nécessaire 
‘que les intelligibles en acte aient deux sujets, dont l'un est le sujet par lequel ils sont vrais, 
à savoir les formes qui sont des images vraies, et le second, celui qui fait de chaque 
intelligible un étant du monde [réel], et c'est l'intellect matériel. En effet, il n'y a en cela 
aucune différence entre le sens et l'intellect, si ce n'est que le sujet du sens, par lequel il 
est vrai, est extérieur à l’äme, alors que le sujet de l’intellect, par lequel il est vrai, est à 
l'intérieur de l’âme [notre traduction]». 
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rend compte d'un fait pour le moins déroutant, à savoir que pour Averroés, 
l'homme n’est pas le sujet de la pensée*!. Il ne l'est pas, dans la stricte 
mesure où il n'est pas son intellect. Dans la noétique d’ Averroês, en effet, 
il est clair que l'homme a seulement part à l’intellection en tant que, grace 
à sa faculté cogitative (ar. a/-guwwat al-mufakkira, lat. vis cogitativa, vis 
distinctiva), il offre des images ou, plutöt, des «intentions» particuliéres à 
l intellect matériel, substance unique, séparée de l’äme humaine. Dans ces 
conditions, il semble légitime de dire que pour Averroès l’homme n’est pas 
le sujet de la pensée au sens précis où, pour Aristote, I’ ceil est le sujet de 
la vision et que, d’une certaine maniére, sa place sub-jective est plutöt du 
côté de ce qui est vu, que du côté de ce qui voit. C'est, inutile d’insister 
sur ce point, cela méme que Thomas d’Aquin reproche à la noétique 
d’Averroès, dans le célèbre $ 65, du troisième chapitre du De unitate 
intellectus contra averroistas. La théorie des deux sujets de l’intellection 
ne permet pas de dire que l'homme — ou plutót l'homme individuel («cet 


^ La théorie des deux sujets en tant qu'elle est une certaine interprétation du 
modéle synergétique ou qu'elle en découle capture quelque chose de la théorie d' Aristote 
tout en la déformant/radicalisant de maniére décisive. Pour saisir à la fois cette capture et 
ce déplacement, cfr. J. BEAUFRET, «Remarques sur Descartes», in Dialogue avec 
Heidegger. 11. Philosophie moderne (Arguments, 58), Paris, Éditions de Minuit, 1973, p. 
42 : «Pour Aristote, voir un arbre n'est pas d'abord se voir le voyant, c'est l'arbre lui-même 
comme apparition, de telle sorte que l’ùrroxgiuevov ou substance est des deux côtés à la 
fois. Les deux apparaissent en effet, le second seul ayant la particularité de s’apparaître à 
lui-méme. Mais il n'y a pas là de quoi tout faire basculer à son profit. Sans doute “nous 
rendons-nous compte que nous voyons et entendons"( De anima, 425b12), mais sans tout 
attirer à nous-mêmes au détriment du “vu” et de "entendu". L'essentiel est simplement de 
ne pas oublier l'une des dimensions du “phénoméne”, à savoir la singularité en lui de la 
woxn. L’&uoidatveran des Grecs n'est nullement la confiscation du “phénomène” par un 
cogito me videre, bien que telle en soit l'interprétation cartésienne. Voyant l'arbre, je me 
vois bien le voir, dum in meipsum mentis aciem converto (Meditation, Y, A.T., VII, p. 51, 
23-24), mais non pas de telle sorte que nous ne puissions rien connaître quin idem etiam 
multo certius in mentis nostrae cognitionem nos adducat (Principes, I, $ 11). Ce que dit ici 
Descartes eüt été pour un philosophe du Moyen Äge aussi dépaysant que stupéfiant pour 
un Grec. Mais c'est qu'avec Descartes le monde grec et sa lumiére que le verbalisme 
scolastique cherche encore à suivre à la trace s'en sont allés». La source du «dépaysement» 
allégué par Beaufret tient, selon moi, à ceci que, pour les médiévaux (aristotéliciens), 
l’intellect se connaît comme il connaît les autres choses — i.e. par abstraction — autrement 
dit comme un intelligible abstrait. Pour un aristotélicien dire que l'homme se connait 
signifie la plupart du temps (notamment chez Albert le Grand) qu'il «acquiert son 
intellect». C'est avec quoi, ce qui fait ou fera époque, un Olieu prend, en tant 
qu'augustinien, ses distances. 
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homme-ci») — pense, mais seulement que ses images sont pensées par 
l’intellect separe*. l 

Les conséquences de la critique thomasienne sont trop connues pour 
devoir être rappelées ici. Dès 1270, la thèse selon laquelle «la proposition: 
“Thomme pense” est fausse ou impropre», intégrée dans le questionnaire 
adressé par Gilles de Lessines à Albert le Grand et reprise dans la 
condamnation parisienne du 10 décembre, signant la première intervention 
d’Etienne Tempier contre certaines thèses en vogue à l’université de 
Paris%, caractérise l'aspect le plus inadmissible de la théorie des deux 
sujets. Thomas, à dire vrai, fait plus: il attribue à Averroés une thése qui 
rend impossible l'explication d'un fait à ses yeux obvie, à savoir que «hic 
homo singularis intelligit»* — on reconnaît, au passage, la transposition 
latine de l'expression aristotélicienne ho tis anthrópos, «tel homme 
singulier». 

Que tirer de ces observations? Un constat pour le moins déconcertant: 
l'introduction de la notion aristotélicienne de l’ousia comme 
hupokeimenon-subiectum consacrée par la théorie des deux sujets de la 
pensée selon Averroés coincide avec la plus grande dissociation 
imaginable entre subjectivité et égoité. La séquence à nos yeux si naturelle 


2 «Supposé qu'une seule espèce numériquement identique soit et forme de 
l'intellect possible et simultanément contenue dans les images, ce type de couplage ne 
suffirait pas pour que cet homme-ci pense. Il est en effet clair que, par l'espéce intelligible, 
quelque chose est pensé, alors que, par la puissance intellective, quelque chose pense, de 
méme que, par l’espèce sensible, quelque chose est senti, alors que, par la puissance 
sensitive, quelque chose sent. C'est pourquoi le mur dans lequel se trouve la couleur, dont 
l'espàce sensible en acte est dans la vue, est quelque chose de vu, non quelque chose qui 
voit; ce qui voit, c'est l'animal doté de la faculté de vision oü se trouve l'espéce sensible. 
Or le couplage de l'intellect possible et de l'homme en qui sont les images dont les espéces 
sont dans l'intellect possible est comme le couplage du mur, dans lequel est la couleur, et 
de la vue, dans laquelle est l'espàce de sa couleur. «Si donc il y avait ce couplage», de 
méme que le mur ne voit pas, mais que sa couleur est vue, il en résulterait que l’homme ne 
penserait pas, mais que ses images seraient pensées par l'intellect possible. Il est donc 
impossible de sauver la thése que cet homme-ci pense si l'on adopte la position d' Averroés 
[notre traduction]». 

55 Cfr. H. DENIFLE et E. CHATELAIN, Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, Paris, 
Delalain, 1889, t. I, n? 432, p. 486-487 ; J.F. WiPPEL, «The condamnations of 1270 and 
1277 at Paris», The Journal of Medieval and Renaissance Studies 7 (1977)169-201. 

4 Cfr. Thomas d'Aquin, L'unité de l'intellect contre les Averroistes..., p. 135. 
Thomas avait déjà attaqué sous cet angle la noétique d' Averroés dans sa Summa contra 
Gentiles II, 59 et sa Sententia Libri De anima III, chap. 1, $ 2 (ad 429a20-429b5). 
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qui voit se mettre comme spontanément en série l’homme et le je du «je 
pense» sous les auspices du subiectum est, pour ainsi dire, essentiellement 
barrée par la mise en ceuvre de la lecture «sub-jective» du modêle 
aristotélicien de la synergie sensorielle. Il y a là de quoi réfléchir pour un 
archéologue/généalogiste de la philosophie. 

Et plus encore, lorsque l’on constate que c’est la critique thomasienne 
d’ Averroès qui, en un sens, produit la noétique de l'averroisme latin. Loin, 
en effet, de céder au redoutable contre-argument du § 65 de Thomas, 
certains averroistes latins du xme siècle radicalisent la thèse selon laquelle 
le sujet, qu’il faut bien dire alors «pensant» par opposition aux «intentions 
imaginées», sujet «pensé», n'est pas l’homme individuel. Le cœur de cette 
position est bien, en un sens, ce que J. Jolivet a appelé un «décentrement 
du sujet» — dé-centrement par rapport au complexe kanto-cartésien décrit 
par Heidegger, dé-centrement par rapport 4 «la définition kantienne du 
“Ich denke" comme autoréférence (autonymie) du sujet transcendantal*. 
et à son attribution rétrospective à Descartes», pour en faire le point de 
départ, sous la forme revisitée du «cogito-sum» (Ichsatz), de «l'attitude 
spécifiquement moderne en philosophie». Dé-centrement du sujet ou, 
plutót, non sub-jection /sub-jectivation de l'homme, puisque, pour ces 
«averroistes latins» du xe siècle, la pensée n'a pas l'homme pour sujet — 
«Ja pensée n'[étant] pas une perfection de l'homme», mais la «perfection 
de l' intellect» matériel séparé. 

Tel est en effet le paradoxe le plus saisissant dans le modéle averroiste 
du sujet que j'aimerais dire «post-thomasien»: l'homme, le Je, ce que 
Heidegger appelle la mens humana, y est si peu sujet que, reprenant — 
peut-étre pour la premiére fois, en ce contexte —, la distinction 
subiectum/obiectum, les averroistes patentés par l'historiographie, tel 
Siger de Brabant ou l' Anonyme de Giele, vont jusqu'à soutenir que la 
pensée n'a pas besoin de l'homme pour, au sens propre, «s'y sub-jecter»%, 


45 On notera que l'autonymie du sujet est abordée obliquement au Moyen Age sur 
le terrain logico-sémantico-pragmatique de la distinction entre sujet de l’énoncé / sujet de 
l'énonciation, dans le cadre de la réfexion sur le paradoxe du menteur(«ego dico 
falsum»). Je reviendrai sur ce point dans un autre travail. 

46 Cfr. Siger de Brabant, In III De anima, q. 9; B. BAZAN (éd.), Siger de Brabant, 
Quaestiones in tertium De anima. De anima intellectiva. De aeternitate mundi, Louvain- 
Paris, Publications universitaires-Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1972, p. 28, 79-82 (Philosophes 
médiévaux, 13). 
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Si la pensée a besoin de l’homme, ou plutöt des phantasmes, c’est-à-dire, 
en dernière analyse d'un corps matériel, c'est à titre d’ob-jet, non de sujet. 
Comme l'écrit en toutes lettres l'Anonyme de Giele: «La pensée n'étant 
pas une perfection de l'homme, elle a besoin de l'homme comme objet 
[...] elle a besoin du corps matériel comme son objet, non comme son 
sujet». 

Une chose est claire: pour les averroistes du xe siècle, l'existence du 
moi, du «fait de conscience», ne coincide d'aucune maniére avec 
l'assomption de l'homme comme subiectum. L'homme ne s'éprouve pas 
comme sujet de la pensée, le moi ou l'ego ne s'éprouve pas comme cela 
même qui pense ou éprouve la pensée. Comme l'écrit le même Anonyme 
de Giele: 


Tu dices: ego experior et percipio me intelligere, dico quod falsum est; imo intellectus 
unitus tibi naturaliter, sicut motor tui corporis et regulans, ipse est qui hoc experitur, 
sicut et intellectus separatus experitur intellecta in se esse. Si dicas: ego aggregatum 
ex corpore et intellectu experior me intelligere, falsum est; imo intellectus egens tuo 
corpore ut obiecto experitur hoc, communicans illud aggregato”. 


4 Cfr. Anonyme de Giele, Quaestiones De anima II, q. 4; in M. GIELE, F. VAN 
STEENBERGHEN, B. BAZÁN, (éds.), Trois commentaires anonymes sur le traité de l'àme 
d'Aristote, Louvain-Paris, Publications universitaires-Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1971, p. 76, 
91-96 (Philosophes médiévaux, 11), notre traduction: «Tu diras: moi [et nul autre] 
j'éprouve et je perçois que c'est moi qui pense. Je réponds: c'est faux. Au contraire, 
l'intellect, qui t'est naturellement uni en tant que (principe) moteur et régulateur de ton 
corps, est celui qui éprouve cela, lui (ipse), [et nul autre], exactement comme l'intellect 
séparé éprouve qu'il a en lui des intelligibles. Tu diras (encore): moi, l’agrégat d'un corps 
et d'un intellect, j'éprouve que c'est moi qui pense. Je dis: c'est faux. Au contraire, c'est 
l'intellect ayant besoin de ton corps comme objet (intellectus egens tuo corpore ut obiecto) 
qui éprouve cela et qui le communique à l'agrégat». La position du corps comme objet de 
l'intellect a eu une exceptionnelle postérité : on la retrouve au xvi* siècle, retournée contre 
Averroès dans le De immortalitate animae de Pomponazzi (1516). Disciple du 
«matérialisme» d'Alexandre d'Aphrodise, Pomponazzi accepte l'idée, doublement 
inadmissible pour l’averroisme, que le corps peut étre et l'objet et le sujet de la pensée. Cfr. 
Pietro Pomponazzi, De immortalite animae; chap. 4, B. Mossisch (éd.), Hambourg, 
Meiner, 1990, p. 18 (Philosophische Bibliothek, 434), notre traduction: «Selon sa 
definition générale, l'áme est l'acte d'un corps naturel organisé, etc. Donc l’äme 
intellective est l'acte d'un corps naturel organisé. Donc puisque, selon l’étre, l’intellect est 
l'acte d'un corps naturel organisé, il dépend aussi dans toute ses opérations d'un organe 
soit comme sujet soit comme objet. Il n'est donc jamais totalement séparé de tout organe». 
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Malgré les apparences, rien, on le voit, n'est plus étranger à la 
«revendication exclusive par la mens humana du nom de sujet» («de telle 
sorte que subiectum et ego, subjectivité et égoité acquerraient une 
signification identique») que le moment oü, par la théorie averroiste des 
«deux sujets» de la pensée, l’un subjectif, l’autre objectif, 1 hupokeimenon 
d' Aristote recyclé en subiectum entre dans le champ de la psychologie*?. 
On va voir que, réciproquement, l'attestation, dans une expérience 
originaire, du «fait de conscience», n'a pas originairement, pour ceux qui 
s'en réclament, partie liée avec la notion aristotélicienne de subjectité. 


6. Face à la théorie averroiste des deux sujets de la pensée, plusieurs 
doctrines médiévales font valoir que le moi ou le je (ego) se saisit, 
s'éprouve et se connaît d'emblée par une sorte d'intuition directe. Aucune, 
cependant, ne lie initialement cette aperception à l'idée d'une 
appréhension de soi comme sujet. Leur premier point commun est bien 
plutót le rejet augustinien de toute spécularité dans la relation de soi à soi. 
«L'âme, écrit en effet Augustin, ne peut se connaître comme en un miroir» 


48 L’hétéronomie du sujet averroiste est illustrée de manière très significative par 
un épisode de traduction, qui mérite d'étre rappelé. On sait que le Grand commentaire du 
De anima n'est, dans l'état actuel des corpus, entiérement accessible qu'en latin, dans 
l'épineuse traduction de Michel Scot. Un des énoncés les plus célébres ot Averroés semble 
faire intervenir la notion de «sujet» est le passage sur l'éternité et la corruptibilité de 
l'intellect théorique — perfection dernière de l'homme - affirmant: «peut-être la 
philosophie existe-t-elle en tout temps dans la majeure partie du sujet comme l'homme 
existe gräce à l'homme, et le cheval gráce au cheval». Que veut dire cette expression? 
L’averroiste Jean de Jandun comprend, contre les principes mémes de la noétique 
d’Averroès, que «la philosophie est parfaite dans la majeure partie de son sujet» (sui 
subiecti), c'est-à-dire «dans la majeure partie des hommes» (in maiori parte hominum). 
Cette interprétation est sans fondement. Elle s'explique cependant si l’on considère que le 
traducteur latin d' Averroés a confondu les termes arabes mawdu (le sujet, le substrat au 
sens de l’hupokeimenon) et mawdi‘ (le lieu). Là où Averroés indiquait simplement que la 
philosophie a toujours existé, «dans la majeure partie du lieu, c'est-à-dire presque partout» 
(sans quoi elle n’existerait pas aujourd’hui), Jean comprend qu'elle a pour sujet la majeure 
partie des hommes, chacun (ou presque) contribuant à sa parfaite (compléte) réalisation à 
mesure de son savoir et de ses aptitudes. La «subjectivité» s'insinue donc ici dans 
l’averroisme, mais par un contresens massif, lié à une traduction erronée, donc contre 
Averroés. Sur ce point, cfr. J.-B. BRENET, «Perfection de la philosophie ou philosophe 
parfait? Jean de Jandun lecteur d'Averroés», Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie 
médiévales 68, 2 (2001) 310-348. 
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(La Trinite, X, 3, 5, BA 16, p. 128). De ce théoréme, nombre de 
philosophes médiévaux tirent que, contrairement 4 ce que soutiennent 
Aristote et les péripatéticiens, l'àme ne se connaît pas comme elle connaît 
les autres choses, a savoir: par représentation ou par abstraction, et que, de 
ce fait, elle ne se connait pas non plus comme une autre chose ni comme 
un autre. Elle se connait comme présence 4 soi, dans, par et comme cette 
présence. Le défaut de la connaissance par représentation est d’étre 
commune à la fois au présent et à l’absent, voire d’étre plus 
particulièrement adaptée à re-présenter l’ absent en son absence comme s’il 
était présent. Or la présence à soi est inamissible. L'áme, dit encore 
Augustin, peut donc bien se forger d'elle-méme une image, elle peut 
«aimer cette fiction»: ce n'est pas ainsi qu'elle se connaltra. Au contraire, 
poursuit, sur Ja méme ligne, Pierre Jean Olieu (Impugnatio quorundam 
articulorum, art. 19, f? 47ra), elle se connait «par la certitude infaillible de 
son étre [certitudo infallibilis sui esse]»: l'homme sait d'emblée «si 
infailliblement qu'il est et qu'il vit, qu'il ne peut d'aucune façon mettre 
cela en doute [scit enim homo se esse et vivere sic infallibiliter quod de hoc 
dubitare non potest)». On est ici aux antipodes de la thèse 
représentationnaliste développée par Kant dans son Anthropologie. Ce 
n'est pas parce que l'homme «peut avoir le Je dans sa représentation, das 
Ich in seiner Vorstellung haben», qu'il «est une personne», mais par le 
sentiment de son étre et de sa vie, qu'on appelle «présence» (présence de 
soi à soi), qui n'est en rien une vision spéculaire, mais une sorte de 
parousie. Le rejet de la spécularité va de pair, dans l’épistémè que 
j appellerai «augustinienne», avec un modèle de l'égoité fondé sur une 
notion qui, jusqu'ici n'a pas été mentionnée: l'immanence mutuelle. 

Revenons à la thése augustinienne abordée tantót, puis provisoirement 
laissée de cóté, incomplétement formulée. Nous avons vu que le De 
Trinitate, IX, IV rejetait toute application à l’äme de la conception 
aristotélicienne de l’ousia entendue comme hupokeimenon-subiectum, 
qu'amour et connaissance y étaient réputés «ne pas étre dans la mens 
comme dans un sujet», et étre bien plutöt «comme l'áme est elle-m&me» 
(«sunt, sicut ipsa mens»). Nous n'avons pas dit, en revanche, comment, 
précisément, «est la mens». C'est la réponse à cette question, sur laquelle 
repose le modéle augustinien dans sa totalité, qu'il nous faut à présent 
rapporter. 

Concernant les actes mentaux, appelés cognitio et amor, Augustin, 
pose que, pour autant qu'on puisse en juger, «ils existent dans l’äme et s'y 
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developpent dans une sorte d’involution mutuelle, en sorte qu’ils s’y 
laissent percevoir et denombrer substantiellement, ou pour le dire 
autrement, essentiellement, non comme dans un sujet» («haec in anima 
existere, et tanquam involuta evolvi ut sentiantur et dinumerantur 
substantialiter, vel, ut ita dicam, essentialiter, non tanquam in subiecto»). 
La rectification de substantialiter en essentialiter est capitale: elle indique 
l'origine de la conceptualité augustinienne — la question de |’ applicabilité 
de l’ousia à Dieu. On a vu qu’Augustin refusait l’application à Dieu de 
l’ousia-substance (c’est-à-dire hupokeimenon-subiectum) d’Aristote à 
laquelle il préférait l’ousia-essence. Ce choix n’est pas un choix a 
l’intérieur du langage catégorial aristotélicien (méme si naturellement, 
beaucoup de traducteurs du Stagirite considérent plus pertinente la 
traduction de l’ousia aristotélicienne par le terme d’«essence»). C’est un 
choix qui reléve d’une autre configuration: celle des Péres grecs, et de 
leurs sources. Dans cette configuration, ici. proprement théo-logique, 
l’ousia ne se donne pas 4 lire dans sa relation avec la catégorie d’ accidents, 
mais dans le couple qu'elle forme avec celle d’hupostasis®. Quand 
Augustin écrit que «l'amour et la connaissance ne sont pas dans la mens 
comme dans un sujet, mais sont eux aussi substantiellement, comme l’äme 
elle-même», il énonce une these qui ne peut être comprise qu'à partir du 
couple ousia-hupostasis. Mais pour comprendre en quoi ce couple a la 
moindre pertinence théorique et théologique, il faut expliquer 
l’involution/évolution mutuelle, l’involuta-evolvi, des actes mentaux et de 
la mens. C’est ce qu’apporte un outil proprement théologique, que je 
désignerai ici par le nom qu’il porte dans la théologie grecque: 
périchorése, en latin circumincessio. Ma thése est que la périchorése ou 
circumincession des Personnes trinitaires est le modéle proprement 
augustinien de l'esprit (mens) et que le modéle périchorétique de l'esprit 
s'oppose au modèle attributiviste. 


7. La théorie augustinienne de l'esprit, mens, et de ses actes n'est pas 
fondée sur la distinction aristotélicienne de la substance et des accidents 
mais sur celle de l'ousia et de l’hupostasis, complétée par la notion 


49 Sur les diverses figures de ce rapport dans la pensée antique, cfr. F. ROMANO, 
D.P. Taormina (éd.), Hyparxis e Hypostasis nel Neoplatonismo. Atti del I Colloquio 
Internazionale del Centro di Ricerca sul Neoplatonismo. Università degli Studi di Catania, 
1-3 ottobre 1992, Lessico Intellettuale Europeo, Firenze, Leo S. Olschki (ed.), 1994. 
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d’«involution/évolution mutuelle». Elle est donc ultimement fondée sur 
une notion de théologie trinitaire, destinée 4 penser comment, selon les 
termes mémes d’Augustin, «une substance peut étre a la fois simple et 
multiple». Cette notion est ce que l’on appelle aujourd’hui la 
«circumincession des Personnes» ou «périchorése», c’est-ä-dire 
l’immanence mutelle des Personnes de la Trinité. Le terme perichöresis 
[nepixwpoic] s'est imposé dans son usage trinitaire avec Jean de 
Damas. Une page célébre du De fide orthodoxa (PG 94, 830B) affirme que 
le Père, le Fils et l'Esprit sont unis sans confusion, qu'ils sont contenus les 
uns dans les autres, et ont en/entre eux une circumincession (kai tén en 
allélai perichóresin [koù Ty Ev GAATAGL TEPLYAPNOLV]), qui ne laisse 
place ni à l’agrégation ni au mélange, et qu’ils ne sont pas extérieurs les 
uns aux autres ni séparés selon l’essence, comme le croit Arius. Burgundio 
traduit ainsi: 


Uniuntur enim, ut diximus, non ut confundantur, sed ut habeantur in invicem, et eam 
quae in invicem circumincessionem habeant, sine omni congregatione et 
commassatione [...] neque extra se stantibus vel secundum substantiam incisis, 
secundum Arii divisionem®®. 


L'idée d'immanence mutuelle, dans ses deux aspects, l'un, statique, 
de manence (exprimé dans le latin scolastique par le terme 
circuminsessio), l'autre, dynamique, d'im-manence incessante (exprimé 
par le terme circumincessio), permet d'échapper à toute interprétation du 
rapport ousia-hupostasis en Dieu qui serait fondée sur la conception 
aristotélicienne de l'ousia sujet-substantiel comme support d'accidents. 
Mëme si, et pour cause, il ignore la notion proprement damascenienne de 
perichôresis, Augustin souscrit d'avance entièrement à son contenuó!, Il en 
donne même une élaboration fondée sur une confrontation explicite avec 
le modéle aristotélicien de l'ousia. 

Au sens propre, Dieu ne saurait être dit «subsister» au sens ou une 


50 Cfr Jean de Damas, De fide orthodoxa, E.M. BUYTAERT (éd.), Franciscan 
Institute Publications, The Franciscan Institute, St. Bonaventure, N Y-E. NAUWELAERTS, L.- 
F. SCHÖNINGH, Paderborn, 1955, p. 44, 291-45, 294 et 294-295 (Text series nº8). 

51 Dans son article du Dictionaire de Theologie Catholique A. CHOLLET cite comme 
principaux témoins de la notion de circumincession Athanase, Cyrille d'Alexandrie, 
Fulgence et, naturellement, Hilaire de Poitiers. Nous reviendrons sur ce point dans un autre 
travail. 
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substantia «subsiste». Ce qui, proprement, «subsiste», c’est ce qui est sub- 
jecté à ce qui est dit «être dans un sujet» («ea quae in aliquo subiecto esse 
dicuntur»)92. Ce qui est in substantia n'est pas substance, c'est un 
accident, par exemple: la couleur, qui est «in subsistente atque subiecto 
corpore» et qui, cessant d’étre «ne prive pas le corps d’étre corps». Le 
rapport de Dieu à ses attributs ne saurait être tel: Dieu n'est pas, on l'a vu, 
le sujet de sa bonté («nefas est dicere ut subsistat et subsit Deus bonitati 
suae»), celle-ci «n'est pas en lui comme dans un sujet» («tanquam in 
subiecto»). On comprend pourquoi il faut dire de Dieu, qui est lui-méme 
sa bonté, qu'il est essence plutót que substance, et donc que la Trinité est, 
au sens propre, «une seule essence» — Pére, Fils et Esprit doivent étre 
considérés comme trois «hypostases» ou, mieux, comme trois Personnes 
mutuellement immanentes. Le rejet du couple «substantia/id quod est in 
subiecto» en théologie trinitaire est d'une importance capitale dans 
l’histoire de la mens humana, dans la généalogie du sujet. C'est par là que 
saint Augustin fait historialement «époque», par là qu'il s'inscrit dans 
l'histoire de la «subjectivité». De fait, la doctrine de l'image trinitaire, qui 
gouverne la théorie augustinienne de l'áme, veut que la méme structure 
d'immanence mutuelle qui est en Dieu un et trine se retrouve dans 
l'homme intérieur. Mais, si tel est le cas, la notion de substantia au sens 
d'hupokeimenon-subiectum doit &tre bannie du champ de la psychologie, 
sous peine de réduire les actes mentaux à de simples accidents de l'esprit. 
Telle est la raison pour laquelle Augustin, qui connait parfaitement la 
notion aristotélicienne d'hupokeimenon, élimine le subiectum dans son 
analyse des triades de l'homme intérieur. L'hupokeimenon est 
incompatible avec le transfert de la notion théologique d'immanence 
mutuelle dans l'étude de la mens. Dire qu'Augustin a «introduit la 
subjectivité» dans l'histoire de la pensée signifie donc d'un point de vue 
généalogique, non qu'il a introduit une subjectivité sans sujet 
fonctionnaire, mais une subjectivité sans l'hupokeimenon-subiectum 
d' Aristote. 


8. Le modéle périchorétique de la mens n'a sans doute pas été 


«inventé» par Augustin. Des indices montrent qu'il existe une filiére 
«grecque» pour le transfert de l'idée d'immanence mutuelle, de son 


52 Cfr. Augustin, De Trinitate, VII, 4, 10, BA 15, p. 536. 
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horizon d’origine, Dieu, ä l’äme, au premier plan duquel se detache la 
figure de Grégoire de Nazianze. La PG elle-méme note en ce sens: 
«Vocem perichôrêseôs [nepıyapnoewg], quam Latine nostri 
circumincessionem vertunt, ex eodem doctore Damascenus mutuatus est, 
qua Trinitatis personae in se invicem manere perinde significaret: in cujus 
circumincessionis exemplum Nazianenus profert unionem mentis, 
cogitationis et animae, quae sine ulla divisione sese mutuo, ut ita dicam, 
penetrant». C’est cependant Augustin qui a lui a donné toute son ampleur 
theorique, en lui faisant jouer un röle central dans la description des deux 
triades a l’aide desquelles il aborde la distinction entre connaissance et 
conscience de soi, ä savoir: (a) mens-notitia-amor et (b) memoria (sui), 
intelligentia, voluntas. On sait que la premiére analogie de la Trinité dans 
l’homme intérieur, mens-notitia-amor, subordonne la conscience de soi a 
la connaissance de soi. Les notions d’ousia et d’hupostasis jouent dës ce 
niveau un röle évident. Trois théses articulent le dispositif périchorétique: 
le concept de mens entraine nécessairement ses corrélatifs «connaitre» et 
«vouloim; tous trois désignent des substances, mens, au sens propre, 
«connaitre» et «vouloir» au sens large, en tant que, comme actes, ils se 
distinguent de simples accidents; ces trois «substances», qui sont les unes 
dans les autres, ne sont qu’ «une seule substance ou essence»53. 

Cette structure permet de penser le passage de la connaissance à la 
conscience de soi: 1. l'esprit se connaît lui-même de manière discursive et 
réflexive dans son acte de connaissance; 2. de cette connaissance découle, 
de maniére directe et nécessaire, l'amour de soi; 3. dans l'amour et la 
connaissance de soi, l'esprit prend conscience de lui-méme de maniére 
immédiate». Dans cette analogie encore imparfaite de l'homme intérieur 
avec la Trinité divine, la mens représente la déité tout entiére, tandis que 
les actes correspondent aux deux Personnes du Fils et du Saint-Esprit. 

Dans la seconde analogie, memoria (sui), intelligentia, voluntas, ot le 
modele périchorétique s'applique plus adéquatement, une conscience de 
soi immédiate et intuitive précéde et fonde la connaissance réflexive. Les 


53 Cfr. Augustin, De Trinitate, IX, 5, 8 : «Chacune de ces réalités est en soi et 
cependant elles sont mutuellement chacune tout entiére dans les autres tout entiéres, 
chacune dans les deux autres, ou les deux autres en chacune d'elles. Et ainsi, toutes en 
toutes [...]. Ainsi ces trois réalités sont étrangement inséparables; et pourtant, chacune 
prise à part est substance, et toutes ensemble ne sont qu'une substance ou essence, quand 
on parle de leurs relations réciproques». 

54 Cfr. Augustin, De Trinitate, IX, 2, 2-5, 8. 
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termes de la triade, réellement distincts, formant une unité en raison de 
l’unité de l’esprit, on peut dire que la mens, substance ou essence de l’äme, 
représente la déité entiére, tandis que memoria correspond ä la Personne 
du Père, intelligentia à celle du Fils, amor à l’Esprit — chacun des Trois 
étant égal aux autres, pris séparément ou pris ensemble; chacun des Trois 
appelant nécessairement les deux autres; tous Trois étant corrélatifs aux 
autres. Dans ce dispositif trinitaire complet, les «actes» de la mens sont 
présentés comme «procédant» de la mémoire, exactement comme, en 
Dieu, le Fils et l'Esprit «procèdent» du PéreS5, 

Il n'est pas question d'aller ici plus en détail dans l'élaboration du 
modele périchorétique de la mens. Il suffit de souligner que le langage 
théorique de l'ousia et de l'Aupostasis qui sous-tend silencieusement les 
analyses latines d'Augustin a une fonction précise: argumenter un type 
d'unité des actes de la mens, réellement distincts entre eux, avec la mens 
elle-méme, une corrélativité intime, irréductible au rapport des accidents à 
la substance, mais parfaitement maîtrisée au niveau théorique à l'aide de 
la notion d'immanence mutuelle. Reste un probléme. 

Le modéle périchorétique est l'instrument parfait d'un rejet sans 
réplique du modèle attributiviste de l’hupokeimenon-subiectum. Augustin 
formule originairement les deux, et construit le second pour assurer le 
dépassement du premier En somme, si le modêle aristotélicien de 
l'hupokeimenon est emprunté à Aristote, ce n'est pas à Aristote que l'on 
doit sa premiere application massive à l’äme: l'attributivisme. C'est à 
Augustin, et c'est également à Augustin que l'on doit sa première critique 
fondamentale. De même, si la théorie des deux sujets suppose le modéle 
aristotélicien de l hupokeimenon, ce n'est pas à Aristote que l'on doit la 
théorie elle-méme, mais à Averroés et aux averroistes. Comment expliquer 
que, au Moyen Áge, ces deux constructions, parfaitement légitimes et 
argumentées en leur ordre propre, qui semblaient conceptuellement 
destinées ou à s'éviter ou à s'affronter, aient fini par se rencontrer, se méler 
l'une à l'autre dans une synthése contre-nature? On ne peut répondre 
directement à cette question. On peut, en revanche, noter que les 
véritables inventeurs de la «subjectivité moderne», qu'il ne faut pas 
confondre avec le «subjectivisme», sont ceux qui ont rapprochés, voire 
fusionnés le modêle aristotélico-averroiste et le modéle augustinien. 


55 Cfr. Augustin, De Trinitate, X, 11, 18. 
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Ce sont eux, ni Aristote, donc, ni Averroés, ni Augustin, qui ont 
assuré, par contamination réciproque de leurs langages théoriques 
respectifs, la premiére «revendication par la mens humana du nom de 
sujet», que Heidegger prétend, 4 tort, lire, il est vrai dans son propre 
horizon de questionnement, chez Descartes. Ce sont eux — eux que 
l’histoire a oubliés —, qui ont fait en sorte que «pour la première fois, 
subiectum et ego, subjectivité et égoité acquiérent une signification 
identique». J’aimerais, dans ce troisiéme point de mon exposé, dire 
quelques mots sur ces absents de l'histoire. 


9. Si l'expression «invention de la subjectivité» a un sens, elle doit, 
j'espère que les analyses précédentes l’auront montré, respecter un cahier 
des charges théorique précis: il faut faire entrer l’ hupokeimenon-subiectum 
dans le dispositif augustinien ousia-hupostasis, assurer la synthése contre- 
nature de la certitudo infallibilis sui esse et de la notion aristotélicienne de 
sujet, synthése qui seule peut permettre la reformulation de la certitude de 
soi en certitude dite «subjective». Cette synthése suppose elle-méme, pour 
étre compléte, une certaine maturation de la distinction entre sujet et objet. 

On a vu que Heidegger pointait un «bouleversement de fond», un 
«changement fondamental du Dasein» dans la permutation de la 
«signification des mots subiectum et obiectum», intervenue avec/apres 
Descartes. Le relecture critique du scénario généalogique heideggerien ne 
peut donc pas ne pas rencontrer dans sa quéte de la premiere synthése des 
deux modèles aristotélicien et augustinien l'opposition, standard au XIVº 
siécle, entre le mode d'étre ou de présence subjective(ment) et le mode 
d'étre ou de présence objective(ment), l'esse subjective et l'esse objective 
d'une intentio ou d'un conceptus. Cette opposition cependant ne conduit 
pas directement de la subjectité, la Subjektheit heideggerienne, à la 
subjectivité imputée à la «pensée moderne». Au contraire, l'idée 
d'existence «subjective» d'une intention ou d'un affect ne dit rien d'autre 
que l'assimilation des états mentaux à des qualités ou des accidents de 
l'áme, caractérisés par la relation d'inhérence à un substrat, qui soutient le 
modéle que j'ai dit «attributiviste». Elle viole donc le principe de 
circumincession. Qu'elle soit appliquée à des actes mentaux ou mise en 
équation avec la théorie averroiste des deux sujets (comme chez Pierre 
d' Auriole), elle demeure plus proche de la subjectité aristotélicienne que 
de la «certitudo sui esse» d'Augustin. Méme si l'opposition entre ob- 
jectité et sub-jectité est indispensable à l'apparition d'une notion sub- 
jective du moi, elle ne suffit pas, au contraire, pour l'assurer. 
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Y a-t-il d'autres pistes? Grâce aux travaux récents de J.-B. Brenet^6, 
on peut répondre positivement à cette question, en remontant jusqu'au XIII® 
siècle — emblématiquement: à Guillaume d' Auvergne?? — puis en suivant 
les effets portés de la critique thomasienne et de la condamnation de 1270 
sur l'averroisme du xIve siècle, spécialement chez Jean de Jandun, ou la 
pensée dominicaine, qu'il s'agisse d'un thomiste comme Hervé de 
Nédellec5? ou d'un esprit moins facilement classable comme Durand de 
Saint-Pourçain®. Chez tous ces auteurs, en effet, l'exigence de faire de 
l'homme le sujet d'un acte de pensée vient lester le modéle attributiviste 
d'une dimension nouvelle d'intériorité et de réflexivité, plus ou moins 
développée et conceptuellement maitrisée. En dehors des penseurs 


56 Cfr. J.B. BRENET, Transferts du sujet. La noétique d'Averroés selon Jean de 
Jandun, Paris, Vrin, 2003 (Sic et Non). 

57 Cfr. Guillaume d' Auvergne, De anima, in Opera omnia, 2 vol., F. HOTOT (éd.), 
et Supplementum, éd. Blaise le Feron, Orléans-Paris, 1674 [réimpr. Francfort, Minerva, 
1963], p. 83: «[...] omnís anima humana intelligens [...] intelligit se intelligere, et scit se 
hoc intelligere. Intelligere etiam se hoc scire, quapropter scit et intelligit se habere in se 
scientiam et intellectum huiusmodi. Intelligit igitur, et scit se esse subiectum huiusmodi 
dispositionum, de quibus manifestum est quia ipsae sunt dispositiones spirituales. 
Quapropter notum est omni animae huiusmodi, quod ipsa est subiectum receptibile 
spiritualium dispositionum, et notum est etiam eidem subiectum spirituale receptibile esse 
spiritualium dispositionum». Cfr., en outre, De anima, loc. cit., p. 68: «Dico igitur, quia 
ipse intelligit se intelligere hoc ; non enim possibile est intelligentem aliquid quidquid illud 
sit ignorare se intelligere illud, quapropter intelligit et scit intellectus se intelligere hoc : 
quare scit hoc suum intelligere esse apud se, et in se. Scit autern indubitanter et intelligit 
intelligere non esse nisi in intelligente» et, ibid., p. 1 : «Nihil autem clarius intueris, 
certiusve cognoscis quam intelligibiles dispositiones animae tuae quae sunt scientiae, 
dubitationes, opiniones, gaudia, tristitiae, timores, et fiduciae, et omnino omnes 
cogitationes et affectiones quas Arístoteles nominat passiones de quibus sunt irae, invidiae, 
odia et caetera omnia huiusmodi ; quae omnia quemadmodum dixi tibi de sensibilibus 
dispositionibus non abscondunt nec obnubilant, sed potius indicant, revelant, et notum 
subiectum efficiunt, necesse est ut intuenti haec faciant claram visionem intellectibilem, 
plenamque notitiam, ac certitudinem indubitatam de subiecto cujus sunt quod evidenter 
indicant, et ostendunt». 

58 Cfr. Hervé de Nédellec (Hervaeus Natalis), In quatuor libros Sententiarum 
commentaria, Paris, 1647, f° 251A : «... oportet quod ille cui convenit intelligere [...] quod 
sit subiectum actus intelligendi. Cfr. également f° 250bC-D : «Non ergo ad hoc quod alicui 
conueniat intelligere, sufficit quod eius forma sit causa effectiua, siue quod eliciat 
effectiue. Immo oportet quod sit subiectum actus intelligendi». 

5 Cfr. Durand de Saint-Pourçain, Quodlibeta avinionensia tria, Zürich, Pas Verlag, 
1965, p. 218 : «Nulla unio sufficit ad hoc quod homo intelligat, nisi homo, vel aliquid 
hominis, indistinctum ab eo secundum suppositum, sit subiectum actus intelligendi». 
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abordés par Brenet, on peut aussi alléguer un témoignage déja connu, celui 
de l'auteur de la formule «certitudo infallibilis sui esse»: Pierre Jean Olieu, 
sur lequel O. Boulnois a, de son côté, attiré l’attention®. C'est sur cet 
auteur que je reviendrai ici pour achever ce premier parcours. 


10. Le travail d’Olieu s’inscrit dans un complexe précis: la 
reformulation, standard depuis la fin du xme siècle, à l’aide des notions 
d’«acte» et d’«objet», de la doctrine selon laquelle l’intellect se connait 
comme il connait les autres choses, à partir de la connaissance de ces 
autres choses. Dans cette formulation, dite «péripatéticienne», la 
transgression du principe augustinien selon lequel la mens ne saurait étre 
considérée comme le sujet d’actes assimilés 4 des accidents mentaux est, 
à l'évidence, déjà consommée. L'homme qu'elle décrit est censé parvenir 
à la connaissance de son esprit (mens) et de la nature de sa faculté de 
penser («naturae potentiae intellectivae») à partir de ses actes («per actus 
eius») et des objets de ces actes («per cognitionem objectorum»). Cette 
connaissance est conjecturale, fruit d'un raisonnement qui, partant des 
objets, remonte aux actes, en posant, premiérement, que ces actes ne 
subsistent ou «demeurent» (manant) qu'en vertu d'une puissance qui leur 
sert de sub-strat («ab aliqua potentia et substantia»); deuxiémement, 
qu'ainsi ils «existent dans un sujet» («sunt in aliquo subiecto»); ce qui, 
troisiémement, permet de conclure que «nous avons une faculté qui assure 
la subsistance» de ces actes. C'est, contre Augustin, pour «assurer un sujet 
aux actes de connaissance orientés vers des objets» que le péripatétisme du 
XIV* siécle conjecture l'existence d'une «potentia sub-jectiva». Cette 
conjecture, qui parait à un moderne faire un pas décisif en direction de la 
«subjectivité», perd, en réalité, l'essentiel de ce qu'assurait le modéle 
augustinien: la certitude de soi, donc la forme méme de l'égoité. Elle ne 
dit rien, en effet, du moi ou de l'ego: comme l'a bien montré O. Boulnois, 
elle permet de poser qu'il y a un sujet de mes actes; elle n'établit pas que 
«je suis» ce sujet. Rien, dans la voie péripatéticienne, ne permet d' «étre 
certain que je suis, que je vis et que je pense»: au contraire, tout ce qu'elle 
pose c'est que mes actes «subsistent gráce à une certaine puissance et 
qu'ils sont inhérents à un certain sujet»: 


€ Cfr. O. BOULNOIS, Etre et représentation. Une généalogie de la métaphysique 
moderne à l'époque de Duns Scot (xie-xive siècle) (Epiméthée), Paris, PUF, 1999, p. 151- 
221. 
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Si quis autem bene inspexerit istum modum, reperiet quod non solum potest in eo 
contingere aliqua dubietas, sed etiam quod nunquam per hanc viam possemus esse 
certi nos esse et nos vivere et intelligere, licet enim certi simus quod illi actus manant 
ab aliqua potentia, et sunt in aliquo subiectofl. 


Paradoxalement, donc, le principal obstacle dressé par la thése 
péripatéticienne du XIVe siècle sur la route de la «subjectivité» est le 
subiectum lui-méme. Pour arriver à la «certitude subjective» des 
modernes, il faut franchir un pas de plus: poser que j'ai l'intuition d’être 
moi-méme le sujet de mes actes. Cela veut dire qu'il faut revenir à la 
conception périchorétique de l’äme selon Augustin, tout en y adaptant le 
langage «péripatéticien» de la subjectité. Ce double mouvement constitue 
une synthése forcée et une double infidélité. Forcée, car elle recourt à la 
notion de sujet, substrat passif d'affects, de propriétés ou accidents, 
fundamentum, pour penser un principe actif, un agent, une cause, 
principium. La thése qui en résulte n'est plus, au fond, ni augustinienne ni 
aristotélicienne. Mais c'est précisément là que réside le coup d'envoi de la 
«subjectivité» ou, au moins, la condition de possibilité d'un tel envoi. Et 
c'est ce qu’accomplit, avec d'autres sans aucun doute, mais de maniére 
exemplaire, Pierre Jean Olieu. Le geste théorique du Franciscain, que l'on 
peut bien dire ici révolutionnaire, sinon sub-versif, consiste à ordonner la 
perception de mes actes à «celle que j'ai préalablement de moi-méme 
comme sujet de ces actes». Ce re-tournement l’amène à formuler comme 
un théoréme que «dans la perception de mes actes, la perception du sujet 
lui-méme (= moi) est première selon l'ordre naturel». Des expressions 
comme «certitudo qua sumus certi de supposito omnis actus scientialis» 
ou «in hac apprehensione videtur naturali ordine praeire apprehensio 
ipsius suppositi» signent la rencontre de la certitude et de la subjectité d’où 
procédent les notions modernes de subjectivité et de certitude subjective. 
S’y ajoute un dernier trait fondamental, qui consomme à la fois la défaite 
et la victoire d'Augustin: l'assomption de l'attributivisme au sein du 


$1 Pierre de Jean-Olieu (Olivi), Impugnatio quorundam articulorum, art. 19, in 
Petrus Ioannis Provenzalis, Quodlibeta. Quaestiones textuales. Impugnatio et defensiones 
quorundam articulorum, Venise, s.d. (1505 ?), f? 47ra: «Si l'on examine soigneusement 
cette maniére de penser [i.e. celle que décrit la voie péripatéticienne], on verra que non 
seulement elle ne saurait étre exempte de doute, mais encore que nul ne saurait, par son 
canal, arriver à la certitude d'étre lui-méme celui qui est, qui vit et qui pense, méme si l'on 
peut, par là, étre certain que ces actes subsistent en vertu d'une certaine puissance et 
résident dans un certain sujet». 
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complexe augustinien de la «certitude» — cet attributivisme que le De 
Trinitate avait pourtant ipso facto rejeté en rejetant le modéle aristotélicien 
de l'hupokeimenon-subiectum. Sous sa forme accomplie l’attributivisme 
consiste dans l’assimilation des actes mentaux ä des attributs ou des 
prédicats du sujet-ego. Sans que l’on puisse pour le moment dire 
clairement s’il est ici un novateur absolu ou le témoin insigne d'un 
processus bien entamé ailleurs et avant lui — par exemple chez Guillaume 
d’Auvergne, comme le suggèrent les analyses de J.-B. Brenet —, sans que 
l’on puisse donc déterminer s’il inaugure une nouvelle épistémé ou s’il en 
est simplement un représentant particulièrement efficace, Olieu donne une 
formulation que je considère archétypale de l’attributivisme au Moyen 
Age. Cette formulation tient en une phrase: «Nos actes ne sont pergus par 
nous que comme des prédicats ou des attributs [actus nostri non 
apprehenduntur a nobis nisi tamquam praedicata vel attributa]». Pareil 
théoréme, qui affirme que du point de vue de la perception, le sujet est 
perçu en premier, car «selon l'ordre naturel le sujet est pergu avant que le 
prédicat ne lui soit attribué en tant que tel», énonce les conditions de 
possibilité d'un attributivisme que l'on peut dire achevé et, avec lui, d'une 
conception «moderne» du sujet. Avec le théoréme d'Olieu, la 
«subjectivation» de l’äme est méme accomplie dans toutes ses dimensions 
— spécialement par l'assomption de la forme linguistique ou logique de la 
prédication, redoublée par la prise en considération du mot ego dans la 
communication langagiére — le phénoméne méme visé par le texte de 
Benveniste évoqué tantót. Bien que le terme ne soit pas nécessaire en latin, 
Olieu souligne, en effet, que lorsque nous voulons signaler à d'autres 
l'existence en nous de tel ou te] état mental, «nous mettons d'abord le 
sujet, en disant: je pense cela ou je vois cela [quando volumus hoc aliis 
annunciare praemittimus ipsum suppositum dicentes: ego hoc cogito, vel 
ego hoc video]». Certains contesteront peut-étre le choix du terme 
«attributivisme» pour caractériser la position d'Olieu. De fait, on pourrait 
parler ici à la fois de «substantialisme» et d'«attributivisme»: 
substantialisme, car cette position comporte l'idée d'une intuition de moi- 
méme comme «substance», c'est-à-dire comme sujet et comme principe 
(«subiectum et principium»), intuition donnée par la sensation 
«expérimentale et quasi tactile» («sensus experimentalis et quasi 
tactualis») de moi-méme comme sujet permanent; attributivisme, dans la 
mesure oü cette premiere intuition est complétée par une autre intuition, 
effectuée dans/par le m&me «sens interne», celle de mes actes comme 
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autant d’«attributs», distincts de cette substance, qui lui doivent de 
subsister et qui existent en elle sur le mode du devenir®. 

Concluons. Dans son enquéte généalogique sur la «métaphysique en 
tant qu’histoire de l’étre», Heidegger pointe chez Descartes l’origine de la 
transformation de l’hupokeimenon-subiectum d’où est issue la notion 
moderne de la subjectivité93. Cette assignation est rendue possible par le 
poids que Heidegger accorde à la définition kantienne du «Ich denke» 
comme autoréférence /autonymie du sujet transcendantal et son attribution 
rétrospective à Descartes. Elle suppose, en outre, la pertinence d’une 
seconde thèse, affirmant que le «bouleversement de fond», le «changement 
fondamental du Dasein» qui se produit avec Descartes a trait à un double 
bouleversement: celui qui touche à la «signification des mots subiectum et 
obiectum», lequel «n’est pas une simple affaire d’usage linguistique». 


Jusqu'à Descartes, avait valeur de «sujet» toute chose subsistant pour soi; mais 
maintenant le «Je» devient le sujet insigne, par rapport 4 quoi seulement les autres 
choses se déterminent comme telles. Parce que les choses — mathématiquement — 
regoivent d’abord leur choséité de leur rapport fondatif au principe supréme et 4 son 


62 Pierre de Jean-Olieu (Olivi), Impugnatio ..., ibid. : «Quando apprehendimus 
nostros actus quosdam interno sensu et quasi experimentaliter distinguimus inter 
substantiam a qua manant et in qua existunt et inter ipsos sensus, unde et sensibiliter 
percipimus quod ipsi manant et dependent ab ea, non ipsa ab eis, et quod ipsa est quiddam 
fixum et in se manens, ipsi vero actus in quodam continuo fieri (Quand nous appréhendons 
certains de nos actes par une sensation interne nous distinguons de maniére quasi 
expérimentale entre la substance dont ils tirent leur subsistance et en laquelle ils existent et 
les sensations elles-mémes, ce qui fait que nous percevons de maniére sensible qu’ils 
subsistent en vertu d’elle et dépendent d’elle, et non pas elle en vertu d’eux, et qu’elle est 
elle et elle seule quelque chose de stable subsistant en soi-méme, tandis que ses actes sont 
en état continu de devenir )». 

63 On peut penser qu'en cela le philosophe de Messkirch reste dans un horizon 
dominé à la fois par sa propre lecture de Hegel et par la critique nietzschéenne du 
hégélianisme. Comme l’a bien vu en effet J. Beaufret («Remarques...», p. 43), ce que 
Heidegger se propose, c’est avant tout de penser «la subjectivité qui, 4 partir de Descartes, 
prend le pas sur l’antique substantialité au point de se substituer à elle avec Hegel dans la 
représentation d'un sujet absolu» (c’est moi qui souligne) ou, pour mieux dire, de penser 
l'unité de l'histoire de Descartes à Nietzsche à partir de «l'interprétation de plus en plus 
résolue de la substance comme sujet, telle que Hegel l'affirme[ra] dans une célébre Préface 
au Systéme de la Science». Or si, pour Heidegger, «la réduction nietzschéenne de l'ego 
cogito à un ego volo, dont l'essence est la volonté comme volonté de puissance, ne sera à 
son tour qu'un déplacement de frontiéres à l'intérieur de la subjectivité qui, depuis la 
révolution cartésienne, est devenue fondamentale», il est également clair que, pour lui, «aux 
yeux de Nietzsche, Hegel ne pense pas encore assez résolument la substance comme sujet». 
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«sujet» (Te), elles sont essentiellement ce qui par rapport au sujet se tient comme un 
autre, ce qui repose vis-a-vis de lui comme obiectum. Les choses elles-mémes 
deviennent «objets». 


Il nous a semblé que l’histoire des généralisations successives de la 
subjectité qui, selon Heidegger, conduit 4 la conception moderne de la 
subjectivité posait, telle qu’il articule lui-m&me, un diagnostic erroné ou 
sommaire sur le moment médiéval, et qu’ä tout le moins, elle n’était pas 
conforme à ce que l’on peut aujourd’hui savoir du Moyen Age 
philosophique et théologique. Nous avons donc tenté d’en retracer 
quelques linéaments.. 


Au terme de ce parcours, il semble raisonnable de faire les 
observations suivantes: 

Premièrement: la question du Je et celle du sujet sont distinctes$5; 
elles relèvent pour une longue période de complexes questions-réponses 
eux mémes distincts: connaissance de la mens par elle-méme; 
connaissance de soi; conscience de soi; origine et fondement de la 
certitude de soi; nature du rapport entre conscience et connaissance de soi, 
soit: le complexe «augustinien», d’une part; question du sujet de la pensée, 
l'homme ou l’intellect, soit: le complexe «aristotélico-averroiste», d'autre 
part (désignant par là l'ensemble de lieux, de problémes et de doctrines 


64 Cfr. M. HEIDEGGER, Qu'est-ce qu'une chose?; éd. cit., p. 115 [81-82]. 

65 Sur cette différence, cfr. J. BEAUFFRET, «Remarques. ..», p. 47-48: «Étrangère au 
sujet qu'est déjà pour l'essentiel l'ego cogito de Descartes, la philosophie grecque n'a 
pourtant pas méconnu le je, dont Protagoras soulignait méme la puissance au point de 
mériter l'approbation sans réserves de Socrate». Toutefois :«Le je de Protagoras n'est pas 
le sujet cogitant, porteur en lui de la mesure qui décide de la vérité de l'étant. Cette mesure, 
Protagoras la recoit bien plutöt du rapport grec de l'étant à son étre dans l'expérience de 
l'étant comme "phénoméne". C'est comme “phénoméne” que l’étant se manifeste dans son 
étre, car, “phénomène”, il l'est du fond de lui-méme et non à partir de l'homme seulement. 
C'est ce que nous enseigne le ciel nocturne de Sapho, qui n'a nul besoin de l'homme pour 
briller. Mais le “phénomène” est aussi en relation avec l'ego. Par cette seconde relation, la 
relation à l'étre n'est nullement ouverte mais plutót restreinte... [Protagoras] respire le 
méme air que Platon. Non pas cependant que Descartes, à qui rien ne brille que pour l'ego 
tel qu'il ne s’apparaît qu'à lui-même comme le fondement inébranlable de toute certitude 
relative au reste de l'étant. Mais le je de Protagoras, s'il n'est pas un sujet cogitant, n'est 
pas non plus celui de la *vie intérieure", éponyme du premier, et à qui ses états ne seraient 
que des "états d’äme” plus ou moins diversement ou intensément vécus». 
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ouvert par le De anima, ses interprétations grecques et arabes jusqu’ä 
Averroés, ses prolongements latins). 

Deuxièmement: ces deux réseaux thématiques se sont largement 
structures gráce à deux modèles concurrents, tous deux formulés par 
Augustin dans le De Trinitate: l'un qu'il rejette, le modéle attributiviste de 
l'hupokeimenon-subiectum hérité d’Aristote; l'autre qu'il admet, le 
modéle périchorétique de la mens et de ses actes issu de la réflexion 
théologique sur l'ousia et les hupostaseis divines. 

Troisiémement: l'histoire de la subjectivité s'est développée sur le 
fond de la concurrence entre hupokeimenon aristotélicien et hupostasis 
augustinienne, soit: subiectum et substantia. 

Quatrièmement: le modèle attributiviste de l’hupokeimenon- 
subiectum a connu, avec Averroés et l’averroisme latin, un déploiement 
remarquable en l'espéce de la théorie des deux sujets de la pensée. Cette 
théorie a su accueillir Ja distinction subiectum/obiectum d'une manière 
restée impensée chez Heidegger, en distinguant subiectum au sens de 
fundamentum et subiectum au sens d'obiectum66. 

Cinquiémement: le modêle attributiviste et le modéle périchorétique 
se sont, à un ou des moments qui restent à déterminer plus précisément, 
parasités l'un l'autre, subissant par là méme de profondes altérations. 
L'entrée du complexe de problémes relatifs à la connaissance et à la 
certitude de soi sur le terrain de la théorie de l'intellect a obligé les tenants 
du modéle attributiviste à lester le subiectum de la notion d'ego; 
réciproquement, les tenants du modèle périchorétique ont lesté la certitudo 
sui de la notion de subiectum. Les uns ont du acclimater un principe actif 
dans un contexte où la pensée est décrite en termes de réception; les autres 
acclimater un principe réceptif dans un contexte oü la pensée est décrite en 
termes d'action. De ce chiasme est née une nouvelle conception de 


66 Cfr., sur ce point, Jean de Jandun, Quaestiones super tres libros Aristotelis De 
anima, IIl, 5, Venise, 1587, col. 242: «Nam Commentator et Aristoteles aliquando 
accipiunt subiectum pro fundamento [...], et aliquando pro obiecto, sicut patet in 2 huius 
cap. de sensu communi, ubi Aristoteles dicit: “ unusquisque igitur sensus subiecti sensibilis 
est, et discernit subiecti sensibilis differentias". Manifestum est igitur quod ipse accipit ibi 
subiectum pro obiecto, et in multis aliis locis, accipitur etiam pro subiecto proprie, cui res 
accidens inhaeret, et sic loquitur Commentator hic. Hic enim accipit subiectum pro 
subiecto, cui species inhaeret, cum dixit intellectum materialem esse unum de illis 
subiectis, et accipit subiectum pro obiecto, cum dicit intentionem imaginatam esse 
subiectum, per quod est verum: quia, scilicet species ei conformatur». 
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l’esprit, soumise a un principe dont l’histoire serait 4 suivre pour elle- 
méme: actiones sunt suppositorum®’. 

Sixiémement: l’invention de la subjectivité dite «moderne» peut être 
considérée comme bien engagée dans la relecture attributiviste du modêle 
augustinien de la mens, attestée, au minimum, chez Pierre Olieu. Ce fait 
suggêre que l'invention de la subjectivité reléve bien d'une généralisation 
de la subjectité, comme le pensait Heidegger, une généralisation toutefois 
opérée par la fusion de deux modéles primitivement antagonistes celui du 
rapport sujet-accidents, gouverné par l'inhérence (ce que Brentano 
appellera «in-existence» mentale); celui du rapport essence-hypostases, 
gouverné, un temps, par la circumincession. Les parologismes de la raison 
analysés par Kant dans la premiére et la seconde édition de la Critique de 
la raison pure sont les témoins tardifs des synthéses forcées entre 
subiectum aristotélicien et substantia augustinienne, opérés au Moyen 
Äge. Mais il en va de méme de la théorie du sujet transcendantal (défini: 
ein transzendentales Subjekt der Gedanken ... = x, welches nur durch die 
Gedanken, die seine Prädikate sind, erkannt wird) qui présente la forme 
archétypique de la version attributiviste du «sujet moderne». 

Septiémement: dire, avec P. Hadot et certains historiens de la pensée 
antique, que c'est avec Augustin «que la subjectivité fait son entrée dans 
l’histoire de la pensée» n'est ni plus vrai ni plus faux que de dire, avec 
Heidegger, que le «Ichsatz» cartésien inaugure métaphysiquement la 
définition moderne de l'homme comme sujet. Peut-on pour autant refuser 
le type de projection rétrospective que ce type d'assertion met en ceuvre 
sans compromettre l’intelligibilité du récit historique? S'engager dans 
cette voie réclamerait de disposer d'une véritable généalogie du sujet. Les 
recherches en cours rendent cette perspective non entiérement chimérique. 


École Pratique des Hautes Études. 
Université de Genéve 


67 Ce principe est allégué par Durand de Saint-Pourgain contre les averroistes. Cfr. 
In sententias, éd. cit., £. 137 col.1, $ 12 : «Secundum inconveniens est, quia operatio quae 
non transit in materiam exteriorem non potest alteri distincto secundum suppositum 
communicari, quia actiones sunt suppositorum, sed intelligere est huiusmodi...». 


Luis ALBERTO DE BONI 


INTELECTO E HOMEM - A ANTROPOLOGIA CRISTÄ DE 
TOMÄS DE AQUINO 


No presente trabalho procurarei reconstruir o percurso do que se 
poderia qualificar como a tentativa, por parte de Tomäs de Aquino, de 
elaborar uma antropologia na qual os dados da revelacäo se expressassem 
em categorias filosöficas tidas como consistentes em seu tempo. Näo 
haverei de cair na tentação da transposição fácil e acritica, nem procurarei 
espaco para um diälogo entre Tomäs e a modernidade, embora meu 
interesse não seja o da mera reconstrução histórica, pois, onde se fala do 
homem, res tua agitur, fala-se sempre de algo que nos atinge de perto. 

O trabalho divide-se em cinco partes. A primeira serve como introdugäo 
ao pensamento tomasiano sobre o tema. Nas três seguintes, examina-se o 
que poderia se chamado de guerra em três fronts entre Tomás e alguns 
pensadores árabes e cristãos. Na quinta, enfim, relativizando as polêmicas, 
transparece o núcleo da antropologia tomasiana, visto, principalmente, a 
partir de seus estudos sobre o conhecimento da alma separada. 


I. TOMÁS DE AQUINO SOBRE O INTELECTO HUMANO 


O cristianismo não foi e não é propriamente uma filosofia, e sim uma 
religião com aspiração a afirmações universalmente válidas. Ao difundir- 
-se, ele se deparou com a filosofia greco-romana, também com aspiração 
à validade universal de seus enunciados. Entre ambos não eram poucos os 
pontos de atrito, o que fez com que alguns cristãos recusassem qualquer 
diálogo com o filosofia, por julgarem não haver ligação alguma «entre 
Atenas e Jerusalém, entre a Academia e a Igreja, entre os pórticos de 
Salomão e a Stoa»!. De fato, para a filosofia grega, os cristãos 


1 «Quid ergo Athenis et Hierosolymis? Quid Academiae et Ecclesiae? Quid 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 247-285. 


248 LUIS ALBERTO DE BONI 


apresentavam-se com algumas doutrinas dissonantes, como a da criagäo 
do mundo por Deus, a da redengäo de todos por Cristo e a da vocacäo 
universal dos homens 4 salvacäo. 

No bojo do corpo doutrinal cristäo, havia também uma singular 
concepgäo de homem, como um ser criado diretamente por Deus 4 sua 
semelhanga; como criatura livre e fragil, que utilizou mal de sua liberdade 
e que, por isso, afastou-se de Deus, precisando ser reconciliada com ele 
pela mediagäo de Cristo; como chamado 4 contemplacäo de Deus em outra 
vida, consistindo nisto a eudaimonia, a felicidade perfeita. Ora, tais 
afirmações tinham por trás de si não somente a crença na imortalidade da 
alma, como também na ressurreição dos corpos e em uma vida eterna ser 
fruída pela alma unida ao corpo. Esta crença bíblica na ressurreição 
manifesta-se tão forte entre os pensadores cristãos dos primeiros tempos, 
que alguns dos apologetas, ao que parece, não tiveram dificuldade em 
admitir até mesmo a morte da alma, juntamente com a do corpo, devendo 
ambos ressuscitar no dia do Juizo?. 

Pois bem, a razão grega — para a qual é desconhecida a ressurreição 
dos mortos - encontrava dificuldade em afirmar, simultaneamente, a 
imortalidade da alma e a composição hilemórfica do homem. Ao 
demonstrar a imortalidade da alma, ignorava e elidia o corpo (Platão); ao 
afirmar a corporeidade, reduzia o homem todo, corpo e alma, à condição 
mortal (Aristóteles), Aliás, a pergunta sobre a alma constitui um dos 
problemas centrais do pensamento pagão tardio. A oposição entre o 
materialismo da Stoa e do epicurismo, de um lado, e, de outro, o 
espiritualismo neoplatônico; a pergunta sobre a possibilidade e o modo de 
um espírito unir-se a um corpo; a interrogação sobre a proveniência da 
alma; a possibilidade de a alma intelectiva valer-se de dados sensíveis; a 
unidade substancial da alma (Stoa) e a pluralidade de suas faculdades 
(neoplatonismo), e tantas outras questões que aflorariam novamente no 


haereticis et christianis? Nostra institutio de porticu Salomonis est [...] Viderint qui 
Stoicum et Platonicum et dialecticum Christianismum protulerunt» (Tertulianus, De 
praescriptione haereticorum 7, 9-11; PL 2, 23s). 

2 Cfr., por exemplo, Justinus, Dialogus com Tryphone Judaeo, 6, 2, PG 6, 486s; 
Tatianus, Oratio contra Graecos, c. 13, PG 6, 834; Irinaeus, Adversus haereses, II, 19, 6; 
34, 1, PG 7, 774s, 834s. Cfr. C. W. BYNUM, The Resurrection of the Body in the Western 
Christianity, 200-1336, New York, Columbia Un. Press, 1995. 

3 Cfr. E. GiLsoN, L'esprit de la philosophie médiévale, Paris, Von, 2. ed. 1978, p. 
183. 
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século XII, encontravam-se já então na ordem do dai Os pensadores 
cristãos não poderiam deixar de colocar-se estas questões, devido às 
conseqüéncias que acarretavam para a Cristologia e a Antropologia. Entre 
os gregos, foram modelares o De animas, o De anima et resurrectione$ e 
o De hominis opificio'de Gregório de Nissa, e o De natura hominis? de 
Nemésio. No ocidente, cabe principalmente a Agostinho o mérito de 
assumir a argumentação filosófica sobre a espiritualidade e a imortalidade 
da alma, como também é mérito seu tentar, através de noções filosófico- 
teológicas, compreender o homem como constituído não acidentalmente 
de corpo e alma”. Em seu trabalho, abeberou-se no neoplatonismo!®. 

Quando Tomás de Aquino escreveu sua obra, no terceiro quartel do 
século XIII, os estudos sobre o homem haviam feito um longo percurso, 
durante o qual a leitura agostiniana fora sendo enriquecida com a tradução 
dos padres gregos e, a partir de fins do século XII, com a tradução de 
Aristóteles e de seus comentadores pagãos e árabes!!. O texto maior de que 
dispunha — que se constituiu no grande "manual de Psicologia e de 
Antropologia da Idade Média — foi, sem dúvida, o De anima de 
Aristóteles. Mas Tomás não recebeu o De anima pura e simplesmente: foi- 
lhe oferecido um texto acompanhado de leituras diversas e, por vezes, até 
mesmo contraditórias, resultado de cerca de um milênio de interpretações, 
iniciadas com Alexandre de Afrodísias e tendo como último e mais 
brilhante comentador o cordobês Averróis. 

Tomás contou com uma tradução sem dúvida mais fiel ao original do 
que aquelas de que dispunham os árabes — o que se explica até mesmo pela 
proximidade entre o grego e o latim. E a novidade do texto aristotélico deve 
tê-lo entusiasmado tanto a ponto de, na Contra gentiles, ter elaborado seu 


4 Cfr. E. PEROLI, «Platonismo e Cristianesimo: Gregorio de Nissa ed il problema 
dell’alma», Medioevo 22 (1996) 1-30. 

PG 45, 187-222. 
PG 46, 1-160. 
PG 44, 123-256. 
PG 40, 479-483. 

2 Cfr. a respeito da leitura cristã do pensamento grego sobre a alma: E.L. FORTIN, 
Christianisme et culture philosophique au cinquième siècle — La querelle de l'âme humaine 
en Occident, Paris, Ed. Augustiniennes, 1959. 

10 De civ. Dei, 8, 1-10; PL 41, 223-235. 

11 Cfr. a respeito: I. ToLomio, Trattati sull’anima dal V al IX secolo, Milano, 
Rusconi, 1979; O. LorriN, Psychologie et morale au XIIve. et XIIIme. siècle, Louvain, 
Duculot, 4 vols. 1942-1960. 
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estudo sobre o homem baseado quase que exclusivamente em Aristöteles e 
parecendo ignorar solenemente Agostinho. Mas seu Aristöteles € um autor 
cristianizado, as mesmas palavras estäo sendo assumidas numa forma de 
pensamento que näo é mais formalmente cosmocéntrica, e sim 
antropocéntrica. A alma de que estä falando € a anima de Agostinho, 
criada por Deus e chamada à felicidade eterna em união com o corpo; uma 
alma cujo estudo se faz tendo como pano de fundo a criação. Não é, pois, 
a anima de Aristóteles, que se estuda nos livros da Física e a respeito da 
qual o pensador grego deixou tantas perguntas e dúvidas. A leitura que fez 
de Aristóteles não ia a contra-pelo do texto, mas em tópicos decisivos 
divergia da dos seus predecessores, bem como daquela que alguns de seus 
contemporâneos propunham. E as divergências não se resumiam a 
questiúnculas acadêmicas; pelo contrário, sérias implicações teológicas e 
filosóficas estavam em jogo. 

Esta leitura, fica claro, foi feita de maneira sequenciada, indo do 
início para o fim e explicando as dificuldades, que vão surgindo, através 
do que foi esclarecido. Com isso, ao entrar em polêmica, não haverá de 
criar argumentos ad hoc — tentação de todo o polemista -, ele se limita 
apenas a tirar conclusões dos princípios antes estabelecidos. Ora, no livro 
II do De anima Aristóteles apresenta várias formulações que descrevem o 
que vem a ser a alma, dizendo, por exemplo: «A alma é necessariamente 
entidade enquanto forma específica de um corpo natural que em potência 
possui vida»!?, «a alma é a enteléquia primeira de um corpo natural que 
em potência possui vida»!3; «a alma é aquilo pelo qual vivemos, sentimos 
e raciocinamos primariamente»!*, E, talvez a mais importante: «Se 
quisermos, pois, dar uma definição geral, aplicável a todas as espécies de 
alma, devemos então descrevê-la como a perfeição primeira de um corpo 
natural orgànico»!5. Tendo presentes estas definições descritivas, e 
considerando-as como univocamente aplicáveis ao conceito de alma, 
julgou poder superar as inúmeras oscilações e aparentes contradições do 
texto, parecendo-lhe claro que, para Aristóteles, a alma intelectiva é forma 
substancial única do corpo. A partir desta certeza iluminam-se diversas 
perícopes de difícil leitura. A mais conhecida delas é, sem dúvida, a de De 


2 De anima II, 1, 412a 19-22. 
3 Ibid. 412a 27-28. 

14 Ibid. 414a 12-13. 

15 Ibid 414b 4. 
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anima WI, 5, 430a 10-2516, Nela o Filósofo fala de um intelecto que é 
separado, não-misturado, impassível, imortal e etemo. Mas que entende 
ele com estas palavras? que é propriamente este «intelecto separado»? Uns 
dirão que é o intelecto agente; outros que é o intelecto possível, ou que são 
ambos. Tomás, de sua parte, desde seus primeiros escritos, como os 
Comentários às Sentenças, o De ente et essentia e o Comentário a Boécio 
diz que Aristóteles está se referindo ao intelecto humano. 

Numa obra que o tempo não tornou de todo superada, A. C. Pegis!? 
mostra como Boaventura e Alberto Magno ainda caíam em aporias ao 
tentarem explicar a questão da alma intelectiva como substância e como 
forma. Sobre o mesmo problema, R. C. Dales!8, em época mais recente, 
examina em detalhe diversos mestres de Artes e de Teologia, tanto de Paris 
como de Oxford e fala da ‘confusão’ reinante entre eles ao tentarem criar 
uma teoria sobre a alma, capaz de levar em consideração o legado de 
múltipla proveniência com que se deparavam. Neste ambiente, Tomás, 
partindo do conceito de homem como algo substancialmente uno, 
aprofundou a noção de alma como forma do corpo. Tomando-a como 
substância incompleta, nega que ela possa ser compreendida como um 
motor, pois que este é algo que subsiste por si mesmo; nega também que 
seja pessoa, pois não lhe compete a incomunicabilidade. Mas, ao negar 
que seja uma substância composta (de matéria e forma), que a impediria 
de ser forma forma substancial, precisa também encontrar solução para a 


16 O texto latino, de que Tomás dispunha, em tradução de Guilherme de Moerbeke, 
diz: «Quoniam autem sicut in omni natura est aliquid, hoc quidem materia unicuique 
generi, hoc autem est potentia omnia illa, alterum autem causa et factivum, quod in 
faciendo omnia, ut ars ad materiam sustinuit necesse et in anima has esse differentias. Et 
est intellectus hic quidem talis in omnia fieri, ille vero in omnia facere, sicut habitus 
quidam, et sicut lumen. Quodam enim modo, et lumen facit potentia existentes colores, 
actu colores. Et hic intellectus separabilis, et impassibilis et immixtus, substantia actu ens. 
Semper enim honorabilius est agens patiente, et principium materia. Idem autem est 
secundum actum scienti rei; quae vero secundum potentiam, tempore prior in uno est. 
Omnino autem neque tempore. Sed non aliquando quidem intelligit, aliquando autem non 
intelligit. Separatus autem est solum hoc, quod vere est. Et hoc solum immortale et 
perpetuum est. Non reminiscitur autem, quia hoc quidem impassibile est; passivus vero 
intellectus est corruptibilis, et sine hoc nihil intelligit anima». 

7 A.C. PEGIS, St. Thomas and the Problem of the Soul in the Thirtennth Century, 
Toronto, Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 1934. 

18 Cfr. R.C. DALES, The Problem of the Rational Soul in the Thirteenth Century, 
Leiden, Brill, 1995. 
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alternativa que diz que se a alma € algo simples, que se une ao corpo, 
então, deve também perecer com o corpo. Sua solução é a de que aquilo 
que dá existência ao composto pode existir por si mesmo, sem que exista 
o outro componente, o que significa dizer que a alma, que dá a forma, pode 
existir também sem a matéria. E, além disso, prossegue ele, o ser da forma 
é também o ser do composto, pois a forma espiritual recebe imediatamente 
a existência, enquanto a matéria volta-se primeiramente para a forma que 
lhe dá a existência. Entretanto — e aqui se encontra a inovação maior e a 
posição definitiva de Tomäs!? - o fato de poder subsistir por si mesma não 
coloca a alma na categoria das substâncias primeiras; ela não é um hoc 
aliquid, visto estar essencialmente voltada para a matéria e só unida a ela é 
que está completa em sua espécie. Por isso, concluirá ele já em suas últimas 
obras, só em sentido translatício se pode dizer que a alma é a mais ínfima 
das substâncias separadas, pois, de fato, ela não é substância, mas apenas 
forma substancial, a mais elevada entre elas. Com isso, estão superados os 
dualismos que de um modo ou de outro marcavam teoricamente a tradição 
cristã e se faziam presentes tanto na Faculdade de Artes como na de 
Teologia? e, assim, esvai-se a aparante contradição entre a alma ser 
subsistente e ser princípio da existência do homem?!. 

E, a partir desta posição, é lógico, Tomás faz um acerto definitivo de 
contas com Platão, enquanto, ao mesmo tempo, promove uma reabilitação 
de Aristóteles. Assim, pois, se, como diz Aristóteles, entre corpo e alma há 
uma relação de matéria e forma, sendo a alma a enteléquia primeira de um 
corpo natural organizado, a forma substancial e, por sê-lo, é o princípio 
das operações nutritivas, sensitivas, intelectuais e de movimento, então 
torna-se necessário afirmar que a alma intelectiva realiza todo o processo 
de conhecimento, não precisando de nada que lhe venha de fora. Caso 
contrário, teríamos que negar o axioma de que «a natureza nada faz 
inutilmente e não falha nas coisas necessárias»22, A ação específica e 


19 Esta posição, fruto da maturidade, aparece com toda clareza somente em De 
anima, q. 1, isto é, no final do período italiano. 

20 Cfr B.C. BAZÁN. «The Human Soul: Form and Substance? Thomas Aquinas” 
Critique of the Eclectic Aristotelianism», AHDLMA 64 (1997), 95-126. 

21 Ibid. pp. 120-147, onde estão devidamente indicadas as referências às obras de 
Tomás. 

22 «Natura nihil frustra facit nec deficit in necessariis» (De Ver., 10, a 6, Sed et 
contra 3; cfr., entre outros, STA 1, 76, 5, in corp.). 
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natural do homem é a intelecção; as demais operações, como nutrir-se, 
sentir e mover-se, as possui em comum, algumas com as plantas e todas 
com os animais. Mas se a ação natural e específica do homem fosse 
separada dele, o homem não poderia ser definido como um ser que intelige 
e raciocina?3: aquilo que lhe é próprio pertenceria então a outro, que não 
ele; o homem teria uma alma intelectiva que não intelige. 

Munido deste arcabouco teórico Tomás vai defrontar-se com outras 
posições, que podem ser reduzidas a três: a dos defensores da unidade do 
intelecto agente, a de Averróis e a daqueles que ele cognominou de 
averroístas. 


Il. INTELECTO AGENTE E ALMA INDIVIDUAL 


O problema da existência de um único intelecto agente e um único 
possível é tratado por Tomás em diversos tópicos; quase sempre, a partir 
da solução dada para o caso do intelecto possível, ele elabora a resposta a 
respeito do intelecto agente. No decorrer do tempo, a questão do intelecto 
possível levará sempre mais à polêmica, enquanto a do intelecto agente 
passa para um segundo plano, recebendo um tratamento diferenciado, a 
fim de fugir do debate. 

Na Contra gentiles II, 76, Tomás aponta o nome dos não-cristãos que 
teriam afirmado que existe tão somente um intelecto agente: Alexandre de 
Afrodísias e Avicena. Nos demais textos, examina o assunto, dizendo que 
alguns (quidam) foram de tal opiniäo24. Sabe que se encontra só, pois, no 
passado, quase todos os filósofos (fere omnes philosophi), depois de 
Aristóteles, julgam que o intelecto agente é uma substância separada 
superior, a última delas, encontrando-se relacionada com o intelecto 
possível assim como as inteligências superiores com as almas do mundo’. 


23 «In natura cuiuslibet moventis est principium sufficiens ad operationem 
naturalem eiusdem [...] Homo autem est perfectissimus inter omnia inferiora moventia. 
Eius autem propria et naturalis operatio est intelligere [....] Cum igitur homo non possit 
intelligere nisi virtute intellectus agentis, si intellectus agens est quaedam substantia 
separata, sequeretur quod intelligere non sit operatio naturalis homini. Et sic homo non 
poterit definiri per hoc quod est intellectivus aut rationalis» (SCG 2, 76). 

% Cfr. Comm. in De anima II, lect. X, 734: «Occasione horum quae hic dicuntur, 
quidam posuerunt intellectum agentem, substantiam separatam [....]». O mesmo ‘quidam’ 
aparece também em Comp. theol. c. 86; STh 1, 78, 4 in corp. 

235 In II Sent. d. 17, q. IL a 1, in corp. 
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Ao contradizer esta posição, mais do que apresentar a argumentação dos 
oponentes, cita e analisa os textos aristotélicos de que eles se servem, 
ficando claro que sua pendência com eles é a respeito da leitura não- 
deturpada da obra de Aristóteles. 

Acontece, porém, que o problema transcende o âmbito da filosofia 
greco-árabe. A afirmação do Filósofo de que o intelecto é como uma luz 
(sicut lumen), acompanhada por textos de Avicena sobre o ser como 
primeiro conhecido e, principalmente, por inúmeras passagens de 
Agostinho sobre Deus como ser primeiro, e sobre Deus como fundamento 
da certeza do conhecimento, levou quidam catholici doctores a afirmar 
que Deus seria a luz primeira — para alguns seria mesmo o intelecto agente 
da qual fala Aristóteles? -, a «luz verdadeira, que ilumina todo homem que 
vem a este mundo» (Jo 1,9). 

Os quidam catholici doctores, cujos nomes, conforme costume da 
época, não foram mencionados, deixam-se logo identificar: inúmeros 
teólogos de seu tempo, propugnadores de uma teoria da iluminação divina, 
diversos deles membros da Escola Franciscana”, entre os quais 
Boaventura, que aliás, não nega que o homem possua um intelecto agente, 
mas acentua a ação da iluminação divina? e, mais ainda, Rogério Bacon?º. 


26 «Et ideo quidam catholici doctores, corrigentes hanc opinionem et partim 
sequentes, satis probabiliter posuerunt ipsum Deum esse intelectum agentem; quia per 
applicationem ad ipsum anima nostra beata est: et hoc confirmant per hoc quod dicitur 
Joan., 1,2: ‘Erat lux vera, quae illuminat omnem hominem venientem in hunc mundum’» 
(II Sent. d. 17, q. 2, a. 1). A afirmação de que Deus é o intelecto agente, estribando-se em 
Agostinho e citando Jo 1, 9 é retomada em IJ Sent. d. 28, q, 1, a. 5; De anima, a. 4, arg. 4; 
ibid. a. 6, arg. 6 e in corp.; De spiritualibus creaturis, a. 5, arg. 1 (sobre esta obra cf. a 
tradução de A. MALLEA. Tomás de Aquino. El mundo de los espiritus — Cuestión disputada 
sobre las creaturas espirituales. Estudio preliminar y notas de C.L. MENDOZA; Prölogo de 
J.E. BOLZÁN. Buenos Aires: Ed. del Rey, 1995); STR 1, 79, 4, arg. 1. 

27 Cfr. a respeito, L.J. BROWMAN, «The Development of the Doctrine of the Agent 
Intelect in the Franciscan School of the Thirteenth Century», The Modern Schoolman 50 
(1973), 251-279;, C. BERUBÉ, «Olivi: Critique de Bonaventure et d’Henri de Gand», in: Id. 
De l'homme à Dieu selon Duns Scot, Henri de Gand et Olivi, Roma, Ed. S. Lorenzo, 1983, 
pp. 10-80. A Editio Leonina de Quaestiones disputatae de anima (Roma, Comissio Leonina, 
1966, p. 40s) q. 5, apresenta um resumo das posições gregas, árabes e cristãs sobre a unidade 
do intelecto agente e como os diversos autores atribuíram a Deus esta função. 

28 Cfr. In Sent. Il. d- 24. p. 1, a, 2, q. 4, in corp. 

29 A teoria do intelecto agente, em Rogério Bacon, sofre um desenvolvimento, 
passando de uma posição aristotélica, próxima à de Tomás de Aquino, em seus escritos 
iniciais, para a afirmação anti-averroísta da iluminação, defendendo no Opus maius (II, 5, 
J.H. BRIDGES (ed.), reprint Frankfurt: Minerva, 1964, pp. 38-41) — escrito por volta de 
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Tomas poderia levar o debate para o campo estritamente filosöfico, e 
mostrar os limites desta teoria - poucos anos depois, os franciscanos Olivi 
e Duns Scotus encarregar-se-iam disso -, mas não, preferiu não fazer 
guerra em dois fronts. Com habilidade soube evitar a reação dos 
conservadores, concordando com eles que o intelecto divino é separabilis, 
et impassibilis et immixtus [...] hoc solum immortale et perpetuum, e 
também que o intelecto divino encontra-se sempre em ato — algo de que 
nenhum teólogo haveria de discordar. 

A ponte entre estas afirmações teológicas e a nova antropologia foi 
construída por ele sobre dois pilares: de um lado a doutrina neoplatônica 
da participação; de outro, a teoria peripatética da dupla atividade na 
geração de seres superiores. 

Ante os limites do conhecimento humano, incapaz de chegar à verdade 
plena e à certeza tão somente através da ação abstrativa do intelecto agente, 
Boaventura afirmara que a imutabilidade não cabe pura e simplesmente à 
verdade criada, pois todo o criado é contingente e mutävel?. Tomás 


1268, isto é pouco antes do De unitate intellectus - que um intelecto que esteja sempre em 
ato só pode ser o intelecto divino. O texto, ao que parece, é uma tomada de posição contra 
Tomás de Aquino. Bacon também inicia citando Jo 1, 2, sobre ‘a luz que ilumina todo 
homem que vem a este mundo” para, logo a seguir, com os filósofos (Alfarabi, Avicena, 
Aristóteles e Averróis são arrolados) distinguir entre o intelecto agente e o possível. «Et sic 
intellectus agens secundum maiores philosophos non est pars animae, sed est substantia 
intellectiva alia et separata per essentiam ab intellectu possibili; et quia istud est necessarium 
ad propositi persuasionem, ut ostendatur quod philosophia sit per influentiam divinae 
illuminationis, volo illud efficaciter probare; praecipue cum magnus error invaserit vulgus in 
hac parte, necnon multitudinem magnam theologorum, quoniam qualis hic est in philosophia, 
talis in theologia esse probatur. [...] Et sic est in omni natura in qua operatur et ita in anima; 
et sic nullo modo sequitur quod intellectus agens sit pars animae, ut vulgus fingit; et haec 
sententia et tota fidelis et a sanctis confirmata. Et Augustinus dicit [...] quod non cognoscimus 
aliquam veritatem nisi in veritate increata et in regulis aeternis». Mais tarde, tomando partido 
contra os professores da Faculdade de Artes, como se deduz pelos argumentos criticados, 
Bacon recusa veementemente a unidade do intelecto, mas não faz a menor alusão ao intelecto 
agente (cfr. Liber primus communium naturalium, p. 4, c. 3, R. STEELE (ed.), Oxford, 
Clarendon Press, 1911, pp. 286-291). Sobre a datação da obra baconiana, J. HACKETT, «Roger 
Bacon: Leben, Werdegang und Werke», in: Florian Uhl (org.). Roger Bacon in der 
Diskussion, Fankfurt, Peter Lang, 2001, pp. 13-28, aqui p. 27) data o Opus maius entre 1266 
e 1268, já as partes 3 e 4 do Communium naturalium situam-se visivelmente após 1268, 
podendo chegar até 1274. Cfr. também R.C. DALES, op. cit. , p. 76s. 

30 Cfr. Bonaventura. Quaest. disp. De scientia Christi, q. 4, Opera V, pp. 17-27; 
Itinerarium mentis in Deum, c. 2, n. 9s e c. 3, n 3, ibid. p. 301s. e 304; Christus unus 
omnium magister, n. 6 e 7, ibid. p. 568. Vai além do propósito do presente trabalho analisar 
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concorda com seu colega. De fato, diz ele, «é necessärio admitir, além da 
alma, a existéncia de um intelecto superior, do qual a alma obtém a virtude 
de inteligir, pois o ser participante, mövel e imperfeito, sempre preexige 
algo de anterior a si, que por essência seja imóvel e perfeito»?!. E a fé nos 
diz que sö Deus pode ser aquela inteligéncia separada na qual encontramos 
a beatitude, sö ele é «a luz verdadeira, que ilumina todo homem». 
Contudo, dizer que Deus é luz primeira não significa dizer que ele é a 
Unica luz do conhecimento, pois, se assim fosse, os doutores catölicos 
estariam se colocando na mesma posição dos filósofos mencionados: tanto 
para uns, como para outros, o intelecto agente seria uma única substância 
separada, com a função de extrair os inteligíveis. Parece-lhe, por isso, que 
os defensores da iluminação divina ficaram a meio caminho, não 
percebendo que Deus, a luz primeira, não age diretamente em nosso 
conhecimento. O conhecimento é algo próprio da natureza humana e, 
como tal, procede de uma cooperação entre Deus, causa primeira e geral, 
e o intelecto agente de cada indivíduo, causa específica. Na trilha de 
Aristóteles, os medievais aceitavam a teoria da dupla causalidade 
produzindo um só efeito. Assim, por exemplo, a geração dos animais 
superiores era tida como proveniente de uma dupla ação, do sol e do 
animal?. Este modelo, que além do princípio ativo geral requer um 
princípio ativo específico, é aplicado ao conhecimento intelectual33. 
Assim, pois, do mesmo modo como o andar possui um agente remoto, que 
é Deus, mas este dotou a natureza humana das devidas qualidades, não 
sendo necessária uma ação divina específica para cada passo a ser dado, 


aqui a complexa teoria bonaventurina do conhecimento e da iluminação, na qual não são 
ignorados, de modo algum, os dados do conhecimento sensível e as funções do intelecto 
agente e do possível. 

31 «[...] considerandum est quod supra animam intellectivam humanam, necesse 
est ponere aliquem superiorem intellectum, a quo anima virtutem intelligendi obtineat. 
Semper enim quod participat aliquid, et quod est mobile, et quod est imperfectum, 
praeexigit ante se aliquid quod est per essentiam suam tale, et quod est immobile et 
perfectum» (STh 1, 79, a. 4, in corp). Esta afirmação é iterativa, vindo desde seus primeiros 
textos (Cfr. II Sent. d. 28, ad Ium-4um ; De spiritualibus creaturis, a. 10, in corp.) 

3 H Physica 2, 194b. 

33  «[.. sicut in rebus naturalibus sunt propria principia activa in unoquoque 
genere, licet Deus sit causa agens prima et communis, ita etiam requiritur proprium lumen 
intellectuale in homine, quamvis Deus sit prima lux omnes communiter illuminans» (De 
anima a 4, in corp. et ad 7um; Cfr. SCG 2, 76, 1573; De spiritualibus creaturis, a. 10 in 
corp.; STA I, 79, 4, in corp.). 
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assim também, por uma forga que lhe foi dada pelo Criador, ao institui-la 
em sua natureza especifica, a alma é capaz de conhecer, bastando para 
tanto que extraia a espécie a ser inteligida e a torne em ato. Afirmar o 
contrario, dizer que o intelecto de cada homem näo é capaz de extrair os 
inteligiveis dos fantasmas, equivale a afirmar, contra o axioma que natura 
non deficit in necesariis, que a natureza humana é mais imperfeita — e não 
mais perfeita — que as outras, porque não seria suficiente a si mesma 
naquelas operações que lhe são naturais?4. 

Ora, se o intelecto possível é pura capacidade de inteligir, é necessário 
algo em ato, que atualize tal potência, pois nada passa da potência ao ato a 
não ser por algo que se encontra em ato. Se, pois, os universais existissem 
por si mesmos, como queria Platão, eles seriam suficientes para atualizar o 
intelecto possível. Não se aceitando a doutrina platónica, é necessário, 
então, admitir que o intelecto possível recebe as espécies inteligíveis 
através de uma força existente na própria alma — o intelecto agente -, capaz 
de extraí-las de suas condições materiais. 

A existência, em nós, de um tal intelecto, é um dado imediato, algo 
que experimentamos, pois sabemos que somos nós que nos decidimos a 
conhecer. Além disso, pela razão sabemos que em todo aquele que age 
deve haver um princípio formal, através do qual ele formalmente age. Ora, 
não dizemos que alguém age, quando recebe de fora o princípio de seu 
agir, antes dizemos que é impulsionado à ação; no caso, então, o homem 
não seria propriamente dono de seus atos, mas dependente de um ato vindo 
de outrem?”. 


5* «[...] intellectus agens sit queadam potentia animae rationalis; e hanc [opinionem] 
sustinenendo, non potest rationabiliter poni quod oporteat ad cognitionem veri, talis de quo 
loquimur, aliquod aliud lumen superinfundi: quia ad hoc verum intelligendum sufficit 
recipiens speciem intelligendam et faciens speciem esse intelligibilem in actu, et utrumque 
est per virtutem naturalem ipsius animae rationalis, nisi forte dicatur quod intellectus agens 
insufficiens est ad hoc. Et ita natura humana aliis imperfectior esset, quae non sibi sufficeret 
in naturalibus operationibus» (17 Sent. d. 28, a. 5, in corp.). 

35 Cfr. De anima, a. 4, ad 1"; De spiritualibus creaturis, a. 9, in corp.; SCG 2, 76, 
1564; Comp. theol., 83, 2; STh 1, 79, 3, in corp. 

36 De anima, a.5, in corp.; De spiritualibus creaturis, a.. 10, in corp.; SCG 2, 76, 
1577; STh 1, 79, 4, in corp. 

37 «Oportet autem in unoquoque operante esse aliquod formale principium, quo 
formaliter operetur; non enim potest aliquid formaliter operari per id quod est secundum 
esse separatum ab ipso» (De anima, a. 5, in corp.; SCG 2, 77, 1559; STh 1, 79, 4, in corp.). 
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TIT. AVERROIS, ‘O DEPRAVADOR’, E SEUS TRES ERROS 


Entre os não-cristãos, Averróis (1126-1198) é, depois de Aristóteles, o 
autor mais citado por Tomás (cerca de 500 vezes), na maior parte das vezes 
mencionado como ‘o Comentador”. Mais da metade das citações provêm 
de três obras (In Sententiarum, De veritate, e Expositio in Boethium de 
Trinitate) da primeira estadia parisiense, anteriores, portanto, a 1260. No 
decorrer do tempo, diminui sintomaticamente o número de citações (são 
poucas na Summa theologiae), enquanto aumentam as reservas ante o 
pensador cordobés38. Ele foi o principal defensor das teorias sobre o 
intelecto possível como único e separado do homem. Traduzido logo para 
o latim (em 1230 já é citado em Paris)39, o corpus averroístico tornara-se 
guia de leitura e modelo de interpretação para os ocidentais. Seu Grande 
comentário ao De anima aos poucos se transformara em motivo de 
pendengas, que em muito transcendiam o mero interesse acadêmico, 
tornando-se responsável pela maior contenda que se travou na 
universidade medieval: aquela a respeito do que se chamou de 
*monopsiquismo' 4, 

Ora, o debate entre Tomás e Averróis não deixa de ter seus aspectos 
singulares, pois realiza-se em cima do texto de um terceiro, que é 
Aristóteles?!. Nem um nem outro pretende ser mero comentador ou 
filólogo; eles foram filósofos, lendo e interpretando um outro filósofo, 
fazendo-o falar novamente. Como observa L. Elders, Tant Averroês que 


38 Cfr., L. ELDERS, «Averroès et saint Thomas d Aquin», in: AA. VV. Mediaevalia 
5-6. Porto, Fundação Eng. António de Almeida, 1994, pp. 219-229. 

39 Sobre a obra, a data de composição e as traduções de Averróis para o latim e o 
hebraico, cfr. A. BADAWI, Averroès (Ibn Rushd), Paris, Von, 1998, pp. 15-33; M.C. 
HERNANDEZ, Abu /-Walid Ibn Rusd (Averroes), Córdoba, 1997. 

4 Sobre o pensamento de Averróis, além das obras de A. Badawi e M.C. 
Hernández, acima citadas, cfr. entre outras, O. LEAMAN, Averroes and His Philosophy, 
Oxford, The Clarendon Press, 1988; M. ALONSO, Averroes. Vida, obras, pensamiento, 
influencia, Córdoba, Caja de Arrojos, 2 (ed.) 1997; M.R. HAYOUN e A. DE LIBERA, Averroés 
et l’averroisme, Paris, PUF, 1991. Cf. também as obras coletivas: F. NIEWÖHNER e L. 
STURLESE (hrg.), Averroismus im Mittelalter und in der Renaissance, Zürich, Spur Verlag, 
1994; J.M. AYALA (org.). Averroes y los averroismos — Actas del III Congreso Nacional de 
Filosofia Medieval, Zaragosa, Navarro y Navarro, 1999. 

4 Cfr. M.B. Diez, «Averroes y santo Tomás leen Aristóteles», in: Averroes y los. 
averroismos..., pp. 183-191. S. VANNI-ROVIGHI, , «San Tommaso d’ Aquino e Averroès», in: 
L'Averroismo in Italia (Atti dei Convegni dei Lincei, 40), 1977, pp. 221-236. 
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Thomas d’Aquin ont interpreté Aristote. Mais ni Pun ni l’autre n’ont écrit 
des commentaires purement historico-critiques. Il s'agit chez eux d'une 
interpretation doctrinale*. 

Cabe observar previamente, também, que o De anima de que Averróis 
dispôs em duas traduções para o árabe — uma das quais foi perdida — não 
representa o Aristóteles quimicamente puro, pois contêm erros graves de 
tradução e muitas intrerpolações; além disso, é precária a tradução do 
Grande Comentário de Averróis, feita por Miguel Scotus — mas foi dela que 
os latinos se valeram (e, infelizmente, perdeu-se o original árabe)*. Por 
outro lado, a crítica textual e a filologia, embora apontem pontos falhos na 
leitura de Averróis pelos latinos, confirmam contudo que o núcleo do 
pensamento do filósofo cordobês foi corretamente apanhado pelos 
ocidentais. Trata-se, pois, de um debate a respeito da correta interpretação 
de Aristóteles. Com estes pressupostos comumente aceitos, vejamos como 
Tomás, à luz da tradução latina do De anima, leu a tradução latina do 
Grande Comentário averroísta e porque o criticou. 

No primeiro parágrafo do De unitate intellectus, resumindo o que já 
dissera em outras obras, o Aquinate aponta o que seriam os três erros 
maiores da psicologia de Averróis. Diz ele: «Há já algum tempo que se 
implantou entre muita gente um erro acerca do intelecto, originado nos 
escritos de Averróis. Este procura demonstrar que [1] o intelecto que 
Aristóteles chama “possível — e que ele designa impropriamente pelo 
nome “material” — é uma substância separada do corpo segundo o ser, [2] 
que de modo algum se une ao corpo como forma e, além disso, [3] que o 
intelecto possível é um só para todos os homens». 


4? L. ELDERS, op. cit. p. 229. 

4 Sobre o que significou para Averróis comentar o De anima em traducáo árabe, 
na qual estavam inseridos textos de outros pensadores, e sobre o valor da traducäo de 
Miguel Scotus, cfr. A. DE LIBERA, Averroés — L'intelligence et la pensée — Sur le ‘De 
anima', Paris, Flammarion, 2. ed. 1998, pp. 7-45. 

4 «Inolevit siquidem iam dudum circa intellectum error apud multos, ex dictis 
Averroys sumens originem, qui asserere nititur intellectum quem Aristotiles possibilem 
vocat, ipse autem inconvenienti nomine, materialem, esse quandam substantiam secundum 
esse a corpore separatam, nec aliquo modo uniri ei ut forma; et ulterius quod iste intellectus 
possibilis sit unus omnium hominum» (De unitate intellectus, n. 1). Sigo, para esta obra, 
com pequenas modificações, a tradução de M.S. DE CARVALHO, São Tomás de Aquino — A 
unidade do intelecto contra os averroístas, ed. bilíngüe, Lisboa, Ed. 70, 1999. Mais do que 
possa transparecer foram-me üteis e valiosas as notas apensas pelo Prof. Carvalho à 
traducáo do texto. Cfr. também a traducäo de R. McINERNY, Aquinas agains the Averroists, 
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Tomäs, como vimos, baseia-se na leitura que ele pröprio faz do De 
anima, considerada como um conjunto unitärio, no qual as passagens 
obscuras do livro III devem ser esclarecidas pelos pressupostos dos dois 
livros anteriores. Com este substrato, monta sua critica, a qual, ä base dos 
textos da primeira estadia parisiense, se articula nas obras do periodo 
italiano com variações pouco significativas de linguagem e conteúdo. 

Averróis também faz uma leitura coerente de Aristóteles, a qual, 
porém, difere da de Tomás. Baseado na tentativa de definição do De anima 
II, 414b 4, ele toma a dúvida aristotélica como indicação de que a palavra 
‘alma’ é utilizada pelo Filósofo de modo equivoco”, o que possibilita a 
ele, Averróis, tratar da alma vegetativo-sensitiva e da alma racional como 
de duas entidades diferentes, equivocamente denominadas por uma 
mesma palavra. 

Ambos, Tomás e Averróis, concordam que a alma intelectiva é 
espiritual. Mas, a partir daí surgem as divergências, que se manifestam 
claramente na leitura que cada um deles faz do célebre texto do livro III 
De anima, 430a 10-25, a respeito da possibilidade de algo espiritual poder 
unir-se a um corpo; de tal união não ser meramente acidental; de a alma 
intelectiva ser o intelecto separado ao qual Aristóteles atribui as funções 
de não-misturado, separado, etemo e sempre em ato; de ela encontrar-se 
individualmente multiplicada, visto que a matéria, determinada pela 
quantidade, é princípio de individuação. 

Por não aceitar a união imediata entre o espiritual e o material, Averróis 
afirmara que o intelecto possível não pode unir-se à matéria. Tomás 
discorda. Seu argumento possui um evidente cunho neoplatônico, sendo 
citado Dionísio, quando diz que «a sabedoria divina une os fins das coisas 
superiores aos princípios das coisas inferiores»*?. Por trás disso, porém, 
encontra-se uma metafísica, na qual as noções de criação e de participação 


West Lafayette, Purdue Un. Press, 1993, à qual seguem-se interessantes excursos no final, 
pp. 155-214. 

155 Especificamente, Summa contra gentiles, De anima, De spiritualibus creaturis e 
primeira parte da Summa theologiae. 

28 «Perfectio enim in anima rationali et in aliis virtutibus animae fere dicitur pura 
aequivocatione, ut declarabitur post. Et ideo potest aliquis dubitare, et dicere quod anima 
non habet deffinitionem universalem» (Commentarium magnum in Aristotelis De anima 
libros, ed. Crawford, Cambridge, Mass., The Mediaeval Academy, 1953, p. 138 18-22). Cf. 
R. MCINERNY, op. cit., pp. 188-196. 

47 De divinis nominibus T; PG 3, 872B. 


INTELECTO E HOMEM - A ANTROPOLOGIA DE TOMAS DE AQUINO 261 


constituem-se os pilares. Nos seres criados, observa ele, a relagäo da forma 
com a matéria possui graus diferentes, pois quanto mais elevada € a forma, 
tanto mais excede o ser da matéria. Assim, iniciando com as formas infimas, 
capazes apenas daquelas operações dependentes das qualidades dispositivas 
da matéria (como no caso do quente, do árido etc), chega-se à mais elevada 
de todas, a da inteligência, capaz de uma operação que se realiza fora do 
órgão corpóreo. O conhecimento, operação específica da alma intelectiva, 
precisa dos sentidos, dos quais parte necessariamente — e por isso a alma se 
une ao corpo -, mas independe de órgão corpóreo em sua realização. Por um 
lado, pois, enquanto ultrapassa em tanto o ser da matéria que pode subsistir 
sem ela, a alma humana é um algo espiritual; mas, por outro lado, enquanto 
se encontra com a matéria, é forma do corpo*8. 

Averróis também admitia a composição substancial de alma e corpo 
no homem, mas a alma a que se referia não tinha o intelecto possível como 
sua faculdade, pois a união deste com o corpo, isto é, do espírito com a 
matéria, para o Comentador, era algo que só se dava de maneira acidental. 
Tomás põe-lhe na boca que «o homem diferencia-se especificamente dos 
irracionais pelo intelecto que Aristóteles chama de passivo», não pelo 
intelecto possível. Por tal intelecto, que corresponde à estimativa natural 
dos animais, distinguem-se as intenções individuais e são preparados os 
fantasmas para a ação do intelecto agente. E o Aquinate prossegue dizendo 
que Averróis, ao procurar evitar a posição dos que afirmam a total 
separação entre o intelecto possível e o homem, diz que «o intelecto 
possível, embora separado do corpo segundo o ser, encontra-se, contudo, 
unido ao homem pelos fantasmas [...] e assim a espécie inteligível possui 
um duplo sujeito: um, no qual existe segundo o ser inteligível, e este é o 
intelecto possível; e outro, no qual existe segundo o ser real, e este sujeito 
são os fantasmas. Por isso ela é uma certa continuação do intelecto 
possível com os fantasmas, na medida em que a espécie inteligível 
encontra-se de certo modo em ambos, e esta continuação explica como o 
homem conhece através do intelecto possível»5º. A solução do 


4 SCG 2, 68, 1453-1459; De spiritualibus creaturis, a. 2, in corp. De anima, a. 1, 
in corp; STA 1, q. 76, a. 1, in corp. 

4 SCG 2, 60, 1370. O texto de Averróis, seria aquele de In III De anima 20, 165- 
188, pela Crawford (ed.). 

50 «[...JAverroes [...] posuit intellectum possibilem, licet secundum esse a corpore 
separatum, tamen continuari cum homine mediantibus phantasmatibus [...]. Sic igitur 
species intelligibilis habet duplex subiectum: unum in quo est secundum esse intelligibile, 
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Comentador evitava värios problemas, tais como: a alma ser ao mesmo 
tempo subsistente em si mesma e forma do corpo; de ela individuar-se pela 
matéria e näo perder a individualidade ao separar-se do corpo; de formar 
uma unidade com a mat£ria. 

Tomás julga, porém, que tal solução não se sustenta e que ela discorda 
do que Aristóteles afirmara. Por isso, tendo demonstrado que é possível a 
união entre a forma espiritual e a matéria, procura agora demonstrar que 
nenhuma outra teoria explica a unidade do homem, a não ser a da união 
substancial entre o corpo e a alma intelectiva, alma esta à qual pertencem 
tanto intelecto agente como o possível. 

De fato, observa ele, se o intelecto passivo fosse a forma sabscaticial 
do homem, se fosse aquilo que Ihe confere a especificidade do ser, entäo 
o homem não se distinguiria dos animais?!. E se, pelos fantasmas do 
intelecto passivo, o homem se unisse a um intelecto possível separado 
dele, então não seria propriamente o homem que conhece, antes o homem 
seria conhecido, tal como as cores que estão na parede fazem com que a 
parede seja conhecida, nunca, porém, que a parede conhega??. Disto se 
seguiriam diversos absurdos, como o de se ter que admitir que a atividade 
intelectual de duas pessoas seria uma e numericamente a mesma, caso 
ambos conhecessem através de um único intelecto possível; ou de admitir 
que aquilo através do qual os diversos indivíduos de uma mesma espécie 
recebem a espécie seja numericamente o mesmo, pois dois cavalos que 
coincidissem numericamente no mesmo pelo qual recebem a espécie, 
seriam, na realidade, um só cavalo; ou de ter que afirmar que, com relação 
àquelas espécies que indivíduos do passados extraíram dos fantasmas, nós 
não teríamos propriamente conhecimento, mas apenas recordação, pois 
para elas o intelecto possível já estaria em ato”?. 


et hoc est intellectus possibilis; aliud in quo est secundum esse reale, et hoc subiectum sunt 
ipsa phantasmata. Est igitur quaedam continuatio intellectus possibilis cum 
phantasmatibus, in quantum species intelligibilis est quodammodo utrobique, et per hanc 
continuationem homo intelligit per intellectum possibilem» (De anima, a. 2, in corp.). 

5! SCG, 2, 60, 1370. 

52 STh 1,76, 1, in corp. 

535 «[...] tria inconvenientia si ponatur quod sit unus intellectus possibilis omnium 
quo omnes intelligant. Primo quidem, quia non est possibile unius virtutis simul et semel 
esse plures actiones respectu eiusdem obiecti. Contingit autem duos homines simul et 
semel unum et idem intelligibile intelligere. Si igitur uterque intelligit per unum 
intellectum possibilem, sequeretur quod una et eadem numero esset intellectualis operatio 
utriusque; sicut si duo homines viderent uno oculo, sequeretur quod eadem esset visio 
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Para obviar estas objeções, torna-se necessário, portanto, admitir que 
a alma intelectiva está unida substancialmente ao corpo, como forma à 
matéria, cada uma necessitando da outra para que o ser seja completo. Ora, 
«em tudo que há duas coisas, das quais uma é complemento da outra, a 
proporção delas entre si é como a proporção do ato para a potência, porque 
nada se completa senão pelo seu ato próprio». Mas o ato primeiro da 
matéria é-lhe dado pela forma substancial, pelo qual ela é constituída em 
seu ser específico, pois a natureza de um ser é indicada por sua operação. 
Ora, o específico do homem é a racionalidade, pela qual é definido e pela 
qual, por conseguinte, distingue-se dos demais animais. Este é o modelo 
mais perfeito de união, pois não consta de um aglomeramento, nem de 
uma mistura, mas do encontro de duas entidades, uma como potência e 
outra como seu ato — não de dois atos -, sendo gerado delas um só ser. 
Assim, a alma humana encontra-se em uma situação única, pois, de um 
lado, sendo espiritual, possui o ser completo, o que lhe permite manter-se 


utriusque. [...] secundo, quia impossibile est esse unum numero in individuis eiusdem 
speciei illud per quod speciem sortiuntur. Si enim duo equi convenirent in eodem 
secundum numerum quo speciem equi haberent, sequeretur quod duo equi essent unus 
equus.[...] Tertio sequeretur quod intellectus possibilis non reciperet aliquas species a 
phantasmatibus nostris abstractas, si sit unus intellectus possibilis omnium qui sunt et qui 
fuerunt. Quia iam cum multi homines praecesserint multa intelligentes, sequeretur quod 
respectu omnium illorum quae illi sciverunt, sit in actu et non sit in potentia ad 
recipiendum, quia nihil recipit quod iam habet. Ex quo ulterius sequeretur quod si nos 
sumus intelligentes et scientes per intellectum possibilem, quod scire in nobis non sit nisi 
reminisci» (De spiritualibus creaturis, a. 9, in corp.; cfr. STh 1, 76, 2). 

54 «In quocumque inveniuntur duo quorum unum est complementum alterius, 
proportio unius eorum ad alterum est sicut proportio potentiae ad actum: nihil enim 
completur nisi per proprium actum» (SCG 2, 53, 1283). 

55 «[...] hic homo intelligit, quia principium intellectivum est forma ipsius.[...] sic ergo 
ex ipsa operatione intellectus apparet quod intellectivum principium unitur corpori ut forma. 
[...] Natura enim uniuscuiusque rei ex eius operatione ostenditur. Propria autem operatio 
hominis, inquantum est homo, est intelligere: per hanc enim omnia alia animalia transcendit 
[...]. Oportet ergo quod homo, secundum illud speciem sortiatur, quod est huius operationis 
principium. Sortitur autem unumquodque speciem per propriam formam. Reliquitur ergo quod 
intellectivum principium sit propria hominis forma» (STA 1, 76, 1, in corp.). «Manifestum est 
enim id quo vivit corpus, animam esse, vivere autem est esse viventium. Anima igitur est quo 
corpus humanum habet esse actu. Huiusmodi autem forma est. Est igitur anima humana 
corporis forma. Ita si anima esset in corpore sicut nauta in navi, non daret speciem corpori, 
neque partibus eius; cuius contrariam apparet ex hoc quod recedente anima, singulae partes 
non retinent pristinum nomen nisi aequivoce» (De anima, a. 1, in corp.). 

56 De spiritualibus creaturis, a. 2, in corp. 
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no ser mesmo após a separação do corpo; mas, por outro lado, o corpo não 
está unido acidentalmente a ela, «porque o mesmo ser, que ela é, ela o 
comunica ao corpo, a fim de que seja o único ser do composto, e também 
porque, embora ela possa subsistir por si mesma, contudo não possui a 
espécie completa, sendo necessário que o corpo lhe vá ao encontro para a 
completude da espécie»””. 

A partir disso, e tendo sido demonstrado que o espírito pode unir-se à 
matéria, abre-se o caminho para elucidação de temas conexos, como, por 
exemplo, que o conhecimento do universal é próprio de cada homem 
individualmente, pois cada um possui tseu próprio intelecto possível, no 
qual recebe os inteligíveis extraídos dos fantasmas pelo intelecto agente. 
Caso contrário, seria preciso dizer que muitos seres, numericamente 
diversos, possuem a mesma forma, o que significaria dizer que possuem o 
mesmo ser do qual a forma é o princípio. E ainda, à luz da leitura contra 
a interpretação do texto aristotélico dada por Averróis, dizendo que o 
intelecto não está unido ao corpo por ser «separado, não-misturado, 
impassível, etc.», Tomás mantém a coerência de sua própria posição, 
explicando que o intelecto não se encontra separado da matéria quanto ao 
ser, pois é ato dela e, por isso, se viesse a separar-se, o composto deixaria 
de existir”? -, mas quanto ao operar, visto que o ato de conhecer não se 
efetua através de órgão corpóreo. 


IV. Os AVERROÍSTAS 


Por volta de 1270, Tomás de Aquino, novamente em Paris desde o 
inverno de 68-69, redige dois pequenos tratados: De aeternitate mundi e 


5! «[...] licet anima habeat esse completum non tamen sequitur quod corpus ei 
accidentaliter uniatur; tum quia illud idem esse quod est animae communicat corpori, ut sit 
unum esse totius compositi; tum etiam quia etsi possit per se subsistere, non tamen habet 
speciem completam, sed corpus advenit ei ad completionem speciei» (De anima, a. 1, ad 
Jem). «Dicendum quod anima illud esse in quo subsistit communicat materiae corporali, ex 
qua et anima intellectiva fit unum, ita quod illud esse quod est totius compositi, est etiam 
ipsius animae; quod non accidit in aliis formis, quae non sunt subsistentes» (STA, 1, 76, 1, 
ad Sum) «[...] anima humana non est hoc aliquid sicut substantia completa speciem habens; 
sed sicut pars habentis speciem completam» (De anima. a. 3, ad 3%; cf. ibid. ad 44m) 

58 «Impossibile est enim plurium numero diversorum, esse unam formam; sicut 
impossibile est quod eorum sit unum esse, nam forma est essendi principium» (STh 1, 76, 
2, in corp.). 

5 De anima, a. 1, in corp. 
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De unitate intellectus contra averroistas, tomando partido ante teorias 
defendidas por professores da Faculdade de Artes que ele classifica como 
averroistas. Na questäo da eternidade do mundo, tal como antes fizera na 
do intelecto agente, Tomäs via possibilidade de um arreglo limitado com 
os filösofos, e acabou aproximando-se tanto deles, a ponto de desagradar 


H 


aos tedlogos. Quanto 4 unidade do intelecto, porém, os campos 
continuavam irredutivelmente separados: a posição dos ‘artistas’ parecia- 
lhe mais absurda ainda que a de Averróis, e assim como antes tentara abrir 
uma brecha entre Aristóteles e Averróis, agora procura repetir a ação, 
separando Averróis dos averrofstas60. 

Aceitando, como pressuposto, resultados do estágio atual da pesquisa, 
parece que Síger de Brabante foi o principal, mas não único, adversário de 
Tomás neste debate, como também parece ter sido o principal, mas não 
único, alvo das condenações de 1270 e 127761. Entre os dois pensadores 
houve polêmica, com direito a réplica e tréplica, devendo-se levar em conta 
que, se havia barreiras que dificultavam a leitura de Averróis por Tomás de 
Aquino, o mesmo não acontecia quando este se defrontava com Síger: 
ambos eram contemporâneos, provenientes do mesmo ambiente intelectual, 
lendo as mesmas traduções para o latim®. 


€ Sem dúvida, a leitura dos ‘artistas’ inspirava-se em Averróis, mas cabe perguntar 
quão longe foi a fidelidade deles. Não sem razão O. LEAMAN pergunta-se: «Is Averroes an 
Averroist?» (In: F. NIEWÖHNER e L. STURLESE (hrg.), Averroismus im Miteltalter... p. 22). A 
mesma pergunta é feita por J.M.A. MARTINEZ, «¿Fué Averroes un averroísta?», in: Id. 
(org.) Averroes y los averroísmos..., pp. 257-266. Cfr. igualmente MR HAYOUN e A. DE 
LIBERA, Averroés et l’Averroism.... - Para o presente estudo é sem importância a 
denominação que se possa dar ao que se convencionou chamar de “averroísmo”, se 
averroísmo, se aristotelismo ortodoxo, ou outro nome qualquer. 

61 R. HISSETTE (Enquête sur les 219 articles condamnés à Paris le 7 mars 1277, 
Louvain/Paris, Publications Universitaires/Vander-Oyez, 1977, pp. 184-214) mostra que 
nos artigos referentes ao tema do homem (art. 113-139 da ordem proposta por P. 
Mandonnet), de fato, Síger é quase sempre o visado, muitas vezes junto com outros, pelo 
decreto de E. Tempier. 

€ Não cabe aqui a pergunta sobre até que ponto Tomás levou Siger a mudar de 
posição, como o pretenderam alguns autores, entre os quais M. DE WULF e F. VAN 
STEENBERGHEN, (cfr. deste, p. ex., Maitre Siger de Brabant, Louvain/Paris, Publications 
Universitaires/Vander-Oyez, 1977, p. 377). Os trabalhos mais recentes colocam-se em 
posicäo diferente. Cfr. B. NARDI, «Il preteso tomismo di Sigeri di Brabante», in: Giornale 
critico della filosofia italiana, 17 (1936) 26-35; id. «Ancora sul preteso tomismo di Sigeri 
di Brabante», ibid. 18 (1937) 160-164; E. GiLson, Dante et la philosophie, Paris, Vrin, 
1972; B.C. BazAn, «La uniön entre intelecto separado y individuos, segün Siger de 
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Cerca de um ano apös o retorno de Tomäs a Paris, pelas datacöes hoje 
aceitas®, publicava-se uma obra que, melhor que qualquer outra até então, 
compendiava o pensamento antropológico dos ‘averroistas’: o 
Quaestiones in tertium de anima de Siger de Brabante%. Provavelmente 
Tomás não a tinha em mãos, ao redigir o De unitate intellectus, mas 
conhecia, seguramente, diversos outros textos sigerianos de não diferente 
teor e, além disso, os ensinamentos orais da Faculdade de Artes eram-lhe 
reportados, verbalmente, ou através de anotações. Em que consistiam os 
erros do jovem professor brabantino? 


Brabante», in: Patrística et Mediaevalia, 1 (1975) 5-35. Por vezes, a mesma terminologia 
está escondendo posições diferentes e pensamento original, e tal é o caso dos textos de 
Síger, quando comparados aos de Tomás de Aquino. A respeito, entre outros, além dos 
diversos trabalhos de L. BIANCHI e A. DE LIBERA, cabe citar FX. PUTALLAZ e R. IMBACH, 
Profession: philosophe — Siger de Brabant, Paris, Cerf, 1998; A. PETAGINE, «L’intelletto e 
il corpo: Il confronto tra Tommaso d' Aquino e Sigeri di Brabante», in: A. GHISALBERTI 
(cur.) Dalla prima alla seconda Scolastica — Paradigmi e percorsi storiografici, Bologna, 
Edizioni Studio Domenicano, 2000, pp. 77-119. Tanto Síger modificou posições, como 
também Tomfs de Aquino. Sobre este, algumas teses de E.H. WEBER, (L’homme en 
discussion à l'Université de Paris en 1270. La controverse de 1270 à l'Université de Paris 
et son retentissement sur la pensée de saint Thomas d’Aquin, Paris, Vrin, 1970) sao 
discutíveis e mesmo inaceitáveis. Sem dúvida, num debate que se prolonga, as posições são 
nuanceadas e melhor esclarecidas, mas nem por isso se pode dizer que Sfger se tenha 
aproximado de Tomäs e, menos ainda, como quer o autor, que Tomäs, em muitos casos, 
tenha dado o braco a torcer aos averroistas. 

63 A importante questão da datação das obras de Tomás e Síger, neste período, 
mostra que há divergência entre, por exemplo, P. Mandonnet, M. Grabmann, LT. 
Eschmann, os editores da Editio Leonina (vol. XLIII, Opuscula IV, 1976, pp. 243-314), J. 
WEISHEIPL, (Tomás de Aquino. Vida, obras y doctrina, Pamplona, Eunsa, 1994 — original 
inglês, 1974 -, pp. 408-458) e J.P. TORRELL, (Iniciação a santo Tomás de Aquino, São 
Paulo, Loyola, 1999 — original francês, 1993 -, pp. 385-416). Ficamos com este autor que, 
por ser o mais atualizado, pode confrontar os trabalhos dos anteriores com pesquisas 
recentes. Assim, segundo ele, teríamos para tratados de Tomás sobre o tema: De veritate 
(1256-59), Quodlibet IX (1256-59), Contra gentiles (1263-65), De potentia (1265-66), De 
anima (1265-66), In De anima (1267-68), De spiritualibus creaturis (1267-68), Summa 
theologiae I (até 09.1268), In Physicorum (1268-69), Quodlibet 3 (12707), De unitate 
intellectus (1270, antes das condenações pelo bispo), In De causis (1°. sem. 1272). Na 
relação entre Tomás e Síger, como propõem os editores da Leonina (p. 250), teríamos, na 
ordem: Síger, In tertium De anima (1269-70); Tomás, De unitate intellectus; Síger, De 
intellectu; Censura episcopal (tudo em 1270); Síger, De anima intellectuali (1272); Tomás, 
In De causis (1272); Síger, De anima intellectiva (1272-73); Síger, In De causis (1274-76). 

64 B.C. BAZAN, , Siger de Brabant. Quaestiones in tertium De anima. De anima 
intellectiva. De aeternitate mundi, Louvain/Paris, Publications Universitaires/Béatrice 
Nauwelaerts, 1972. 
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Síger encontrara em Paris uma ainda forte tradição neoplatônico- 
agostiniana, para a qual a alma espiritual é uma substância completa, unida 
a outra substância completa, que é o corpo, formando os dois uma unidade. 
A isto se opunha a recente leitura tomista, baseada em Aristóteles, dizendo 
que a unidade corpo e alma não passa pela dualidade de substâncias, e sim 
pela união substancial entre alma e corpo, sendo a alma uma forma 
substancial. Entre estes extremos havia posições intermediárias. Cada uma 
destas leituras levantava seus próprios problemas. No Quaestiones in 
tertium De anima, Síger, inspirando-se em Averróis, apresenta sua própria 
leitura da Aristóteles, leitura que se afasta de todas as outras e o situa como 
um pensador capaz de vôo próprio. 

Síger concorda com Tomás em dizer que o conhecimento humano é 
algo imaterial. Mas, aqui bifurcam-se os caminhos, pois para ele esta 
imaterialidade é a de uma substância separada. Ao aceitar que o intelecto 
é separado, Síger toma este adjetivo no preciso sentido de XwpLoTöc, 
que na terminologia aristotélica indica a realidade por si mesma 
subsistente, e atribui-lhe, então, as demais qualidades apontadas no texto 
aristotélico, como a eternidade (e com ela o não ser gerado) e a unicidade 
na espécie. Não é gerado porque, não tendo matéria, não pode ser 
gerados; situa-se acima da matéria, porque supera todas as 
possibilidades dela e, por isso, sendo o homem um ser corpóreo, é 
impossível que o intelecto possa fazer parte dele. Uma coisa, pois, é o 
homem, e outra, o intelecto. O homem, repete Síger muitas vezes, é 
composto de corpo e alma, mas esta afirmação engana: a alma a que ele, 
nos passos de Averróis, se refere, contém em si as potências vegetativa e 
sensitiva, não a intelectiva, que lhe advém posteriormente, de fora. O 
homem, que é gerado, é aquele que se constitui de corpo e alma 
vegetativo-sensitiva, pois que só o vegetativo e o sensitivo podem ser 
tirados da potência da matéria; depois, ao conhecer, e enquanto conhece, 
une-se à alma vegetativo-sensitiva a alma intelectiva, o intelecto que 
preexiste, independentemente delas. Diz ele, logo no início da obra: 
«Deve-se afirmar que o intelectivo não se radica na mesma alma simples 
com o vegetativo e o sensitivo, do modo como o vegetativo e o sensitivo 
se radicam numa mesma alma simples. Por isso, como o intelecto é 


65 «Si immaterialis est, ingenerabilis est» (Quaestiones in III De anima, q. 4, p. 13). 
66 «[...] compositum ex intellectu et corpori non est generatum. [...] cum intellectus 
sit ab extrinseco, compositum ex intellectu et corpore non est generatum» (Ibid., p. 15). 


268 LUIS ALBERTO DE BONI 


simples em si mesmo, ao chegar ele se une ao vegetativo e ao sensitivo e, 
unindo-se eles, näo constituem uma alma simples, mas composta. E assim 
se esclarece o que Averróis diz a respeito da opinião de Aristóteles de que 
o vegetativo, o sensitivo e o intelectivo constituem uma alma no sujeito, 
entendendo-se que se trata de uma alma composta, não de uma alma 
simples»67. 

Com isto abre-se caminho para a resposta a uma outra questäo do 
mesmo texto, a saber, se o intelecto é a forma substancial do corpo. Para 
Aristóteles, na composição substancial, onde um princípio atua como 
matéria e outro como forma, estes dois princípios não possuem 
subsistência própria, mas só subsistem no composto. Por isso, argumenta 
Síger, se o intelecto é separado, sendo uma entidade existente antes e 
independente do contato com o corpo, então há duas realidades: uma, o 
homem, composto de corpo e alma, a outra, o intelecto. Mas, se o intelecto 
subsiste separadamente, não pode ser forma substancial do corpo®8, pois a 
forma substancial só subsiste no composto e, no entanto, tanto Aristóteles, 
como Averróis e os teólogos admitem, cada qual a seu modo, que o 
intelecto possui ação própria, para além da corporeidade, 
independentemente do composto. Tentar resolver a questão — e o 
argumento é contra Tomás -, dizendo que a alma intelectiva é forma 
substancial do corpo, porém, que sua potência intelectual é separada, 
parece-lhe, é incorrer no absurdo de afirmar que a potência da qual 
procede a operação seja mais simples que a substancia®. 


67 «Dicendum enim quod intellectivum non radicatur in eadem anima simplici cum 
vegetativo et sensitivo, sicut vegetativum et sensitivum radicantur in eadem simplici, sed 
radicatur cum ipsis in eadem anima composita. Unde cum intellectus simplex sit, cum 
advenit, tum in suo adventu unitur vegetativo et sensitivo, et sic ipsa unita non faciunt 
unam simplicem, sed compositam. Per hoc patet ad illud quod dicit Averroes quod 
Aristoteles opinatur vegetativum, sensitivum et intellectivum esse unam animam in 
subjecto. Verum est: unam compositam, non autem unam simplicem» (Ibid., q. 1, p. 3). 

68 «Et intelligo intellectum non esse perfectionem corporis quantum ad suam 
substantiam, hac ratione quod dat ei esse coniuncti, cum ab essentia fluat esse; et si det esse 
ipsi coniuncto, non habebit esse in se, sed solum in alio. Intelligo autem intellectum esse 
perfectionem quantum ad suam potestatem, quia perficit corpus quoad suam 
cooperationem» (Ibid. q. 7, p. 22). 

69 «[...] Si enim intellectus esset perfectio corporis per substantiam suam, operatio 
eius proportionaretur corpori. [...] potentia a qua egreditur operatio non est simplicior sua 
substantia. Si igitur intellectus per suam substantiam perficiat corpus, eius operatio non 
potest esse nisi in corpore» (Ibid., p. 22s). 
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Contudo, a dualidade de seres näo exclui a uniäo no operar. Ao 
contrário das inteligências superiores, que por si mesmas estão em ato, o 
intelecto, a infima entre elas, encontra-se em poténcia, e sé se atualiza 
graças aos fantasmas que lhe são fornecidos pela sensibilidade”. Se, pois, 
se diz que o intelecto é a forma do corpo, tal noção de forma deve ser 
tomada em sentido amplo, näo como sendo a forma substancial da qual se 
fala, mas como forma que está no corpo porque opera no corpo”!. A forma 
substancial, que dä o ser e a espécie, esta o intelecto possui em si mesmo, 
enquanto separado; para o homem, tal forma é dada pela alma vegetativo- 
sensitiva’?. O intelecto pode ser chamado forma enquanto aperfeiçoa o corpo 
no ato de conhecer, que é ato tanto do intelecto como do homem que conhece. 


70 «Intellectus perficit corpus non per suam substantiam, sed per suam potentiam, 
quia, si per suam substantiam perficeret, non esset separabilis» (Ibid. q. 7, p. 23). 

71 «Si vero dicatur quod intellectus est perfectio corporis non secundum 
substantiam suam, sed secundum suam potestatem, tunc diceretur quod intellectus est in 
corpore, et exponatur alio modo hoc esse, scilicet quod intellectus est in corpore, scilicet 
operans in corpore» (Ibid. q. 8, p. 25). No De anima intellectiva (c. 3, p. 86) esta afirmação 
é explicada, usando a expressáo operans intrinsecus, tal como se diz dos corpos celestes 
que movem a si mesmos, pelo fato que a outra parte deles é movida por um movente 
intrinseco: «Quod cum dicitur: ‘aliquid agit per suam formam', exstensive debet accipi 
forma, ut et intrinsecum operans ad materiam forma dicatur. Unde et ipsa corpora caelestia 
dicuntur movere se propter hoc quod altera pars eorum movetur ab intrinseco movente». A 
este respeito, o pensamento de Síger näo sofreu modificagöes importantes, afirmando 
sempre que a alma intelectiva não é forma substancial do corpo e que aperfeiçoa o corpo 
não pelo ser, mas pelo operar. Como A. PETAGINE (op. cit., p. 90-95) observa, esta noção 
de forma, que opera intrinsecamente, perpassa toda a obra de Síger, e está presente também 
nas Quaestiones super librum de causis, onde a linguagem pode enganar, e enganou de fato 
a muitos: a terminologia e os argumentos tomados de Tomás estäo sendo manipulados 
dentro dos esquemas sigerianos de compreensäo. Aliás, acontece com o Siger um fato 
interessante: como bom dialético, serve-se dos argumentos dos adversários para voltá-los 
contra eles próprios. Devido a isso, pode-se constatar, pelo nümero das citagóes, que, no 
decorrer do tempo, ele cita sempre menos Averróis e sempre mais Tomás de Aquino e, no 
entanto, em sua leitura de Aristóteles, jamais abandonou a maioria dos princípios interpre- 
tativos fundamentais tomados de Averróis e, contra as aparéncias, manteve-se distante do 
Aquinate até o fim. 

D «Dico enim quod intellectus non dat esse corpori quantum ad formam suam 
intellectus; immo intellectus, essentiam suam habens, esse habet in se et non in alio» (In 
III De anima, c. 7, p. 24). Para Síger, portanto, parece absurda a posicäo de Alberto Magno 
e Tomás de Aquino, que ele irá citar nominalmente no De anima intellectiva (c. 3, p. 81): 
«Per quem autem modum anima intellectiva sit unita corpori, et separata ab eodem, dicunt 
praecipui viri in philosophia Albertus et Thomas quod substantia animae intellectivae unita 
est corpori dans esse eidem, sed potentia animae intellectivae separata est a corpore, cum 
per organum corporeum non operetur». 


270 LUIS ALBERTO DE BONI 


O modo como se realiza tal ato parte dos pressupostos de que o 
espirito näo se comunica com a matéria e de que a alma intelectiva, ao 
„contrário das outras substâncias separadas, precisa dos fantasmas para 
chegar ao conhecimento. Como isto acontece é algo que obriga Síger a 
retomar diversas vezes o tema, pois as soluções que vai elaborando não lhe 
parecem de todo satisfatórias. Segundo ele, o intelecto possui uma 
tendência ‘natural’ para os fantasmas, as intenções imaginadas 
(intentiones imaginatae), pois sem elas só conheceria a si mesmo. Como, 
porém, não pode conhecer tais intentiones, que são materiais e, portanto, 
individuadas, deve abstrair delas as formas inteligíveis, as quais agem 
como forma de atualidade no intelecto possível?. Ora, tais formas, ou 
intenções inteligidas (intentiones intelectae) unem-se a nós enquanto 
inteligidas, o que não quer dizer que pertencem ao todo, como pertencem 
as ações dos sentidos, os quais atribuímos ao todo do homem, isto é, à 
alma vegetativo-sensitiva e ao corpo. Elas se unem a nós porque 
pertencem ao intelecto que a nós está unido, e dizemos que está unido a 
nós porque as operações próprias do conhecer são atribuídas ao conjunto. 
Tal atribuição, porém, não está a indicar uma união entre forma e matéria; 
diz-se que conhecer pertence ao conjunto porque o ato de inteligir parte 
das intenções imaginadas?4. Noutras palavras, a união entre o intelecto e o 


73 «Et dico quod intellectus nobis copulatur eo quod intelligit ex intentionibus 
imaginatis: quia nobis actu copulantur intentiones, ideo intellectus, cum eas intelligit, actu 
nobis copulatur, ita quod non copulatur nobis per partem eius quae est materia, sicut sensus 
est actus corporis per partem eius quae est materia. Nec intelligo dicere quod intellectus in 
sui natura aliquam habeat copulationem. De natura sua solum est in potentia ut nobis 
copuletur» (/bid. , q. 15, p. 56). 

7  «[...] intentiones intellectae copulantur nobis sub ratione qua intellectae, non per 
hoc quod ipsae sint totius coniuncti, sicut sunt actiones quae sunt sensus, quae sunt totius 
coniuncti; et certe intelligere non est totius coniuncti sicut sentire. Dico autem quod immo 
copulantur nobis per hoc quod ipsae sunt intellectus nobis copulati. Operationes enim 
intellectus non sunt in nobis copulatae per organum, sed copulantur nobis, quia sunt 
intellectus copulati nobis, copulati inquam, non sicut forma materiae, quae copulatur 
coniuncto, sed copulati nobis per hoc quod intelligit ex intentionibus imaginatis» (Ibid. p. 
57). Como observa E VAN STEENBERGHEN, (op. cit., p. 365), no c. 7 (B.C. BAZÁN (ed.)) do 
De anima intellectiva, Síger monta um argumento que se pode resumir assim: ‘A alma 
intelectiva é uma substáncia imaterial; ora, uma substáncia imaterial é ánica em sua 
espécie; logo, a alma intelectiva é ánica em sua espécie'. O autor prossegue observando 
que a premissa maior é tirada de Aristóteles; a premissa média, longamente desenvolvida, 
é tomada toda de Tomás de Aquino que, sem ser nomeado, é citado implicitamente 10 
vezes; e a conclusão vem ao natural. 
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homem dä-se pelo fato de o intelecto, que € separado, realizar o ato de 
conhecer a partir das ‘intenções imaginadas”, intenções estas que se 
encontram na parte sensitiva. Assim, ambos, intelecto e homem, formam 
um todo pela operacäo, pois sem a agäo conjunta deles näo pode existir 
conhecimento. E o que se atribui a uma parte, atribui-se ao todo 
operacional. Dai, pois, e sé neste sentido, poder-se dizer que o homem 
conhece. Siger salva, portanto, a unidade do homem, enquanto composto 
no ser pela alma vegetativo-sensitiva e pelo corpo, e nisto localiza o 
modelo de relação ato-poténcia, isto é, de composição hilemörfica. E 
depois, pela unidade no operar, procura salvar a composição entre duas 
substâncias completas, através de uma das quais o homem recebe a 
especificidade, que é o inteligir. 

Enfim, afirmar que o intelecto é imaterial equivale a afi que ele é 
um sö, pois a causa da multiplicidade dentro da espécie provém da matéria 
determinada pela quantidade. Por isso, se o intelecto se multiplicasse 
como se multiplicam os homens, entäo ele seria algo corpóreo ou unido ao 
corpo’. Se hä diversidade de conhecimento entre um e outro indivíduo, tal 
náo se atribui ao intelecto, mas ao fato de a uniäo entre o intelecto e 
determinado indivíduo dar-se a partir das intenções imaginadas que este 
indivíduo possui, sendo que outro indivíduo possui intenções diferentes”. 

É contra estas teorias que Tomás redige o De unitate intellectus. A 
novidade encontra-se no fato de toda uma obra ser dedicada ao tema, no 
tom polêmico do discurso e, acima de tudo, na clara percepção de que as 
afirmações de Síger não são meras repetições de Averróis, mas divergem 
do Comentador, que foi mal-entendido ou deturpado por ele. Por se tratar 
de um debate a respeito da leitura correta de Aristóteles, os dois primeiros 
capítulos constituem um minucioso trabalho exegético, a fim de mostrar 
qual o pensamento de Aristóteles, tal como os comentaristas gregos e 
árabes, à exceção de Averróis, o leram. Nos restantes três capítulos 
refutam-se o que seriam os erros dos averroistas. 

Como das outras vezes, Frei Tomás volta a ler o De anima a partir do 
início, com uma coesão lógica que, sem dúvida, vai além da que se 


75 «[...] si intellectus multiplicaretur secundum multiplicationem individuorum, 
esset virtus in corpore» (/bid., q. 9, p. 27). 

76 «[...] diversae intentiones imaginatae sunt causa diversitatis intellectorum in 
diversis hominibus. Quare intentiones imaginatae sunt causa quare intellectus copulatur 
nobis in actu, quod verum est» (Ibid., q. 15, p. 57). 
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encontra no texto do Filösofo. Tomando, pois o termo ‘alma’ como de 
sentido univoco nas definições e descrições dos dois primeiros livros, 
torna-se relativamente plana a leitura do livro III, permitindo-lhe concluir: 
«Das palavras de Aristöteles resulta com toda evidéncia e sem qualquer 
dúvida que é esta a sua doutrina acerca do intelecto possível: € alguma 
coisa da alma que é ato de um corpo, isto, porém, sem que esse intelecto 
da alma possua qualquer órgão corporal, tal como sucede com as restantes 
faculdades da alma»””. Siger não admitia que a potência fosse tomada 
como separada da matéria se a substância a ela estivesse unida?8. Tomás 
distingue: o intelecto é separado, enquanto é faculdade que não existe no 
corpo (que não depende de órgão corporal); mas, ao mesmo tempo, é 
faculdade existente numa alma que é ato do corpo?”. 

Ora, para os averroístas esta teoria parecia inconsistente, permitindo- 
lhes apresentar contra ela três argumentos: 1) a autoridade de Aristóteles, 
dizendo que a alma é separada por não estar sujeita à corrupção; 2) que o 
que é incorruptível não pode ser forma do corruptível, e 3) que as formas 
separadas da matéria e as unidas a ela não são da mesma espécie e, por 
isso, muito menos, uma forma pode estar unida à matéria num momento e 
separada noutro, pois no caso da destruição do corpo, ou a forma também 
é destruída (se é corruptível), ou passa de um corpo para outro (se é 
incorruptível). 

Tomás tinha, pois, que se haver com estas objeções que, caso 
vingassem, abalariam os fundamentos de tudo quanto até então escrevera 
a respeito do intelecto. Em sua crítica, permanece subtendida, ao menos 
em parte, a compreensão de que a relação entre forma e matéria não é de 
todo uma relação em mão dupla. A matéria sem forma, a matéria-prima, é, 
para ele, um mero conceito, algo que não existe na realidade; já a forma, 


7 «Manifestissime igitur apparet absque omni dubitatione ex verbis Aristotelis 
hanc fuisse eius sententiam de intellectu possibili, quod intellectus sit aliquid animae quae 
est actus corporis; ita tamen quod intellectus animae non habeat aliquod organum 
corporale, sicut habent ceterae potentiae animae» (De unitate intellectus, c. 1, n. 26). Pouco 
antes dissera: «Sic igitur patet per ea quae ex verbis Aristotelis accipere possumus usque 
huc, manifestum est quod ipse voluit intellectum esse partem animae quae est actus 
corporis physici» (Ibid. n. 16). 

78 «Non igitur ponenda potentia separata a materia et corpore, et substantia in 
essendo unita» (De anima intellectiva, c. 3, p. 83) 

79 «Sic ergo intellectus separatus est quia non est virtus in corpore; sed est virtus in 
anima, anima autem est actus corporis» (De unitate intellectus, c. 1, n. 27). 
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enquanto forma, pode existir sem matéria e, de fato, como até mesmo os 
averroistas afirmam, ha formas que existem sem ela. Ha formas, portanto, 
que não dependem da matéria em seu existir; esta, porém, sempre depende 
da forma??. Entre forma separada e matéria, porém, existe um momento de 
contato, entre a ínfima das formas e o mais perfeito dos corpos, porque 
esta forma, cuja existência não é eduzida da matéria, só se realiza em sua 
espeficidade se unida ao corpo. Ora, uma união em que se realiza a espécie 
só pode ser uma união substancial. E como, com Aristóteles, se deve 
afirmar que cada homem possui uma única alma, e não três, mantém-se 
então o que já foi dito contra Averróis, que a alma intelectiva, forma do 
homem, engloba em si também as funções inferiores da parte vegetativa e 
da sensitiva. Acontece, então, que, embora a alma intelectiva seja forma do 
corpo, uma de suas potências não se comunica com a matéria. Por isso, 
quando se diz que, destruindo-se o composto, destrói-se aquela forma que 
existe pelo ser do composto, deve-se ter presente que isso não equivale, 
porém, a dizer que para a destruição do composto seja necessário que se 
destrua a forma, por cujo ser o composto existe?!. Há, pois, formas que não 
dependem da matéria em seu existir, por não serem tiradas da potência da 
matéria, mas, apesar disso, por essência, para se realizarem, tendem a unir- 
se com o corpo. Elas começam, pois, a existir com o corpo, mas, sendo 
impedidas da união, como no caso da destruição do corpo, nem por isso 
deixam de existir e de manter sua identidade numérica, embora não 
exerçam sua atividade de forma do composto?. 

Ora, para Tomás, afirmar que a alma intelectiva é forma do composto 
humano, significa dizer que ela está para o corpo como o ato para a 
potência: há entre eles uma união substancial. Averróis, como vimos, 


80 «Forma tamen inquantum est forma, non indiget materia ad suum esse, cum 
ipsam formam consequatur esse; sed indiget materia, cum sit talis forma, quae per se non 
subsistit» (De anima, a. 6, ad 3um). 

H «Forma igitur quae habet operationem secundum aliquam sui potentiam vel 
virtutem absque communicatione suae materiae, ipsa est quae habet esse, nec est per esse 
compositi tantum sicut aliae formae, sed magis compositum est per esse eius. Et ideo 
destructo composito destruitur illa forma quae est per esse compositi; non autem oportet 
quod destruatur ad destructionem compositi illa forma per cuius esse compositum est, et 
non ipsa per esse compositi» (/bid., n. 35, p. 76-78). 

82 «Anima autem intellectiva, cum habeat operationem sine corpore, non est esse 
suum solum in concretione ad materiam; unde non potest dici quod educatur de materia, 
sed magis quod est a principio extrinseco» (Ibid, n. 45). 
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explicava de outra forma a união entre o homem e o intelecto, que se daria 
através dos fantasmas. Vendo que esta posição oscilava, quando submetida 
à crítica, os averroístas (Síger parece ser o mais visado também aqui) 
desviaram-se do Comentador, dizendo que a união entre alma e corpo 
assemelha-se à existente entre motor e movido83. Esta inovação, que 
parece absurda ao Aquinate, acaba colocando-se no núcleo do debate e, 
por isso, Tomás prolonga-se por todo o capítulo terceiro do De unitate a 
responder a ela. 

Deixando de lado a leitura platônica, excluída por ambos, dizendo que 
o homem é tão somente a alma, e não aceitando a teoria tomasiana, parece 
sobrar a Síger a explicação que um determinado homem que conhece, 
Sócrates, digamos, é um composto de dois: do intelecto que move e de um 
corpo animado por uma alma vegetativo-sensitiva, que é movido. Mas, 
esta posição é um absurdo metafísico, pois o motor e o movido não 
constituem uma unidade de matéria e forma e, então, Sócrates não seria 
um — e não seria ser, pois o ser e o um convertem-se entre si. E assim como 
o pensar do timoneiro não é o pensar do navio, também o pensar do 
intelecto não seria o pensar de Sócrates; pelo contrário, o ato do intelecto 
estaria apenas usando o corpo de Sócrates para pensar. 

E nada se modifica se se insistir em dizer que Sócrates não é só corpo, 
mas também uma alma vegetativo-sensitiva unida a ele, e que o conhecer 
é um ato enobrecedor que une esta tal alma ao intelecto. De fato, tal 
evasiva não altera o que já se observou, pois também neste caso a ação do 
intelecto não poderia ser atribuída a Sócrates. Em primeiro lugar, porque 
o ato de conhecer é ato não-transitivo, isto é, um ato que fica todo naquele 
que conhece, ao contrário das ações transitivas, quando o ato passa para 0 
que é feito, como, por exemplo, na edificação, cujo ato está no edifício. 
Assim, pois, dizer que o pensamento se une a Sócrates como a um motor, 


83 Em suas linhas fundamentais, a crítica deste argumento, que se estende do n. 66 
até o n. 82, que é o final do capítulo, como observamos, encontra-se já na Suma I, 76, 1, in 
corp. A leitura deste artigo dá a impressão de que o respondeo já estava concluído, quando 
o autor resolveu acrescentar, à crítica a Averróis, também a crítica aos averroístas, 
iniciando-se a conclusão de cada uma delas com um relinguitur. Esta observação não 
significa, porém, aceitação da tese de EH WEBER (L'homme en discussion à l'Université 
de Paris en 1270...), acima citada. À respeito desta questão e dos problemas a respeito da 
alma como forma do corpo, cfr. P.M. CANAS, «Cuestiones acerca de la explicación 
tomasiana del alma intelectiva como forma del cuerpo», Nuevo Mundo (Hombre y 
naturaleza en el pensamiento medieval) 1 (2000) 171-186. 
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não significa que o pensamento esteja em Sócrates, pois encontra-se 
somente no intelecto, que não é Söcrates®*. Em segundo lugar, porque a 
ação própria do motor não é atribuída se não metaforicamente ao 
instrumento ou ao que é movido e, por isso, como se diz que o artesão 
corta através da serra, também se deveria dizer que o intelecto pensa 
através de Sócrates. Em terceiro lugar, porque nos casos em que uma ação 
se exerce sobre outro, a ação do motor e a do movido são atribuídas de 
modo oposto, porque um atua e o outro é atuado e, assim, diz-se que o 
construtor constrói e o edifício é construído. Do mesmo modo, dever-se- 
ia então dizer — e já fora dito - que o intelecto pensa e que Sócrates é 
pensados. E também se deveria acrescentar que Sócrates não quer — pois 
querer é ato da alma intelectiva -, mas é o intelecto separado que quer por 
ele. 

Se, porém, for dito que Sócrates pensa, porque o intelecto lhe move 
de algum modo a álma, será preciso conceder que esta impressão que fica 
na alma de Sócrates é aquilo pelo qual Sócrates pensa, isto é: aquilo que 
Sócrates possui, que lhe possibilita pensar, encontra-se na alma dele como 
possibilidade para o pensamento, que é atuada. Ora, o primeiro porque 
pensamos é a forma e o ato pelo qual o homem é homem. Tal não 
aconteceria se o intelecto fosse apenas um motor de Sócrates, pois então 
Sócrates não pensaria. Do mesmo modo, a posição dos averroístas não dá 
conta da necessidade que se tem em classificar o homem dentro de sua 
própria espécie, pois é a forma que classifica os indivíduos na espécie. 
Ora, o específico do homem, isto é, a operação própria de sua espécie, que 
o distingue ante as demais, é o pensar, e o princípio pelo qual pensamos é 
o intelecto. Isto pressupõe, pois, que o intelecto seja a forma do homem, o 
qual, se assim não fosse, estaria numa espécie sem operação especifica®®. 


84 «Sic ergo, etsi ponatur intellectus uniri Sorti ut movens, nichil proficit ad hoc quod 
intelligere sit in Sorte, necdum quod Sortes intelligat: quia intelligere est actio quae est in 
intellectu tantum» (Jbid., n. 70). 

85 «[...] in hiis quorum actiones in alterum transeunt, opposito modo attribuuntur 
actiones moventibus et motis: secundum aedificationem enim aedificator dicitur aedificare, 
aedificium vere aedificari. Si ergo intelligere esset actio in alterum transiens sicut movere, 
adhuc non esset dicendum quod Sortes intelligeret ad hoc quod intellectus uniretur ei ut 
motor, sed magis quod intellectus intelligeret et Sortes intelligeretur, aut forte quod 
intellectus intelligendo moveret Sortem, et Sortes moveretur» (Ibid. n. 72). 

86  «Speciem autem sortitur unumquodque ex forma: id igitur per quod hic homo 
speciem sortitur forma est. Unumquodque autem ab eo speciem sortitur, quod est 
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Portanto, a alma intelectiva que é forma, e o corpo que é matéria, 
constituem uma unidade, uma coisa sé, que é o homem. Por isso, 
conhecer, andar, alimentar-se säo, antes de mais nada, atos do homem, e 
não apenas da alma ou do corpo. Com admirável consistência lógica e 
metafísica, Tomás cria, assim, uma nova antropologia, com uma unidade 
estrutural jamais vista: alma e corpo não são duas substâncias primeiras 
subsistentes por si mesmas em sua espécie; podem chamar-se 
analogamente, mas são substâncias segundas, isto é, duas entidades 
incompletas que, unidas substancialmente, formam uma única substância 
completa: o homem, o qual possui na própria natureza a explicação de 
todas suas operações, inclusive as intelectuais, não precisando de nenhuma 
forma de união extrínseca, ou de operação intrínseca de algo que lhe veio 
de fora, para ser o que é. A partir da introspecção, o homem descobre a 
imperfeição cognitiva do espírito humano, que precisa dos sentidos para 
conhecer. Esta dependência é tal, que o corpo é necessário não apenas para 
obtenção do conhecimento, mas também para o uso do que já se conhece. 
Mais ainda, até o conhecimento de nós mesmos, só o obtemos através da 

.convertio ad phantasmata, pois sabemos que temos intelecto quando 
percebemos que conhecemos. É sendo informado «por espécies abstraídas 
dos seres sensíveis que o intelecto passa ao ato de intelecção, graças ao 
qual, constituindo-se actu inteligente, torna-se presente a si. Nem deixa de 
ser paradoxal: é entendendo o ser material que o homem se descobre como 
espírito»8”. 


V. O CONHECIMENTO DA ALMA SEPARADA 


Como é possível, porém, conciliar a necessidade do corpo para o 
conhecimento com algo que a experiência diariamente mostra: a 
dissolução da unidade, devido à corrupção do corpo? Dando por 
pressuposto que a alma, sendo espiritual, não se corrompe com a 
sobrevinda da morte física, é possível que ela, sem o corpo, disponha de 


principium propriae operationis speciei; propria autem operatio hominis, inquantum es 
homo, est intelligere: per hoc enim differt ab aliis animalibus, [...] . Principium autem quo 
intelligimus est intellectus, ut Aristoteles dicit; oportet igitur ipsum uniri corpori ut 
formam» (Ibid., n.77, p. 116-118). 

87 L.M. DE ALMEIDA, «A integridade da pessoa humana à luz do ato intelectivo 
segundo santo Tomás de Aquino» in: J.A. DE SOUZA (org.), Pensamento Medieval. Säo 
Paulo/Santos, Loyola/Leopoldianum, 1983, p. 112. 


INTELECTO E HOMEM - A ANTROPOLOGIA DE TOMAS DE AQUINO 277 


um modo de obter os inteligiveis, semelhante ao das substäncias 
separadas, que os recebem sem precisar de uma parte sensitiva? Se assim 
é, por que então ele veio unir-se ao corpo? E por que dizemos, então, que 
ela está necessariamente voltada ao corpo para conhecer, se ela pode 
conhecer também sem o corpo? 

Colocando-se iterativamente tais questões, Tomás deixa perceber em 
suas respostas que, ao lado de afirmações imutáveis, houve também 
acentuadas nuanças e mudanças. Desde os Comentários às Sentenças ele 
afirma que a alma, enquanto forma, possui o ser de modo mais perfeito 
quando unida ao corpo, que quando dele separadas. O motivo é claro, 
pois: «Nenhuma parte separada do todo possui a perfeição da natureza. Por 
isso a alma, como é parte da natureza humana, não possui a perfeição de 
sua natureza a não ser em união com o corpo [...] Por isso, a alma, embora 
possa existir e entender quando separada do corpo, contudo, não possui a 
perfeição de sua natureza quando se encontra separada do corpo, como diz 
Agostinho»®9, Do mesmo modo, repete à saciedade que a alma se une ao 
corpo para o bem da alma, que é forma, não para o bem do corpo. 

Já quanto ao modo de conhecer, há respostas que provocam novas 
perguntas. Assim, por exemplo, poderia parecer lógico que as almas, 
separadas dos corpos, conhecerão pelos inteligíveis que abstraíram dos 
fantasmas durante a vida terrena. Mas, então, as crianças mortas logo após 
o nascimento nada conheceriam. Tal objeção pode ser obviada se, além de 
se admitir a conservação dos conhecimentos obtidos in via, se acrescentar 
que, separada do corpo, a alma terá um modo de conhecer diferente do 


88  «[...] anima habet esse perfectius in corpore quam separata inquantum est forma» 
IV In Sententiarum, d. 50, ad 5"). «[...] corrupto corpore non perit ab anima natura 
secundum quam competit ei ut sit forma; licet non perficiat materiam actu, ut sit forma» 
(De anima, a. 1, ad 109), «[...] anima aliquam dependentiam habet ad corpus, in quantum 
sine corpore non pertingit ad complementum suae speciei; non tamen sic dependet a 
corpore quin sine corpore esse possit» (De anima, a. 1, ad 12m). 

3  «[...] nulla pars habet perfectionem naturae separata a toto. Unde anima, cum sit 
pars humanae naturae, non habet perfectionem suae naturae nisi in unione ad corpus. [...] 
anima, licet possit esse et intelligere a corpore separata, tamen non habet perfectionem suae 
naturae cum est separata a corpore ut Augustinus dicit, XII super Genesim ad litteram» (De 
spiritualibus creaturis, a. 2, ad 5™ ). «Concedimus autem quod anima humana a corpore 
separata non habet ultimam perfectionem suae naturae, cum sit pars naturae humanae; 
nulla enim pars habet omnimodam perfectionem si a toto separatur. Non autem propter hoc 
frustra est; non enim est humanae animae finis movere corpus, sed intelligere, in quo est 
sua felicitas, ut Aristoteles probat in X Ethicorum» (De unitate intellectus c, 5, n. 122). 
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atual. Partindo de um sed et contra, na De veritate, onde cita Joäo 
Damasceno, dizendo que «nenhuma substäncia é destituida de sua pröpria 
operação», e como a operação própria da alma é o inteligir, Tomás 
conclui que a alma deixaria de ser alma intelectiva se deixasse de 
conhecer. Ora, o ser da alma intelectiva encontra-se entre o das formas 
separadas e o das formas materiais; na presente vida, aproxima-se das 
formas materiais, na vida futura, conta-se entre as formas separadas?!. 
Desta aproximação com um ou outro tipo de forma depende o tipo de 
influxo “natural” que irá receber de Deus. Como, pois, o conhecer segue o 
ser, havendo modificação no modo de ser, também se modificará o modo 
de operar e, por isso, a alma unida ao corpo conhece através dos sentidos; 
mas, quando separada, não depende dos sentidos para conhecer. Para tanto 
valem os princípios tantas vezes enunciados da hierarquia e da 
participação dos seres, e o de Deus como luz primeira de toda a intelecção. 
Pela luz natural??, portanto, não pela da graça, a alma, enquanto voltada 
para as formas materiais, enquanto forma do corpo, recebe o 
conhecimento intelectual dentro de uma ordenação às potências corpóreas, 
mas, quando está separada do corpo, pela mesma luz natural, recebe o 
influxo divino ao modo dos anjos, sem precisar da mediação dos 
sentidos. Tomás retoma estas idéias e as resume na Contra gentiles, 
dizendo: «[...] a alma humana está situada no limite dos corpos com as 


90 «[...] nulla substantia destituitur propria operatione» (De veritate q. 19, sc; cfr. 
IV In Sententiarum, q. 50, q. 1, a. 1, sc). 

91  «[...] unumquodque recipit influentiam a suo superiori per modum sui esse. Esse 
autem animae rationali acquiritur quodam modo medio inter formas separatas et formas 
materiales. Formae enim separatae, scilicet angeli, recipiunt esse a Deo non dependens ab 
aliqua materia, nec in aliqua materia. Formae vero materiales esse a Deo accipiunt et in 
materia existens, et a materia dependens, quia sine materia conservari non potest. Anima 
vero rationalis acquirit esse a Deo in materia quidem existens, in quantum est forma 
corporis, ac per hoc secundum esse corpori unita [...]» (De veritate, q. 19, a. 1, in corp). 

9?  «[..] loquor de naturali influentia» (In IV Sententiarum, loc. cit., in corp). «[...] 
secundum naturalem ordinem» (Quodlibet III, q. 9, in corp.); cfr. De veritate, q. 19, a. 1, 
in corp., onde diz que naturali cognitione a alma intelectiva, separada do corpo, pode 
conhecer os anjos e os demónios. 

33  « [...] quando habebit esse a corpore absolutum, tunc recipiet influentiam 
intellectualis cognitionis hoc modo quo angeli recipiunt sine aliquo ordine ad corpus, ut 
scilicet species rerum ab ipso Deo recipiat, nec oporteat ad intelligendum in actu per has 
species, vel per eas quas prius acquisivit, ad aliqua phantasmata converti» (De veritate, loc. 
cit.). 
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substäncias incorpöreas, ‘como que existindo no horizonte da eternidade e 
do tempo’ (De causis, prop. II, 22) e, ao se afastar do infimo, aproxima-se 
do supremo. Por isso, quando estiver totalmente separada do corpo, sera 
perfeitamente semelhante as substäncias separadas, quanto ao modo do 
conhecimento intelectivo, e delas receberä um abundante influxo. Por 
conseguinte, o nosso conhecimento intelectivo, segundo o estado da vida 
presente, corrompido o corpo, corromper-se-ä, mas depois virä um estado 
de conhecimento mais elevado»™. 

Pois bem, Tomás está dizendo, com todas as letras, que o modo de 
conhecimento dos anjos e das substâncias separadas é superior ao que o 
homem possui nesta vida e que a alma intelectiva, separada do corpo, 
haverá de conhecer como as substâncias separadas, isto é, de modo 
superior àquele de quando estava no corpo. Ora, como é possível conciliar 
esta afirmação com aquelas outras, tantas vezes repetidas, que a união 
entre o corpo e a alma existe para o bem da alma e não do corpo? e que a 
alma, deixando de informar o corpo, se encontra deficiente em sua 
espécie? De um lado, parece que ele afina com Aristóteles, admitindo que 
o intelecto só se realiza através dos sentidos, dos quais, por abstração, 
recebe as espécies inteligíveis; de outro, tem-se a impressão de que sua 
sempre repetida crítica a Platão e aos platônicos não é tão radical, 
aceitando que o corpo é um empecilho para a alma, a qual, sem ele, 
conhece melhor do que com ele. Se assim é, então, parece inexorável a 
conclusão de que a união entre a alma e o corpo aconteceu para nobilitar 
o corpo e em prejuízo da alma”. Ter sido criada para unir-se inicialmente 
ao corpo não deixou de ser um castigo para a alma, ou, ao menos, uma 
grande falta de sorte, ou uma decisão insondável da vontade divina. Mas 
Tomás jamais aceitou tais soluções. 


94 « [...] anima humana [...] in confinio corporum et incorporearum substantiarum, 
‘quasi in horizonte existens aeternitatis et temporis’, recedens ab infimo, appropinquat ad 
summum. Unde et, quando totaliter erit a corpore separata, perfecte assimilabitur 
substantiis separatis quantum ad modum intelligendi, et abunde influentiam eorum recipiet. 
Sic igitur, etsi intelligere nostrum secundum modum praesentis vitae, corrupto corpore 
corrumpatur, succedet tamen alius modus intelligendi altior» (SCG 2, q. 81, n. 1625s). 

|. 95 Que estes questionamentos tenham sido colocados parece não restar dúvidas, 
principalmente pelos 21 videtur quod non do a. 15 do De anima, quase todos eles batendo 
direta ou indiretamente no ponto fraco da argumentação de obras anteriores. 
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Com a Quaestio disputata de anima, como vimos, o doutor Angélico 
inicia a revisäo de posicöes anteriores, por exigéncia de um ajuste interno 
do sistema. Ele percebe que a tese da uniäo para o bem da alma e a do 
conhecimento pelas espécies abstraídas dos fantasmas não se reduzem a 
um denominador comum com a afirmação da existência de um 
conhecimento superior por espécies infusas, do qual gozaria a alma 
separada. Ele não questiona sua leitura metafísica da hierarquia entre os 
seres, à qual correspondem também diversos graus de conhecimento. Pelo 
contrário, é para levá-la às últimas conseqiiéncias que se sente obrigado a 
não alargar o âmbito do conhecimento da alma separada. Na ordem dos 
seres, em primeiro lugar, é lógico, encontra-se Deus, que por uma única 
forma inteligível, que é sua essência, conhece todas as coisas. Seguem-se 
as substâncias espirituais inferiores que, quanto mais longe se encontram 
de Deus, de tantas mais formas necessitam, a fim de poderem deduzir 
delas o conhecimento das coisas singulares. Por fim, a alma humana, e 
aqui se encontra a novidade: sendo ela a última das entidades intelectuais, 
«caso viesse a receber as formas de maneira abstrata e universal, ao modo 
das substâncias separadas, teria um conhecimento imperfeitíssimo, como 
que conhecendo as coisas em uma certa universalidade e confusão. E, por 
isso, para que seu conhecimento se efetive e seja distinto, é necessário que 
colija a ciência da verdade a partir das coisas individuais». Há, pois, uma 
ruptura de argumentação. Antes, Tomás defendia para alma intelectiva a 
possibilidade de um conhecimento mais perfeito, baseado na 
universalidade das espécies; agora, ao contrário, diz que, para o homem, 
devido à fraqueza do intelecto humano, o conhecimento através da 
universalidade das espécies é inferior, pois o próprio do intelecto humano 
é conhecer voltado para os fantasmas. Por isso mesmo, se, unida ao corpo, 
a alma consegue ter apenas um conhecimento indireto do singular, graças 


96 «Anima ergo humana, quae est infima, si acciperet formas in abstractione et 
universalitate conformes substantiis separatis, cum habeat minimam virtutem in 
intelligendo, imperfectissimam cognitionem haberet, utpote cognoscens res in quadam 
universalitate et confusione. Et ideo ad hoc quod eius cognitio perficiatur, et distinguatur 
per singula, oportet quod a singulis rebus scientiam colligat veritatis [...] Quando ergo 
anima erit a corpore totaliter separata, plenius percipere poterit influentiam a superioribus 
substantiis, quantum ad hoc quod per huiusmodi influxum intelligere poterit absque 
phantasmate, quod modo non potest. Sed tamen huiusmodi influxus non causabit scientiam 
ita perfectam et ita determinatam ad singula, sicut est scientia quam hic accipimus per 
sensus» (De anima, a. 15, in corp.). 
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aos fantasmas - separada do corpo e não podendo, portanto, voltar-se para 
os fantasmas, não lhe será possível conhecer o singular a partir de espécie 
universal, tal como o fazem Deus e os seres espirituais’. 

Com isso está sendo aberto o caminho para a questão 89 da Suma 
Teológica, onde se encontra a resposta definitiva à pergunta sobre o 
homem. Não deixa, aliás, de ser interessante que Tomás leva às últimas 
conseqüéncias a noção de união substancial não através da análise dos 
dados empíricos, mas por uma dedução, a partir destes dados, do que deve 
ser o conhecimento da alma separada do corpo. 

O primeiro artigo da questão, interrogando sobre a possibilidade de a 
alma separada inteligir alguma coisa, constitui o texto clássico sobre o 
assunto. As objeções, em número de três, são as costumeiras. O Sed et 
contra, valendo-se de Aristóteles, pode enganar, pois está dizendo que a 
alma separada possui alguma operação própria, o que significa dizer que 
ela conhece também existindo fora do corpo. Mas o respondeo inova. Nele 
Tomás não está mais argumentando contra ninguém — apenas debate 
consigo mesmo, verifica a consistência do que até então dissera. Começa 
observando que, negando-se a posição de Platão e afirmando que a alma, 
por natureza, intelige voltando-se aos fantasmas, e afirmando que a 
natureza da alma não muda pela morte do corpo, então se deve admitir que 
a alma nada poderá inteligir, porque não tem presentes os fantasmas. Mas 
a isso se pode contra-argumentar que, sem mudar a natureza, um é o modo 
de ser da alma, quando está no corpo, e outro, quando separada dele; e 
como o operar segue o ser, também se deve admitir que um é o modo de a 
alma conhecer, quando unida ao corpo, e outro, quando dele separada. A 
resposta, contudo, não o satisfaz e, por isso, avança uma nova e um tanto 
inesperada afirmação: ele que, como se viu, tomara como natural ao 
homem um modo de conhecimento voltado para as espécies universais, 
modifica sua posição, dizendo que o natural da alma intelectiva é estar 
unida ao corpo e é contra a sua natureza — praeter naturam - estar dele 
separada; por isso, é-lhe natural conhecer pelos fantasmas, e é contra a 
natureza dela inteligir sem se voltar para eles%. Sem dúvida, de modo 


97 Ibid. q. 20, in corp. 

98 «Unde modus intelligendi per conversionem ad phantasmata est animae 
naturalis, sicut et corpori uniri; sed esse separatam a corpore est praeter rationem suae 
naturae, et similiter intelligere sine conversione ad phantasmata est ei praeter naturam. Et 
ideo ad hoc unitur corpori ut sic operetur secundum naturam suam» (STh 1, 89, 1, in corp.). 
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geral, pode-se dizer que é superior o conhecimento voltado diretamente 
para as formas universais, mas a ele não está apta a alma humana que, se 
viesse a conhecer ao modo das substâncias separadas, conheceria só de 
forma confusa e genérica”, pois a alma humana é uma forma substancial 
e não uma substância separada. 

Tomás, porém, não fica apenas nisso e prossegue inovando. Como já 
afirmara anteriormente, continua dizendo que a alma pode adquirir novos 
conhecimentos. É apta também para receber conhecimentos infusos. Pode 
também conservar conhecimentos que teve quando unida ao corpo, pois as 
espécies inteligíveis adquiridas permanecem na alma. Mas, como poderá 
atualizar o conhecimento que teve em vida? No De anima, apesar de mostrar 
que o hábito da ciência, para a alma humana, é obtido através dos sentidos, 
ainda parece aceitar que, tendo sido adquiridas as espécies inteligíveis, a alma 
não dependeria da espécie sensível para atualizá-las, e tal atualização seria 
mesmo superior à que obtivera unida ao corpo. Agora, na Summa theologiae 
dá um último passo: para a alma intelectiva, a atualização daquilo que já 
conheceu não se dá pelo voltar-se às espécies inteligíveis, adquiridas quando 
unida ao corpo, pois também a atualização precisa da convertio ad 
phantasmata. Como, pois, ao separar-se do corpo, não lhe está mais ao 
alcance esta possibilidade, haverá então de atualizar o conhecimento pela luz 
das formas inteligíveis que lhe vem do alto e que suprem a ausência dos: 
fantasmas!®. Mas, por isso mesmo, será um conhecimento inferior, porque 
não proporcionado à fraqueza do intelecto humano!0!. 


Preferi ater-me à tradução de Alexandre Correa e tomar praeter naturam como ‘contra a 
natureza”, embora talvez se devesse traduzir mais fielmente por ‘näo-natural’. De fato, se a alma, 
como conclui o texto, une-se ao corpo para operar ‘conforme a natureza” (secundum naturam 
suam), parece lógico, então, que, não unida ao corpo, está operando de modo não-natural. 

39 «[...] etsi intelligere per conversionem ad superiora sit simpliciter nobilius, quam 
intelligere per conversionem ad phantasmata [...] si animae humanae sic essent institutae a 
Deo ut intelligerent per modum qui competit substantiis separatis, non haberent 
congnitionem perfectam, sed confusam, in communi» (/bid.). | 

10 «Cum igitur species intelligibiles maneant in anima separata, sicut dictum est, 
status autem animae separatae non sit idem sicut modo est: sequitur quod, secundum 
species intelligibiles hic acquisitas, anima separata intelligere possit quae prius intellexit; 
non tamen eodem modo, scilicet per conversionem ad phantasmata, sed per modum 
convenientem animae separatae. Et ita manet quidem in anima separata actus scientiae hic 
acquisitae, sed non secundum eundem modum» (ST 1, q. 89, a 6, in corp.). 

1! «Santo Tomás [no De anima] nào insistira sobre a melhor condigäo do ato 
intelectivo que se dá por conversäo à imagem. Assim, uma vez adquirido o hábito, poderia 
parecer indiferente ao intelecto que o uso da ciéncia adquirida se fizesse em estado de. 
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‘ Com o texto da Summa theologiae encerra-se, pois, um árduo 
caminho de ajustamento interno, no fim do qual surge uma nova 
antropologia. Levando às últimas conseqüéncias o que significa afirmar a 
união substancial entre alma e corpo, Tomás chega a duas conclusões 
primordiais, que se constituem, por assim dizer, como que em duas faces 
complementares de sua antropologia. Pela primeira, descarta toda e 
qualquer forma de platonismo. O corpo não é cárcere aprisionador da 
alma, nem nave a ser dirigida pelo piloto, nem empecilho para um 
conhecimento mais perfeito. Corpo e alma, o homem compreende-se, 
então, no dizer de meu mestre Karl Rahner, bonae memoriae, como um 
«espírito no mundo», pois, «o espírito livre torna-se e tem de tornar-se 
sensibilidade a fim de poder ser espírito e, assim, se submete às 
circunstâncias da vida terrena»102, 

Mas esta é só meia-verdade!03. O que há de mais específico na 
antropologia de Tomás, assim o creio, encontra-se no reverso da medalha. 
O homem, como ele diz, inspirando-se no De causis, «é como que O 
horizonte e a fronteira entre o corpóreo e o incorpóreo [...] como que 
existindo no horizonte da eternidade e do tempo», Por isso, além de ser 
um espírito no mundo, ele é também um corpo no céu; não é da natureza 


união ao corpo ou dele separado. Agora [na Suma] esclarece este último ponto. O ato 
conatural ao intelecto humano não é apenas o que se dá por informação de uma espécie 
adquirida pelos sentidos, mas deve ainda incluir a cooperação da imagem sensível no 
considerar atual,o próprio objeto. Uma alma sem corpo, embora continui em posse da 
espécie adquirida em vida, nem por isso terá sem mais sua operação natural. Com efeito, a 
forma inteligível obtida em vida pelo concurso sensível, sendo abstrata, exige o 
complemento da imagem sensível» (L.M. DE ALMEIDA, A imperfeição intelectiva do 
espírito humano, São Paulo, Faculdade de Filosofia Meianeira, 1977, p. 84). 

102 «[...] dass der freie Geist Sinnlichkeit wird und werden muss, um Geist zu sein, 
und sich so aussetzt allen Schichksalen dieser Erde», K. RAHNER, Geist in Welt, 
Innsbruck/Leipzig, Felizian Rauch, 1939, p. 294. Sem düvida, ‘espfrito no mundo’ precisa 
ser entendido em sentido lato, a fim de se evitar qualquer atribuicäo de substancialidade à 
alma que, como se viu, para Tomás, não é uma substância separada, e sim uma forma 
substancial. 

1 Convém recordar que K. RAHNER, na obra citada, ateve-se ao estudo da STA I, q. 
84, a. 1, não sendo, pois, sua intenção eleaborar um estudo completo da antropologia 
tomasiana. 

1 « [...] anima intellectualis dicitur esse quasi quidam horizon et confinium 
corporeorum et incorporeorum [...] quasi in horizonte existens aeternitatis et temporis» 
(SCG 2, 68, 1453, e 81, 1625). 
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da alma humana estar separada do corpo, nem da natureza do corpo, estar 
separado da alma. A morte é, pois, uma violéncia 4 natureza do homem, 
cuja alma continua reclamando pelo corpo, tal como aquilo que é leve, 
quando impedido de elevar-se às alturas, nem por isso perde a aptidão e a 
inclinagäo para esse lugar e, superado o impedimento, vai naturalmente 
para o alto!05, 

O que para o cristäo € um dado da fé — a ressurreicäo dos corpos -, 
para Tomás acaba parecendo quase uma exigéncia lógica da 
antropologia!06. Não sem uma certa razão alguns padres apologetas 
haviam admitido a morte do corpo e da alma e a ressurreição final de 
ambos, e náo de todo fora da lógica tomista Joäo XXII pregou a este 
respeito. Separada do corpo, a alma é feliz, mas de uma felicidade 
capenga. Se a felicidade plena, a beatitudo, para o homem, consiste no 
conhecimento amoroso de Deus, que nos torna semelhantes a ele, e se a 
alma humana, espírito infimo, só pode conhecer na perfeição de sua 
natureza quando unida ao corpo, então, a felicidade a que ela tende só se 
concretizará quando ela estiver novamente na perfeição de sua natureza, 
isto é, quando estiver novamente unida ao corpo. Longe, pois, de separar- 
se da matéria para melhor usufruir da plenitude das próprias faculdades, 
torna-se necessário reassumi-la, a fim de ser de todo feliz 107. «A alma — di- 


15 «Dicendum est quod secundum se convenit animae corpori uniri, sicut secundum 
se convenit corpori levi esse sursum. Et sicut corpus leve manet quidem leve, cum a loco 
proprio fuerit separatum, cum aptitudine tamen et inclinatione ad proprium locum, ita 
anima humana manet in suo esse, cum fuerit a corpore separata, habens aptitudinem et 
inclinationem naturalem ad corporis unionem» (STA I, 76, a. 1, ad 6"). 

106 Sem dúvida, para Tomás, a ressurreição é uma verdade de fé, mas daquelas 
verdades que, uma vez reveladas, a razão as pode demonstrar indiretamente, mostrando 
que a afirmação contrária leva ao absurdo. Ele observa a respeito: «Quidam enim totaliter 
negabant resurrectionem mortuorum futura. Cum enim non considerarent nisi principia 
naturae et posse, et viderent quod secundum principia naturae et posse nullus de morte 
potest redire ad vitam, nec caecus potest recuperare visum, ideo totaliter negaverunt 
resurrectionem» (In 1 ad Cor. XV, lect. 5). Convém, pois, ter sempre presente que Tomás é 
um teólogo e como tal escreveu sua obra. Cfr. a respeito Q. TURIEL, «És la resurrección una 
verdad accesible a la razón? Posición de Tomás de Aquino a respecto», in: A. LOBATO 
(org.), L'anima nell’antropologia di S. Tommaso d'Aquino, Milano, Massimo, 1987, pp. 
401-412. 

107 «Dicendum, quod sicut Augustinus dicit, Porphyrius ponebat, ad perfectam 
beatitudinem humanae animae, omne corpus fugiendum esse; et sic, secundum eum, anima 
in perfecta beatitudine existens, corpori unita esse non potest. 
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lo Tomäs - mais se assemelha a Deus quando estä unida ao corpo do que 
quando estä separada, porque possui sua natureza de modo mais perfeito. 
Ora, cada um é mais semelhante a Deus na medida em que é mais perfeito, 
embora a perfeição de Deus e a perfeição da criatura não sejam 
semelhantes»!08, 


Pontificia Universidade Catölica de Rio Grande do Sul 
Porto Alegre 


[...] Sed haec positio praeter hoc quod est fidei contraria, ut ex auctoritatibus inductis 
et pluribus aliis patere potest, etiam a ratione discordat. Non enim perfectio beatitudinis 
esse poterit ubi deest naturae perfectio. Cum autem animae et corporis naturalis sit unio, et 
substantialis, non accidentalis, non potest esse quod natura animae sit perfecta, nisi sit 
corpori coniuncta; et ideo anima separata a corpore, non potest ultimam perfectionem 
beatitudinis obtinere. Propter quod etiam dicit Augustinus in fine super Genes. ad Litt., 
quod animae sanctorum, ante resurrectionem, non ita perfecte fruuntur divina visione sicut 
postea; unde in ultima perfectione beatitudinis oportebit corpora humana esse animabus 
unita. [...] »(De potentia 5, q. 10, respondeo et ad Sun). 

108 « [...] anima corpori unita plus assimilatur Deo quam a corpore separata, quia 
perfectius habet suam naturam. In tantum enim unumquodque Deo simile est, in quantum 
perfectum est, licet non sit unius modi perfectio Dei et perfectio creaturae» (De pot. 5, q. 
10, ad Sum), 


WARREN ZEV HARVEY 


THREE THEORIES OF THE IMAGINATION IN 12TH- 
CENTURY JEWISH PHILOSOPHY | 


I should like to discuss the theories of the imagination held by three 
12th-century Jewish philosophers: Rabbis Judah Ha-Levi (c. 1075-1141), 
Abraham ibn Daud (c. 1010-1180), and Moses Maimonides (1135/8-1204). 
All were representatives of the Andalusian tradition in Jewish thought. 

Judah Ha-Levi, the immortal Hebrew poet, author of the celebrated 
Ode to Zion, was a ferocious critic of Aristotelian philosophy. He set down 
his views on the imagination in his philosophic dialogue, the Kuzari, 
written in Arabic and completed in 1140. His critical approach to 
Aristotelianism was influenced by Algazali (1059-1111). The Aristo- 
telianism he rejects is the hard-nosed brand of Alfarabi (c. 870-950) and 
Avempace (c. 1070-1138). In the course of writing the Kuzari, he 
discovered the more pious Aristotelianism of Avicenna (980-1037), and 
his attitude toward it is more favorable. He may have been introduced to 
Avicennian philosophy by his young colleague Abraham ibn Ezra, who 
had a keen interest in it. 

Abraham ibn Daud, a historian who wrote in Hebrew the popular 
Book of Tradition (Sefer ha-Qabbalah), was also the author of the first 
systematic work of Aristotelianism in Jewish philosophy, The Exalted 
Faith, written in Arabic in 1160/61, that is, two decades after Ha-Levi’s 
Kuzari. It is in this book that he presents his views on the imagination. 
Only fragments of the original Arabic survive, but the book has been 
preserved in two l4th-century Hebrew translations (Ha-Emunah ha- 
Ramah by Solomon ibn Labi and Ha-Emunah ha-Nisa’ ah by Samuel ibn 
Motot). Ibn Daud was a card-carrying Aristotelian, and his book contains 
sharp criticisms of Solomon ibn Gabirol’s Neo-Platonic Fons Vitae, which 
at the time must have been considered the most significant philosophic 
book written by a Jew. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. |, pp. 287-302. 
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Maimonides was the most important Jewish philosopher of the 
Middle Ages. Born in Cordova, he fled Spain after the Almohad conquest 
in 1148, and lived in Egypt during his later years, serving as a physician 
in the court of Saladin. His Guide of the Perplexed, completed in the last 
decade of the 12th century, was the last great work in the Arabic 
Aristotelian tradition, and helped lay the foundation for Latin 
Aristotelianism in the 13th century. Unlike Ha-Levi, the poet-philosopher, 
and Ibn Daud, the historian-philosopher, he was a rabbi in the technical 
sense of the term, an expert in Rabbinic law, perhaps the greatest one since 
the days of the Talmud. In addition to the Guide of the Perplexed, he 
authored a treatise on logic (in Arabic), a commentary on the Mishnah (in 
Arabic), a fourteen-volume Code of Jewish law (in Hebrew), about a 
dozen medical works (in Arabic), and hundreds of legal responsa, epistles, 
and other short works (in Arabic and Hebrew). He wrote at length about 
the imagination. He was five or eight years younger than his fellow 
Cordovan Averroes, and was 22 or 25 when Ibn Daud wrote his Exalted 
Faith. 

All three theories that I shall discuss belong, in some sense, to the 
history of the Aristotelian theory of phantasia (De Anima, YII, 3, 427a- 
429a; 8, 432a; 9, 432a-b; 10, 433a-b; 11, 434a). My topic in effect 
concerns the impact of this Aristotelian theory on medieval Jewish 
philosophy. 


JUDAH HA-LEVI 


Judah Ha-Levi’s theory of the imagination is set down primarily in 
three passages in Kuzari, II, 5; V, 12; and IV, 31. There is literary evidence 
that the passage in IV, 3 was written after the one in V, 122. 


1 Arabic text, D-H BANETH and H BEN-SHAMMAI (ed.), Jerusalem 1977; 
references to pages and lines will be to H. HIRSCHFELD’S edition, Leipzig 1887 (noted in 
Baneth and Ben-Shammai). The existing English translation is by HIRSCHFELD, London 
1905; a superior one, begun by the late L. BERMAN and completed by B. KoGAN, is to be 
published by Yale University Press. Cfr. the fine French translation by C. Touarı, Louvain 
1994. 

2 See my «Judah Halevi's Synesthetic Theory of Prophecy» (in Hebrew), in 
Jerusalem Studies in Jewish Thought 12 [ = R. Shatz-Uffenheimer Memorial Volume] 
(1996), pp. 141-142. 
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In III, 5, Ha-Levi discuses the regime of the good person (al-khayyir). 
Alluding to the Platonic analogy of the governance of a city to that of the 
soul (Republic, I, 353e; II, 368e-369a), he describes the good person as a 
prince who justly governs his physical and psychological faculties, and 
cites Proverbs 16:32: «he that ruleth his spirit [is better] than he that taketh 
a city». The good person, Ha-Levi states, rules his bodily limbs, his 
extemal senses, and also his faculties of imagination (al-takhayyul), 
estimation (al-wahm), cogitation (al-fikr), and memory (al-dhikr), 
together with the faculty of volition (al-qüwah al-irädiyyah), which 
activates the other faculties and is in turn activated by «the free choice of 
the intellect» (ikhtiyar al-“agl)3. The good person's governance of his soul 
is compared to Moses’ governance of the Israelites: he arranges the 
community of his faculties in the same way that Moses arranged the 
community of Israelites at Mount Sinai. If Moses led his people to 
communion with God, so the good person prepares his faculties to achieve 
communion with the divine level (al-rutbah al-ilahiyyah) that transcends 
the intellectual one (al-rutbah al-“aqliyyah). He gives commands to the 
various faculties, including the imagination. He directs the imagination 
(al-mutakhayyilah) to produce — with the assistance of memory — the 
most splendid pictures possible in order to imitate the divine Order (al- 
amr al-ilahi). Such pictures include Mount Sinai, Abraham and Isaac on 
Mount Moriah, the tabernacle of Moses, the Temple service, and the 
presence of the Glory in the Temple. He charges his memory to remember 
these pictures and not forget them, and his estimative faculty (al- 
wahmiyyah) not to confuse the truth4. 

In his remarks here about the imagination, Ha-Levi’s terminology is 
Aristotelian, but he differs from the Aristotelians. They had emphasized 
the role of the imagination and memory in conceiving and preserving 
sense data concerning the empirical world, thus making scientific 
knowledge possible. Ha-Levi emphasizes the role of the imagination and 
memory in conceiving and preserving pictures of historical phenomena, 


3 See HA WOLFSON, «The Internal Senses in Latin, Arabic, and Hebrew 
Philosophic Texts», Harvard Theological Review 28 (1935), pp. 99-100, 104-106 
(reprinted in WOLFSON, Studies in the History of Philosophy and Religion, i, Cambridge, 
MA, 1977, pp. 280-281, 285-287). Cfr. Mishnah Abot 4:1. 

4 Kuzari, III, 5, pp. 142.20-146.2. 
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thus making the attainment of the divine level possible. Ha-Levi uses 
Aristotelian terms, but changes the focus. History or holy history replaces 
nature, even as the «divine level» replaces the «intellectual level». 

However, the passage from III, 5 contains one blatantly un- 
Aristotelian term. Ha-Levi writes there that the good person commands his 
faculty of volition «not to turn to the devils of the estimative and the 
imaginative faculties» (shayatin al-wahmiyyah w’al-mutakhayyilah), and 
not to affirm images without the consent of the intellect (al-‘aql)5. He also 
writes there that the good person should «rebuke the estimative faculty and 
its devils» that they not confuse the truth6. What are these devils (shayätin) 
of the estimative and imaginative faculties? How did they find their way 
into this philosophic discussion? They seem to have been important to Ha- 
Levi, for they appear not only twice in III, 5, but again in III, 11. 

In III, 11 (cfr. III, 43), Ha-Levi, still discoursing on the life of the 
«good person», describes him as believing firmly in divine justice, and 
remarks: «If the devil of the estimative faculty [shaytan al-wahm] 
interferes» and says God is unjust because rabbits are devoured by lions 
and flies by spiders, then the intellect of the good person rebukes that 
devil, and says that the lion and the spider were in God’s wisdom given the 
means to prey on rabbits and flies, just as some fish were created to devour 
others, and all this accords with the perfect divine justice, which is beyond 
our ken! This passage in the Kuzari clearly influenced Spinoza’s 
provocative statement in the Theological-Political Treatise, Chapter 16, 
that big fish devour little fish in accordance with summum jus naturale. 

In any case, in Kuzari, Ill, 11, the «devil of the estimative faculty» is 
explicitly opposed to the intellect. Similarly, in the two comments in III, 
5, the devils were opposed to the intellect and to knowledge of Truth. 

I do not know of precedents for Ha-Levi’s notion of the devil or devils 
of the estimative or imaginative faculties, although I suspect they exist. 
Algazali, for example, refers often to the shayatin who interfere with one's 
intentions, prayer, or good behavior; however, I have not seen a text in 
which he attributes the shayátin to the estimative or imaginative faculties, 
or says they subvert the intellect. 


5 Ibid., p. 144.18-22. 
6 Ibid., p. 146.1-2. i 
7 Tbid., MI, 11, p. 160.1-12. Cfr. BT Abodah Zarah 4a; cfr. Mishnah Abot 3:2. 
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Let us turn to the second passage in the Kuzari that I have promised 
to discuss, namely, the one in V, 12. 

In this passage, Ha-Levi expounds the view of «the philosophers» 
concerning the soul and its faculties. The passage is unusual for its lack of 
originality. Ha-Levi is normally creative in his use of sources; even when 
he borrows, he usually gives the old source a new twist. Here, in V, 12, 
however, he copies a long text almost verbatim from Avicenna’s Epistle on 
the Soul (Risalah fi I-Nafs). This exceptional use of Avicenna reflects the 
importance given him in the later strata of the Kuzari8. 

According to the view of «the philosophers» or Avicenna, (1) the 
imaginative faculty (al-mutakhayyilah) is one of the internal senses (al- 
hawass al-bätinah). The others are: (2) the common sense (al-hässah al- 
mushtarakah) or the representative faculty (al-mutasawwirah), (3) the 
memory (al-mutadhakkirah), and (4) the estimative faculty (al- 
mutawahhimah)9. The imaginative faculty receives impressions from the 
external senses by means of the common sense or the representative 
faculty, and these impressions are preserved in the memory. The 
imagination combines or separates these impressions. It thus produces 
images that are sometimes true and sometimes false (i.e., they sometimes 
correspond to reality, and sometimes do not), while the images of the 
common sense or representative faculty are always true. The estimative 
faculty evaluates the images in the imaginative faculty, judging which are 
true and which false. It also judges what things should be desired and what 
rejected. However, the imaginative faculty, like the common sense or the 
representative faculty, does not judge, but merely depicts. The imaginative 
faculty is called so only when it serves the estimative faculty, but when it 
serves the rational faculty (al-nätigah) it is called the cogitative faculty 
(al-mufakkirah). The imaginative faculty is found at the center of the 
brain, the common sense or the representative faculty in its anterior, and 
the memory in its posterior10. 

Some of the ideas of «the philosophers» about the soul are criticized 
in subsequent passages in the Kuzari (e.g., V, 14), but there is no criticism 
regarding their views on the imaginative faculty. 


8 See notes in Baneth and Ben-Shammai, ad loc. 
9 See WOLFSON, «The Internal Senses», loc. cit. 
10 Kuzari, V, 12, p. 314.5-25. 
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It emerges from III, 5, and V, 12, that the imaginative faculty, like all 
internal senses, receives its data exclusively from the external senses. This 
is the orthodox Arisotelian position. However, in the third and final 
passage I shall discuss from the Kuzari, Ha-Levi deviates dramatically 
from this position. 

_In IV, 3, Ha-Levi addresses himself to the phenomenon of prophecy. 
He claims that prophets and other exceptional individuals are endowed 
with an «inner sense» (al-hass al-batin) or «inner eye» (al-‘ayn al- 
bätinah) that enables them to perceive the incorporeal divine world, just as 
our external senses enable us to perceive the physical world. He compares 
the prophet’s knowledge of the divine world with our knowledge of the 
physical world. Just as our external senses do not perceive the essences of 
physical things, but provide impressions from which our intellect can draw 
conclusions about them; so the inner sense or the inner eye of prophets 
does not perceive the essences of divine things, but provides impressions 
from which their intellects can draw conclusions about them. This inner 
eye is, according to Ha-Levi, close to being the imaginative faculty (wa- 
yushiku an takünu tilka al-‘ayn hi al-güwah al-mutakhayyilah). It is, one 
might say, a superimaginationll. 

The view that the inner sense or inner eye or superimagination of the 
prophet directly perceives the divine world contradicts the orthodox 
Aristotelian position according to which the imagination can attain data 
only by means of the external senses. It differs also from the Neo-Platonic 
view that the imagination can receive data from the intellect without the 
mediation of the external senses. According to the Neo-Platonic view, the 
idea in the imagination is a reflection or an imitation of the superior 
knowledge in the intellect12. According to Ha-Levi, however, the inner 
sense attains knowledge superior to that of the intellect. It directly 
perceives the divine world, whereas the intellect does not. God is known 
by the superimagination, not the intellect. Ha-Levi was first and foremost 
a poet. 

The prophets, Ha-Levi further explains, contemplate the incorporeal 
divine world by means of their inner eye, but do not see the incorporeal 


11 Tbid., IV, 3, pp. 236.5-238.28. 
12 Cfr. F. RAHMAN, Prophecy in Islam, London 1958; H KREISEL, Prophecy, 
Dordrecht 2001. 
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beings as they are in truth. Rather, they see them as corporeal forms, which 
are the only kind of forms a corporeal human being can perceive. They 
therefore also describe them as corporeal forms. However, these corporeal 
forms reveal something of the divine world, and the intellect is able to 
draw conclusions from them about it13. 

Ha-Levi presumes here a sort of theory of synesthesia. Just as there is 
a psychological or physiological phenomenon of synesthesia among the 
external senses, whereby a stimulus perceived by one is received by 
another (e.g., Exodus 20:18, «the people saw the sounds»), so there would 
seem to be, according to him, a similar synesthetic relationship between 
the inner eye and the external senses, whereby an incorporeal divine 
stimulus perceived by the inner eye is received by one of the external 
senses. The prophet directly perceives the incorporeal divine world, but 
sees it as corporeal, and describes it as such. However, the prophet’s 
corporeal images and descriptions reveal truths of the incorporeal divine 
world (just as the sounds seen by the people of Israel at Mount Sinai 
revealed to them something about the volume and tone of those sounds)14. 

In Ha-Levi’s identification of the prophet’s extraordinary imagination 
with the «inner [or internal] sense» and the «inner [or internal] eye», the 
first term is Aristotelian, the second Sufi. According to the Aristotelian 
doctrine, expounded by Ha-Levi himself in V, 12, the imagination is one 
of the internal senses, and these are inferior to the rational faculties. 
According to the Sufis, including Algazali, the «inner eye» is a mysterious 
organ superior to the intellect, or an intuitive intellectual faculty superior 
to discursive reason, and is capable of directly perceiving the divine 
world15. Ha-Levi, thus, accepts the Aristotelian doctrine of the internal 
senses, but subverts it by identifying one of them with the Sufi «inner eye» 
capable of perceiving the divine world directly, without the intermediary 
of the external senses or the intellect. At the same time, he achieves 
philosophical respectability for the Sufi notion of the «inner eye» by 
interpreting it within the framework of Aristotle’s doctrine of the internal 
senses. 


13 Ibid., pp. 238.28-240.5. 

14 See my «Judah Halevi's Synesthetic Theory of Prophecy», pp. 147-148. 

15 On Ha-Levi and Sufism, see D. LOBEL, Between Mysticism and Philosophy, New 
York, 2000. 
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ABRAHAM IBN DAUD 


Abraham ibn Daud analyzes the faculties of the soul in the Exalted 
Faith, I, 616. His list of the internal senses is based on Avicenna’s Kitab al- 
Shifa’. He mentions five: (1) the common sense (ha-hush ha-meshuttaf = 
al-hass al-mushtarak), (2) the representative faculty (ha-mesayyer = al- 
musawwirah), (3) the imaginative (ha-medammeh = al-mutakhayyilah) or 
cogitative faculty (ha-mehashsheb = al-mufakkirah), (4) the estimative 
faculty (ha-ra‘yoni = al-wahm), (5) the memory (ha-zokher = al-dhikr)17. 
Ha-Levi, following Avicenna’s earlier doctrine, had identified the common 
sense with the representative faculty; Ibn Daud, following his later 
doctrine, recognizes them as distinct faculties. 

Like Avicenna and Ha-Levi, Ibn Daud explains that imagination is 
found in various animals, but cogitation only in the human beings. 
Combining and separating images received from the representative 
faculty, this faculty can conceive of a centaur (combining images of a 
human being with those of a horse) or of a sesame seed the size of a melon 
(combining the shape of a sesame seed with the size of a melon). 
Imaginative or cogitative images are sometimes true, sometimes false, but 
never go beyond the building blocks provided by the external senses!8. 

The difference between imagination and cogitation is illustrated by 
the work of the silkworm or the bee: the silkworm makes designs in the 
form of almonds and the bee makes honeycombs, but each makes its 
respective creation out of only one particular kind of material and always 
in the same geometrical form; but a human being can make designs and 
shapes out of all kinds of materials and in all kinds of shapes, and can 
create new things never before created. Animals, acting on imagination, do 
not know the final causes of their actions; but human beings, acting on 


16 Ibn Labi translation, ed. with German trans., S. WEIL, Frankfurt 1852; page 
references will be to this text. Cfr. N.M. SAMUELSON, trans., and G. WEISS, ed., The Exalted 
Faith, Rutherford 1986. See two important studies: T.A.M. Fontaine, In Defense of 
Judaism: Ibn Daud, Assen 1990; A. ERAN, Me-Emunah Tamah le-Emunah Ramah, Tel- 
Aviv 1998. 

17 Exalted Faith, I, 6, pp. 28-30. Cfr. F. RAHMAN (ed.), Avicenna's De Anima, 
Oxford 1959, ‘pp. 43-45, 163-187. See WOLFSON, «The Internal Senses», pp. 99-100, 106 
(pp. 280-281, 287). 

18 Dud. p. 29. Consider Rubens’ masterpiece «The Loves of the Centaurs» in the 
Calouste Gulbenkian Museum, Lisbon. 
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cogitation, do so out of a knowledge of the final causes of their actions. It 
is the knowledge of final causes that distinguishes between imagination 
and cogitation, and makes possible human creativity19. 

The Bible, Ibn Daud tells us, calls the bestial imaginative faculty 
«yeser», as in God’s dictum about all human beings, «for the yeser of 
man’s heart is evil from his youth» (Genesis 8:21), or as in God’s dictum 
about the Israelites, «for I know their yeser how they do even now, before 
I have brought them into the land which I swore unto them» 
(Deuteronomy 31:21). The Bible, according to Ibn Daud, has a special 
term for creative art, that is, art that makes something new that had never 
existed previously and that is the product of cogitation; the term is 
«ma‘aseh hosheb» (literally, «the work of a thinker»), as in the divine 
commandment regarding the cherubim in the tabernacle that they be 
ma‘aseh hosheb (Exodus 21:6)20. 

As for the faculty of estimation, Ibn Daud illustrates it with an 
example borrowed from Avicenna: the lamb by estimation instinctively 
flees the wolf, and draws near the shepherd21. 

Needless to say, Ibn Daud does not agree with Ha-Levi’s anti- 
Aristotelian teaching that the imagination or superimagination is able to 
perceive directly the divine world. His view of the role of the imagination 
in prophecy is indebted to Alfarabi and Avicenna. However, he does not 
seem to accept the Neo-Platonic doctrine, possibly held by Alfarabi and 
definitely held by Avicenna, according to which the prophet’s imagination 
receives images of divine things directly from the Active Intellect, without 
the intermediary of the external senses. Unlike Alfarabi and Avicenna, he 
does not consider the perfection of the imagination to be a necessary 
condition for prophecy; on the contrary, he seems to consider the 
imagination to be a hindrance to prophecy22. 

Ibn Daud speaks of different «degrees of prophecy». They are, he 
says, countless. For example, prophecy that takes place during a dream 
while the prophet sleeps is of a lower degree than prophecy that takes 
place when the prophet is awake; prophecy expressed in parables is of a 
lower degree than that expressed in straightforward prose; ecstatic 


19 Ibid. 

20 Ibid. p. 34. 

21 Ibid. p. 30. 

22 Ibid., II, 8, 1, pp. 70-74. Cfr. FONTAINE, pp. 142-145. 
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prophecy, in which the prophet swoons, is of a lower degree than sober 
prophecy, in which the prophet remains erect. The lower degrees of 
prophecy involve phenomena similar to those recorded in Aristotle’s De 
Divinatione per Somnum; the higher degrees involve the prophet’s 
intellect conjoining with the Active Intellect, as in Moses’ request to God, 
«Show me, I pray Thee, Thy glory» (Exodus 33:18). The lower degrees are 
characterized by the activity of the imagination; the higher ones by that of 
the intellect. The lesser prophets are dreamers, ecstatics, and allegorists, 
distinguished by their imagination; the greater prophets are individuals 
whose mighty intellect rules their imagination23. The lesser prophets are 
poets, the greater ones scientists; this is the opposite of Judah Ha-Levi’s 
VIEW. 


MAIMONIDES 


Maimonides has two systematic discussions of the imagination: the 
first in his Eight Chapters, 124; the second in his Guide of the Perplexed, 
I, 73, 10th premise25. 

The text in the Eight Chapters treats of the faculties of the soul. 
Maimonides lists: the nutritive, the sensitive, the imaginative [ha- 
mutakhayyilah], the appetitive, and the rational. The list is identical with 


23 Exalted Faith, loc. cit. Throughout his discussion of prophecy, Ibn Daud, in both 
Hebrew translations, uses the term «mesayyer» (= Arabic musawwirah) to denote the 
imaginative faculty. This is evidently an error, since he had used this term to denote the 
representative faculty (see above, n. 17). J. GUTTMANN convincingly attributed the error to 
the translator («Die Religionsphilosophie des Abraham ibn Daud aus Toledo», 
Monattschrift fiir Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums (1878), p..456, n. 1). 
Fontaine disagreed, since it is found in both translations (In Defense of Judaism, p. 145). 
However, Eran has shown that Ibn Motot’s translation was merely a revision of Ibn Labi’s, 
which sometimes copies his errors (Me-Emunah Tamah le-Emunah Ramah, pp. 22-25). 

24 Commentary on the Mishnah, Abot, Introduction (= The Eight Chapters). Arabic 
text in I. SHAILAT (ed.), Hagdamot ha-Rambam la-Mishnah, Ma‘aleh Adumim 1992. 
English translations in J.I. GORFINKLE, The Eight Chapters of Maimonides on Ethics, New 
York 1912, and in R.L. Weiss and C. BUTTERWORTE, Ethical Writings of Maimonides, New 
York 1975. Cfr. R. BRAGUE’S French translation (with Arabic text), Traité d’éthique, Paris 
2001. 

25 Arabic text: Dalalat al-Ha’irin, S. MUNK andıl. JOEL (eds.), Jerusalem 1921, pp. 
144-148. English translation: The Guide of the Perplexed, trans. S. PINES, Chicago 1963, 
pp. 206-212. 
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that of Aristotle in De Anima, II, 3, 414a, except that Aristotle had listed 
the kinetic faculty instead of the imaginative faculty. 

The imaginative faculty, according to its definition in the Eight 
Chapters, which is borrowed from Alfarabi’s Selected Aphorisms (Fusül 
Muntaza‘ah)26, retains impressions of sense data after sense perception 
has ceased, and combines and divides them. It thus forms new images that 
do not correspond to any one object perceived by the senses, like an 
airship (formed of a bird and ship), a gigantic human being whose head is 
in heaven and feet on earth, or a beast with 1000 eyes. 

Having made these comments, Maimonides adds the following 
remark about the dialectical theologians of the Kalam. The Mutakallimün 
have fallen into a grave error regarding the imaginative faculty. They 
erroneously hold that all creations of the imagination are possible. They do 
not realize that the imaginative faculty can concoct impossible things (like 
the airship, the gigantic human, or the 1000-eyed beast). 

The text in the Guide appears as part of Maimonides’ presentation of 
the Kalamic theory of «admissibility» (tajwiz). According to this theory, as 
Maimonides presents it, whatever is imaginable is possible; e.g., the 
sphere of fire could exchange places with that of earth, or there could 
come to be an elephant the size of a flea, or a flea the size of an elephant. 
The Mutakallimiin, he explains, confuse intellect and imagination (al- 
khayal), and thus confuse reality and fantasy. Their fatal error, he notes, 
had already been observed by Alfarabi, who wrote in his Epistle on the 
Intellect (Risälah ft l-‘Aql), that they used the term «intellect» (“agl) in a 
loose and unreflective way27. 

Maimonides teaches that the imagination (al-khayal) is found not 
only in human beings, but in many other animals. The act of the 
imagination is the contrary of that of the intellect. The intellect apprehends 
universals, the imagination individuals. While the intellect abstracts one 
form out of many individuals, the imagination apprehends only the 


26 EM. Nayar (ed), Beirut 1971, 7, p. 28. On Alfarabi’s influence on 
Maimonides’ Eight Chapters, see H. DAVIDSON, «Maimonides’ Shemonah Peragim and 
Alfarabi's Füsül al-Madani», Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research 
31 (1963), pp. 33-50; J. Macv, «A Study in Medieval Jewish and Arabic Political 
Philosophy», doctoral dissertation, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1982. 

27 Guide, I, 73, MUNK-JOEL, pp. 144.2-145.7; PINES, pp. 206-207. Cfr. Risälah fi’ l- 
‘Aql, M. BOUYGES (ed.), Beirut 1938, pp. 11-12. 


298 WARREN ZEV HARVEY 


individuals perceived by the external senses. The imagination may 
compound, fragment, or rearrange the data it gets from the external senses. 
Such reconstructed or deconstructed images do not, except by accident, 
correspond to objects in the world, and are fictions. Thus, some of the 
images of the imagination correspond to reality, and some do not; but the 
imagination itself has no way to judge what is true and what false. Only 
the intellect can do that28. 

It will have been noticed that the two systematic texts in which 
Maimonides discusses the imagination (in the Eight Chapters and the 
Guide) both involve a polemic against the Kalam. One occasions a 
polemic against it, and the other is occasioned by a polemic against it. 
Maimonides, like the other faläsifah, considered the Mutakallimin to be 
sophists. However, he may have been original in his view that the 
fundamental error of the Kaläm was its flawed concept of the imagination, 
or its confusion between imagination and intellect. According to his own 
testimony, he was led to this view by a comment. of Alfarabi. 

It will also have been noticed that in both texts Maimonides mentions 
only one internal sense: the imagination. It is the imagination that retains 
the images of the senses, fulfilling the function of the memory or the 
representative faculty. It also apprehends the perceived object as a 
composite whole, fulfilling the function of the common sense. It is 
responsible for the clever behavior of animals, fulfilling the function of the 
estimative faculty. As we have seen, Maimonides’ Avicennicizing 
predecessors, Judah Ha-Levi and Abraham ibn Daud, spoke of at least four 
or five different internal senses. Maimonides, like his contemporary 
Averroes, and more so, preferred to minimize their number. He generally 
uses «imagination» as an overarching term for all the functions attributed 
by Avicenna and his followers to the internal senses. His motive was 
presumably, in part, the same one given by Averroes, who called for a 
return to Aristotle and a rejection of the new psychology of Avicenna29. 


28 Ibid., MUNK-JOEL, p. 146.10-26; PINES, pp. 209-210. 

29. Incoherence of the Incoherence (Tahafut al-Tahafut), trans. S. VAN DEN BERGH, 
London 1969,.i, Natural Sciences, 2nd Discussion, p. 336; Arabic text, M. BOUYGES (ed.), 
Beirut 1930, pp. 546-547. See WoLFson, «Maimonides on the Internal Senses», Jewish 
Quarterly Review 25 (1935), pp. 441-461 (reprinted in Studies, i, pp. 344-370). 
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However, he had an additional motive. He wished to focus on the conflict 
between intellect and imagination. 

A focal theme of the Guide is the struggle between intellect and 
imagination. Which faculty shall rule the soul? In I, 2, Maimonides 
understands the sin of Adam as consisting in the transition from the rule of 
the intellect over the imagination to that of the imagination over the 
intellect. In II, 12, he states that «every deficiency» in reason or morality 
is «due to...the imagination [al-khayal]»30. Throughout the Guide, he 
urges the reader to distinguish between intellect and imagination, yet at the 
same time he is skeptical. How does one distinguish? Can one distinguish? 

The overtly orthodox Aristotelian discussion of the cognition of a 
piece of wood in I, 68 covertly argues that it is difficult — if not 
impossible — to distinguish between intellect and imagination. All 
knowledge of the physical world is based on sense data and phantasmata, 
and the move from individuals to universals, as described by Aristotle in 
Posterior Analytics, II, 19, 100a-b (stopping a rout in battle), is never 
apodictic31. 

Given Maimonides’ emphasis on the struggle between the intellect 
and the imagination, and his insistence that all human deficiencies in are 
attributable to the imagination, it is amazing that, in his discussions of 
prophecy in Guide, IX, 36-47, he agrees with Avicenna, and not Ibn Daud, 
in teaching that the prophets had highly developed imaginations, and 
prophecy is a phenomenon involving the imaginative faculty (al- 
mutakhayyilah). True, he states that the prophecy of Moses was an 
exception. Moses conjoined with the Active Intellect, and his prophecy 
was purely intellectual. However, all the other prophets are (in II, 45) 
ranked in accordance with the perfection of their imaginations. We should 
have expected the opposite: the more vivid the imagination, the lower the 
rank! This had been Ibn Daud’s opinion. That Maimonides should have 
ranked the prophets in accordance with the sharpness of their imaginations 
is thus amazing. What is no less so is that Thomas Aquinas followed him 


30 Guide, MUNK-JOEL, p. 195.16-17; Pines, p. 280. 

31 L. STRAUSS taught modems to be sensitive to the Guides esoteric teachings, but 
did not suspect that orthodox Aristotelianism belongs to one of its relatively exoteric levels. 
See my «How Leo Strauss Paralyzed the Study of The Guide of the Perplexed in the 
Twentieth Century» (in Hebrew), Iyyun 50 (2001) pp. 387-396; English summary in 51 
(2002), pp. 107-108. 
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on this in his own theory of the gradus prophetiae in Summa Theologiae, 
I-II, q. 174, a. 3. Sometimes Aquinas cites the same examples and verses 
given by Maimonides32. 

The imagination, Maimonides held, is like «the flaming sword» at the 
entrance to the Garden of Eden that «turns every which way» (Genesis 
3:24), and can lead one to virtue or vice, perfection or imperfection33. 

According to a Rabbinic midrash, found in Pirge de-Rabbi Eliezer, 
13, the Serpent in the Garden of Eden had a rider, Sammael or Satan, and 
it was this rider — and not the Serpent — who led Eve astray. Maimonides 
cites this midrash, in Guide, II, 30, in order to illustrate the role of the 
imagination in sin. Adam and Eve, according to him, represent form and 
matter. In I, 17, he cites Plato (Timaeus 5la) and earlier Greek 
philosophers, who represented form and matter by male and female. There 
are, he states there, three archai of being in the terrestrial realm: form, 
matter, and privation. 

It is thus Satan, not the Serpent, who causes the matter of a human 
being (symbolized by Eve) to betray its form (symbolized by Adam). But 
what does Satan symbolize? It seems to me that he represents privation, 
the third principle of being mentioned in J, 17. That Satan represents 
privation is supported by Maimonides’ comments on the role of Satan in 
Job’s trials in Guide, III, 22. 

The Serpent might then symbolize the imaginative faculty. The lesson 
would be as follows: when the imaginative faculty is subject to the 
intellect, i.e., to Reality, the human being is on the right path; but when it 
is subject to privation, the human being goes astray. The imaginative 
faculty is part of the nature of a human being, and cannot in itself be sinful 
or a cause of sin. It is only when it is ruled by Nonbeing, i.e., ridden by 
Sammael or Satan, that it becomes subversive. All oppression and evil, 
Maimonides writes in III, 11, are caused by privation, the privation of 
knowledge. 

In his interpretation of this midrash from Pirge de-Rabbi Eliezer, 
Maimonides may in effect be explicating Halevi’s strange comments in the 
Kuzari, II, 5, 11, and 43. Halevi, we recall, had spoken about the shayatin 


32 See my «Maimonides and Aquinas on Interpreting the Bible», Proceedings of the 
American Academy for Jewish Research 55 (1988), pp. 60-64. 

33 Guide, I, intro., MUNK-JOEL, p. 4.5-7; PINES, p. 7; and I, 49, MUNK-JOEL, p. 73.4- 
7; PINES, p. 108. 
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ofthe imaginative (or estimative) faculty. Maimonides now teaches us that 
the Satan of the imaginative faculty is privation, nonbeing, nothingness. 

Some students of the Guide may object to my interpretation of 
Maimonides’ allegory of Satan and the Serpent, and I admit it has its 
snags. For example, in II, 12, the yeser ha-ra‘ (evil impulse) is identified 
with the imagination (al-khayal), recalling Ibn Daud’s identification of 
yeser with mutakhayyilah; and in III, 22, Satan is identified with the yeser 
ha-ra‘. This seems to prove that Satan, not the Serpent, is the 
imagination34. In response, I might try to distinguish between 
mutakhayyilah and khayal. The Serpent is the former, i.e., the imaginative 
faculty, whereas Satan or Nonbeing is the latter, i.e., fantasy, fiction, a 
mere imagining. Satan is a phantom not a faculty. In the epistemological 
discussion in II, 36, prophecy is said to represent «the ultimate term of 
perfection of al-güwah al-mutakhayyilah», not the ultimate term of 
perfection of khayal35. 

In the wake of Maimonides’ statements about the intellect and the 
imagination in the Guide, readers are left to wonder. How can one 
distinguish between intellect and imagination — between possible and 
impossible, reality and fiction, intelligible and phantasma, being and 
nothingness, God and Satan? These grave questions pull us toward the 
deepest puzzles of the Guide. 


CONCLUSION 


Judah Ha-Levi, the poet, taught that the extraordinary imagination of 
the prophet or poet can see the divine. It is this visionary inner sense that 
gives us our most sublime knowledge. Abraham ibn Daud and 
Maimonides taught that the imagination interferes with our knowledge of 
the divine, for that highest knowledge is purely intellectual. Yet all three 
knew that the imagination may lead to good or evil. It is, in Maimonides’ 


34 Guide, II, 12, MUNK-JOEL, p. 195.15-16; PINES, p. 280; III, 22, p. 354.7-9; PINES, 
p. 489. The view that according to Maimonides Satan is the imaginative faculty (and the 
Serpent the appetitive faculty) is defended in S. KLEIN-BRASLAVY, Perush Ha-Rambam la- 
Sippurim ‘al Adam be-Farashat Bereshit, Jerusalem 1986, pp. 209-226. 

35 Guide, II, 36, MUNK-JOEL, p. 260.23; PINES, p. 369. The discussion of khayal in I, 
71 may pose problems for my interpretation. 
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metaphor, the flaming sword at the entrance to the Garden of Eden, tuming 
every which way. 
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«INTELLECTUS ADEPTUS» 
L’INTELLETTO E I SUOI LIMITI SECONDO ALBERTO IL 
GRANDE E LA SUA SCUOLA 


I. INTRODUZIONE 


Non è mia intenzione affrontare in questa relazione la dottrina di 
Alberto il Grande sull’intelletto in generale, ma di studiarne per così dire 
il momento supremo, il momento in cui l’intelletto diviene «intellectus 
adeptus», «intelletto acquisito» e si riconosce come «intellectus divinus»: 
il momento, appunto, in cui divengono chiari limiti e forza dell’intelletto. 
Dirò subito che mi pare che Alberto sia stato più interessato a sondare la 
forza, piuttosto che i limiti dell’intelletto, e che questo suo interesse abbia 
costituito uno dei tratti fondamentali della sua scuola, soprattutto quella 
sviluppatasi in Germania nei due secoli successivi alla sua morte. I termini 
della questione sono da tempo noti, soprattutto per merito dei lavori 
innovativi del grande studioso italiano Bruno Nardil, ma penso che sia 
sufficiente riferirmi a quanto Carlos Steel, cinque anni fa, proprio in 
occasione del precedente congresso di Filosofia medievale tenuto a Erfurt, 
scriveva in proposito: «Albert shows that the intellect can come to know 
the separate substances only through a conjunction with the agent intellect 
... The way Albert here describes the supreme happiness as residing in 
contemplation is surprisingly similar to the position that will be defended 
some ten years later by some philosophers in the Faculty of Arts and 


1 B. NARDI, «La posizione di Alberto Magno di fronte all'averroismo», in B. 
NARDI, Studi di filosofia medievale, Roma, Edizioni di storia e letteratura, 1960, pp. 119- 
150. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 305-321. 
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condemned as dangerous ‘Averroism’»2. Come Nardi, anche Steel ritiene 
che la dottrina della congiunzione costituisca un importante elemento di 
continuitä fra Alberto e l’averroismo parigino. E Steel va d’accordo con 
Nardi anche su un secondo punto, e cio& sull’interpretazione in chiave 
mistica della dottrina dell’intelletto acquisito e della possibilitä della 
conoscenza delle sostanze separate. Nardi parla di una «mistica 
prettamente intellettualistica» dello spirito giunto all’autocoscienza, 
mentre Steel la interpreta in chiave per cosi dire negativa, opponendo il 
sano empirismo di Tommaso alla albertina «mystische Transformation der 
Vernunft»3. 

E in effetti, chi sinora si & occupato della questione dell’intellectus 
adeptus albertino, non ha mai messo veramente in discussione il 
paradigma «mistico», che anzi & stato a piü riprese nutrito e accreditato da 
ulteriori indagini sulle fonti islamiche anteriori ad Averroé, e cid 
soprattutto con riferimento ad Avicenna, a Farabi ed al sufismo. E che si 
tratti di mistica, mi pare, & pure la convinzione di de Libera, anche se egli, 
per la verita, ha cura di distinguere questa posizione, che vede dipendente 
dalla teologia peripatetica di origine islamica (Farabi, Avicenna), dalla 
«mystique au sens Chrétien du terme»4. De Libera, in realtä, vede in questo 
stato di congiunzione o di raggiungimento («status adeptionis») piuttosto 
una «forma di vita», che una esperienza estatica puntualeS. Sotto la sua 
penna, la dottrina della felicità mentale (filosofia come «felicité 
intellectuelle») si trasforma in una chiave per l'interpretazione dei grandi 
rivolgimenti dottrinali avvenuti fra la fine del Duecento e il primo quarto 
del Trecento. Alle radici della professionalizzazione dello status 
adeptionis come forma di vita starebbe proprio l’«intellectus adeptus» di 
Alberto, e la parabola di questa dottrina si sarebbe conclusa con la sua 
deprofessionalizzazione, operata da Meister Eckhart. Ritorneremo in 


2 C. STEEL, «Medieval Philosophy: an Impossible Project? Thomas Aquinas and 
the “Averroistic” Ideal of Happiness» in J.A. AERTSEN, A. SPEER (ed.), Was ist Philosophie 
im Mittelalter? Akten des X. Internationalen Kongresses für mittelalterliche Philosophie 
der S.LE.PM. 25. bis 30. August 1997 in Erfurt, Berlin-New York, de Gruyter, 1998, pp. 
152-174, qui p. 159 (Miscellanea Mediaevalia 26). 

3 C. STEEL, Der Adler und die Nachteule. Thomas und Albert über die Möglichkeit 
der Metaphysik, Münster, Aschendorff, 2001, p. 26 (Lectio Albertina 4). 

4 A. DE LIBERA, La philosophie médiévale, Paris, PUF, 1993, p. 402. 

5 A. DE LIBERA, Penser au Moyen Age, Paris, Seuil, 1991. 
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seguito su questa interpretazione. Ma se ci rivolgiamo all’«intellectus 
adeptus» in particolare, ritornano anche nei lavori di de Libera espressioni 
come «extase naturelle et cosmique»6, «dimension mystique de la theorie 
de la connexio intellectualis dans l'aristotélisme intégral»7. 


Io sono convinto che, per comprendere la dottrina sull’«intellectus 
adeptus» di Alberto, sia necessario battere un’altra via. Credo infatti che la 
sua dottrina della felicità mentale nasca e si muova nell’ambito della 
problematica della conoscenza scientifica, e questo non nel senso di una 
generale riflessione epistemologica, quanto più precisamente nel senso 
specifico della questione dell’apprendimento della scienza. Cercherò di 
articolare questa mia tesi, che ha, credo, interessanti conseguenze anche in 
relazione agli sviluppi dell’albertismo, attraverso un esame diacronico dei 
testi rilevanti nell’opera di Alberto. La costituzione di un percorso diacronico 
è necessaria, in quanto, come vedremo, Alberto ha svolto la sua riflessione 
filosofica sull’intelletto in tappe successive, probabilmente in relazione ai 
diversi testi con i quali si è venuto progressivamente confrontando. 


II. LA QUESTIONE DELL’INTELLETTO SECONDO ALBERTO PRIMA DEL 1250 


Alberto si è confrontato con il problema dell’intelletto già nelle sue 
prime opere teologiche. Istruttivi ed esemplari in questo senso sono i 
corrispondenti capitoli nella cosiddetta Summa Parisiensis, De homine, q. 
54 («De divisione intellectus»). Qui Alberto prende in esame le posizioni 
sull’intelletto espresse della filosofia greca ed islamica, in particolare da 
Aristotele, Alessandro di Afrodisia, Kindi, Avicenna, Ghazali e Averroé. 
Di fronte alle diverse articolazioni delle facoltà che vengono presentate 
dalla tradizione, egli segue la strategia di ridurle alla tripartizione 
averroistica di intelletto agente, intelletto possibile e della loro risultante, 
l’intelletto speculativo, che comprende come suoi diversi momenti la 
disposizione al sapere, l'acquisizione del sapere, l'esercizio del sapere. Per 
quanto riguarda questi tre momenti dell’intelletto speculativo, Alberto li 


6 A DE LIBERA, Penser au Moyen Age, p. 387. 

7 A DE LIBERA, «Averroisme éthique et philosophie mystique. De la félicité 
intellectuelle à la vie bienheureuse», in Filosofia e teologia nel Trecento. Studi in ricordo 
di Eugenio Randi, Louvain-la-Neuve 1994, pp. 33-56, qui p. 52. 
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precisa come gradi dell’intelletto possibile rispetto al sapere: il quale 
intelletto si configura in primo luogo come per natura tale da poter essere 
soggetto di sapere, poi come dotato di una disposizione innata a cogliere 
l’evidenza di certi principi del ragionamento, che sono strumenti per 
acquisire il sapere, poi come soggetto di contenuti di sapere, che sono stati 
acquisiti o mediante l’insegnamento o mediante capacità inventive 
autonome, e inoltre come dotato della capacità di revocare all’attenzione 
della coscienza i contenuti acquisiti, il che avviene attraverso la volontà. 

Abbiamo detto che a questi quattro momenti Alberto pensa di 
ricondurre tutte le divisioni dell’intelletto proposte dalla tradizione che ha 
di fronte. Ma di che momenti si tratta? Egli parla di «divisiones ... analogi 

: sunt enim illae partes ordinatae ad unum, scilicet ad intellectum 
speculativum»8. In realtà, il testo mostra che Alberto pensa di coordinare 
le «divisioni dell’intelletto» interpretando le posizioni della tradizione 
filosofica sotto un punto di vista piuttosto particolare, e cioè sotto il 
profilo dell’apprendimento scientifico. Le varie posizioni sull’intelletto si 
armonizzano, in effetti, se interpretate come momenti della dinamica 
dell’apprendimento scientifico. Questo punto di vista rimarrà dominante 
in tutta la sua riflessione successiva, anzi sarà destinato a costituire, 
come credo, il filo conduttore. 

In questo Alberto, come ha recentemente ben messo in evidenza Dag 
Nikolaus Hasse9, non fa che approfondire un complesso problematico 
esposto da Avicenna nel quinto libro del De anima, ove alla base della 
conoscenza dell’intelletto scientifico viene posta una implicita struttura 
sillogistica, con la conseguenza di rendere la invenzione del termine 
medio decisiva per l’atto del pensiero. E” proprio la diversa capacità di 
intuire il termine medio ciò che differenzia chi comprende da chi non 
comprende un teorema, e la velocità con cui ciò avviene è quello che fa 
essere lo scienziato tale. Da questa teoria, unita alla convinzione che non 
vi sia memoria intellettuale delle forme intelligibili, deriva la celebre e 
singolare tesi di Avicenna, secondo la quale il ragionamento scientifico 
consiste in un contatto con la più bassa delle intelligenze. Alberto afferma 


8 Albertus Magnus, De homine, A. BORGNET (ed.), Paris, Vivès, 1891, q. 54, p. 
451. 

9 DN Hasse, «Das Lehrstück von den vier Intellekten in der Scholastik: von den 
arabischen Quellen bis zu Albertus Magnus», Recherches de Theologie et Philosophie 
Medievales, 66 (1999) 21-77. 
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bensi nella Summa Parisiensis che «intellectus possibilis recipit formas 
intelligibilium et retinet eas»10, ed esclude la teoria avicenniana del 
contatto con l’intelligenza: ma condivide con Avicenna l’interesse per la 
questione dell’intuizione scientifica e la convinzione della sua centralitä 
filosofica. Lo dimostrano i testi che egli scrive negli anni di poco 
posteriori. 

Ma prima di passare al loro esame, & opportuno fare una precisazione: 
secondo Alberto l’apprendimento della scienza avviene in due modi 
fondamentali: uno, privilegiato, indipendente dalla sensibilita, mediante 
l’intuizione di una non meglio precisata «forma dell’ordine 
dell'universo»11. L'altro, quello propriamente umano, si realizza in tre 
fasi, e precisamente a partire da quella dell’intelletto materiale (in 
potenza, il neonato), attraverso la presa di coscienza della dotazione 
fondamentale intellettuale, nel momento in cui se ne fa uso intuitivo 
(intelligibili primi, principi innati), sino allo studio compiuto 
(insegnamento, invenzione: intelligibili secondi), nel quale la capacità di 
trovare il medio sillogistico gioca un ruolo fondamentale. L’avvenuto 
apprendimento è caratterizzato da una disponibilità permanente all’uso di 
tipo memorativo (salvo impedimento accidentale). In questo quadro che, 
come si vede, è piuttosto ben articolato e documenta un interesse 
problematico di notevole portata, rimangono aperti alcuni problemi: come 
spiegare il fatto che la capacità di apprendimento varia a seconda dei 
diversi soggetti? Come spiegare il fatto che alcuni possiedono, oltre che 
velocità di apprendimento, anche ciò che si chiama ‘inventivita 
scientifica’? E inoltre: cosa significa esattamente «forma dell’ordine 
dell’universo»? Si tratta di problemi, in verità, che non rientrano nel 


10 Albertus Magnus, De homine, q. 57, 5, p. 498. 

ll Albertus Magnus, De homine, I q. 56, 3, pp. 483-484: «intellectus duobus modis 
intelligit, scilicet per formas intelligentiarum separatarum, et hunc modum accipit ipse ab 
intelligentia prima, et utitur ipso post mortem. Alio modo intelligit a phantasmate 
abstrahendo universale, et hoc modo utitur in corpore... Quod autem intellectus possibilis 
actum intelligendi habeat quendam ab intelligentiis separatis, patet ... in quaestione de 
revelatione somniorum ... Qualiter intellectus possibilis intelligit post mortem. Et quidam 
dicunt, quod animae intellectivae inest duplex intelligendi potentia. Una scilicet in se, 
secundum quam intelligit per formas ordinis universi.. Alia inest in comparatione ad 
corpus, secundum quam intelligit accipiendo a phantasmate, et illa vertitur in corpore ... 
Sine praeiudicio melioris sententiae dicimus, quod anima post mortem intelligit per 
formam ordinis universi sicut et intelligentia separata». 
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: novero di quelli normalmente evidenziati dalla storiografia albertina, che 
preferisce concentrare la sua attenzione sulla dottrina degli universali e 
dell’unità e molteplicità dell’intelletto. Ma ciò non toglie che Alberto vi 
abbia dedicato molta energia filosofica. Energia che si concentra 
soprattutto sul testo di Avicenna. 


III. IPPOCRATE E L’«INTELLECTUS SANCTUS» NELLE LEZIONI COLONIENSI 
SULL’ ETICA NICOMACHEA 


Nel commento all’Etica Nicomachea riaffiora l’interesse per il 
problema dell’apprendimento scientifico, in relazione al quale Alberto ora 
sfodera una sorta di paradigma storicamente documentato nella figura di 
Ippocrate, maestro pagano dalla capacità intellettuale straordinaria. 
Ippocrate, afferma Alberto, «didicit per se sapientiam», ovvero «didicit per 
se philosophiam». Il caso di Ippocrate, peraltro, non fu unico: benché 
pochi, vi sono anche altri, oltre a Ippocrate, «qui per se omnia addiscunt». 
Che significano queste espressioni: «per se discere», «per se addiscere»? 
Una spiegazione la possiamo trarre considerando il testo della prima 
lezione sul secondo libro dell’ Etica, nel quale Alberto cerca di spiegare 
come mai Aristotele dice che la capacità dell’intelletto scientifico si giova 
«ut plurimum» (moltissimo) dell’insegnamento: 


... propter quosdam qui habent scientiam per naturales inventiones, sicut supra dixit, 
quod quidam sunt, qui ex se habent, sicut dicitur de Hippocrate, quod per se didicit 
philosophiam; et hoc contingit propter depurationem intellectus. et abstractionem. 
Unde relucent formae in ipso quasi in intelligentia simillimo modo, et hunc 
intellectum vocat sanctum, et talis intellectus est in paucis...12 


Esiste dunque un ristretto numero di soggetti nei quali 
l'apprendimento («discere») non si svolge nel modo faticosamente 
normale che tutti noi conosciamo, e cioè mediante l’ascolto degli 
insegnanti e l’intenso studio personale, ma che avviene velocemente e in 
virtù di una naturale facilità. In cosa consista questa facilità lo possiamo 
desumere dalla espressione usata da Alberto in proposito: «naturales 
inventiones». Si tratta della capacità di trovare il termine medio di quel 


12 Albertus Magnus, Super Ethica, W. KUBEL (ed.), Münster i. W., Aschendorff, 
1968-1972, II, 1, p. 91. 
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sillogismo (cosciente o meno) nel quale secondo la dottrina della Summa 
Parisiensis consiste qualsiasi apprendimento scientifico. Che ciö avvenga, 
lo dimostra la concreta esistenza di una figura storica come Ippocrate. 
Perché ciò avvenga, non è chiaro. Alberto parla qui di una connaturata 
condizione particolare dell’intelletto del soggetto in questione, al quale le 
forme risplendono in un modo molto simile a quello in cui sono 
nell’intelligenza. Altrove fa riferimento ad una complessione eccezionale 
del corpo, tale per cui l’anima che lo vivifica è da esso meno ottenebrata 
e più simile alla intelligenza. 

Non essendo i testi troppo chiari di per sé, potremmo cercare lumi 
nella loro fonte storica che è, con tutta evidenza, di nuovo il quinto libro 
del De anima di Avicenna. Il riferimento all’autorità del medico persiano 
è peraltro esplicito nei passi in questione: si tratta in primo luogo della sua 
dottrina dell’intelletto santol3; ed anche la criptica espressione «per se 
addiscere» rivela, credo, la sua ascendenza avicenniana, rivelandosi come 
una caratteristica dell’intelletto santo stesso. 

Nei testi di Avicenna cui Alberto fa riferimento, si parla di «intellectus 
sanctus», di «depuratio intellectus», di «subtilitas» ... «aptitudo ad 
coniungendum se intelligentiae» ... «quicquid est, per se scit»14. La 
terminologia, non c’è che dire, suona arcana assai, ed è difficile dar torto 
ad Henry Corbin quando vede qui delineato un «rapporto diretto e 
personale con un essere spirituale del Pleroma»15, e forse l'emergere di 
quella favolosa ed esoterica «filosofia orientale» accennata da Avicenna 
nei suoi Racconti mistici. 

Tuttavia, con tutto il rispetto per la moderna esegesi di Avicenna e per 
la dottrina del Corbin in particolare, a noi in questa sede interessa quale 
interpretazione, di Avicenna, desse Alberto. E a questo proposito un paio 
di dettagli parlano chiaro: il primo è la diretta connessione della subtilitas 
avicenniana con il tema rigorosamente aristotelico dell’archinoia, che è 
proprio la capacità di trovare il termine medio; mentre il secondo è una 
modificazione che Alberto ha introdotto nella caratterizzazione 


D Albertus Magnus, Super Ethica, II, 1, p. 93: «per abstractionem intellectus a 
corpore efficitur sanctus, ut dicit Avicenna». 

14 Avicenna, Liber de anima seu Sextus de naturalibus, IV-V, S. VAN RIET (ed.), 
Louvain-Leiden 1968, V, 6, p. 151. 

15 H CORBIN, Histoire de la philosophie islamique, Paris, Gallimard, 1986 (cito 
dalla traduzione italiana, Milano, Adelphi, 1991, p. 183). 
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dell’intelletto santo, sostituendo al «per se scit, quicquid est», il «per se 
addiscit philosophiam» (la capacitä «apprendere per sé la filosofia», 
ovvero «la sapienza»). La modificazione & assai indicativa, a mio parere, 
dell’interesse che anima la presentazione della dottrina avicenniana da 
parte di Alberto: rivolta non tanto a sondare il rapporto con un essere 
spirituale del Pleroma, ma a trovare una ragione per la diversitä 
dell’apprendimento scientifico. Per questo tanta insistenza sulla figura di 
Ippocrate, quasi si voglia dare un paradigma storicamente garantito di 
«intelletto santo» — ma garantito dalla figura non di un mistico, bensi da 
quella di uno scienziato, «sottile» quanto si voglia nelle sue invenzioni. 
Sin qui la linea argomentativa di Alberto nelle lezioni sull’Etica. A 
questa linea egli rimarra a mio parere fedele anche negli scritti successivi, 
seppur integrandola con altri elementi e soprattutto giovandosi di una rilettura 
critica di Averroé che gli imporra una revisione del concetto di «intellectus 
adeptus», destinato a diventare un elemento cardine a partire dal De anima. 


IV. L’INTELLETTO ACQUISITO NEL COMMENTO AL DE ANIMA 


Nel commento al De anima la dottrina dell’ intelletto acquisito prende 
un nuovo aspetto. Alberto lo aveva sinora recepito nel pacchetto 
terminologico complessivo della noetica tradizionale ed usato come 
sinonimo dell" «intellectus in effectu» di Avicenna (intelligibile secondo in 
quanto presente alla coscienza: nella Summa Parisiensis), oppure aveva 
evitato di usarlo (nel Super Ethicam). Nel De anima, e cid sicuramente 
dietro la sollecitazione di una più attenta lettura del terzo libro del 
Commentario di Averroè, in particolare i commenti 5 e 36, il termine 
«intellectus adeptus» assume per la prima volta il senso tecnico 
propriamente averroista che è noto dalla letteratura, e diviene il punto 
archimedeo di una nuova dottrina dei gradi della perfezione intellettuale. 

Nella sua argomentazionel6, Alberto si riferisce in primo luogo alla 
già nota distinzione fra «intelligibili primi» innati («intellecta speculata 
dupliciter fiunt in nobis: quaedam enim fiunt in nobis per naturam...») e 
«intelligibili secondi» frutto di invenzione o apprendimento («quaedam 
autem speculata fiunt in nobis per voluntatem, quia scilicet studemus 


16 Albertus Magnus, De anima, C. STROICK (ed.), Münster i. W., Aschendorff, 
1968, III, 3, 11, p. 221. 
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inveniendo et audiendo a doctore»). La realizzazione degli intelligibili 
secondi & il risultato dell’azione dell’intelletto agente che & collegato al 
soggetto in ragione di causa efficiente. Sin qui la dottrina non si discosta 
da quella avicenniana, che vede in questa realizzazione il momento 
dell’intelletto «in effectu» ovvero «adeptus». Ma a questo punto Alberto 
prende un’altra strada: 


Et quia omnibus his influit intellectualitatem et denudationem, ... in omnibus his 
accipit continue intellectus possibilis lumen agentis et efficitur sibi similior et similior 
de die in diem. Et hoc vocatur a philosophis moveri ad continuitatem et 
coniunctionem cum agente intellectu; et cum acceperit omnia intelligibilia, habet 
lumen agentis ut formam sibi adhaerentem, et ... tunc adhaeret intellectus agens 
possibili sicut forma materiae. Et hoc sic compositum vocatur a Peripateticis 
intellectus adeptus et divinus; et tunc homo perfectus est ad operandum ... opus, quod 
operatur deus...17 


Come si vede, Alberto riforma la concettualità avicenniana su un 
punto fondamentale: l’esercizio del sapere scientifico non viene più 
interpretato come un addestramento a «collegarsi» più o meno 
agevolmente col principio intellettuale separato (il «donatore delle 
forme»), che è il vero depositario degli intelligibili scientifici da 
apprendere o da revocare alla coscienza, quanto piuttosto come un 
«moveri ad continuitatem et coniunctionem», come un movimento 
graduale e progressivo che si esercita lungo un percorso che ha i due 
estremi nella conoscenza solo potenziale e nello stato di perfezione 
massimo dell’«intellectus adeptus». Da ‘intelletto realizzato’ ovvero 
singolo atto intellettivo appreso o riappreso, a ‘stato terminale del 
processo della perfezione intellettuale’ — ecco la radicale revisione del 
concetto di «intellectus adeptus» operata nel De anima. L’ apprendimento 
scientifico, che nella posizione di Avicenna risultava frammentato in una 
serie di acquisizioni puntuali di contenuti teorematici singoli, e che 
(rifiutando egli qualsiasi forma di memoria intellettuale) veniva nel 
complesso ricondotto a una generica maggiore indipendenza dal corpo, 
oppure alla perfezione della sua complessione fisica, è ora da Alberto 
radicato nell’intelletto del soggetto conoscente, e precisamente nel grado 
di minore o maggiore ampiezza della conoscenza scientifica realizzato 
attraverso lo studio personale. 


17 Albertus Magnus, De anima, II, 3, 11, pp. 221-222. 
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Anche le differenti caratteristiche dell’apprendimento che tanto 
avevano occupato Avicenna sotto la rubrica dell’intelletto «santo», e cioè 
la inventività (archinoia) e la previsione (profezia naturale), vengono 
reinterpretate all’interno di questo nuovo paradigma, come si può vedere 
del passo seguente: 


Cum autem haec sit coniunctio intellectus adepti cum homine, oportet scire, quod 
quidam nobilioris animae existentes quasi omnia quaerenda in philosophia quasi per 
se ipsos facile intelligunt, sicut dicebatur de Hippocrate Cheo. Et horum est intellectus 
vocatus sanctus a philosophis ... Haec autem aptitudo naturae vocatur subtilitas; ex 
adepto vero subita inventio medii termini, quod est causa quaesiti, vocatur sollertia, 
quae est una virtutum intellectualium. Quando autem adeptus quasi totus est perfectio 
luminis agentis, ita quod per se facit intellecta, tunc ille proximus est ad 
cognoscendum futura ex praesentibus, et illi frequenter efficiuntur prophetantes ... 18 


Questo testo ribadisce, se ce ne fosse bisogno, che non abbiamo a che 
fare con una deriva mistica, ma con una riflessione sulla conoscenza 
scientifica e sull’apprendimento. Le entusiastiche espressioni di Alberto a 
proposito della divinità dello «status adeptionis» non faranno meraviglia, 
considerando l’atteggiamento intellettualista del domenicano coloniense, e 
contribuiscono piuttosto a situare la sua dottrina nel contesto dell’esercizio 
della filosofia come «sapienza vissuta»: sapienza vissuta come stato di 
eccellenza, ma non straordinario, perché «haec coniunctio erit in multis et 
est possibilis», e che ci tocca da vicino nell’esperienza personale: «Nos 
videmus animas felicium sic intelligere, ... quando scilicet sapiunt divina, 
quae sapit deus, et habent delectationem in his»19. 

Certo, non si tratta di una posizione priva di difficoltà teoriche, che 
solleva soprattutto una domanda cardinale: se il passaggio successivo da 
un’intellezione all’altra è la caratteristica dell’intelletto umano, può un 
mero incremento puramente quantitativo delle conoscenze produrre un 
superamento di questa condizione? E in cosa consiste questo 
superamento? | 

Alberto & consapevole di questa difficoltä, e la affronta nel De 
intellectu et intelligibili, il testo che rappresenta il suo sforzo maggiore di 
riflessione su questo problema. 


18 Albertus Magnus, De anima, III, 3, 11, p. 223. 
19 Albertus Magnus, De anima, III, 3, 11, pp. 221. 
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V. LA PERFEZIONE NATURALE DELL’INTELLETTO NEL DE INTELLECTU ET 
INTELLIGIBILI 


Nel secondo libro del De intellectu, dedicato alla «perfezione naturale 
dell’intelletto», Alberto affronta il tema dell’intelletto acquisito. Di questo 
tratta un intero capitolo, l’ottavo, intitolato «De intellectu adepto, qualiter 
in eo anima perficitur et per studium invenit se ipsum», ove é da notare che 
la clausola «per studium» viene ora utilizzata in modo insistente, e quasi 
formulare. Alberto annette evidentemente un grande valore alla 
precisazione che la via regia verso l'acquisizione dell’ intelletto è lo studio, 
e che soltanto lo «studium» porta l’uomo all’acquisizione del vero se stesso 
(«sic adipiscitur homo suum proprium intellectum»), alla realizzazione di 
quell’autoconoscenza ch'ê obiettivo della vera filosofia («anima posita est 
in corpore, ut se ipsam inveniat et cognoscat»), fonte di contemplazione 
delle cose divine e con ciò di massimo piacere intellettuale20. 

Ma oltre a dar conferma della sin qui rilevata curvatura scientifica 
dello «studio» così come lo intende il nostro autore, il capitolo suddetto 
documenta un notevole sforzo di riflessione su due punti che nelle opere 
precedenti erano rimasti soltanto accennati e sui quali vale la pena di 
fermare l’attenzione. 

Il primo punto concerne la dottrina delle forme dell’ordine 
dell'universo, nella quale Alberto cerca ora la possibilità di risolvere 
l’aporia già rilevata nel De anima, e cioè di spiegare come mai l’intelletto 
possibile umano, che è costituzionalmente votato a passare dalla potenza 
all’atto e in modo discorsivo, e cioè con un’intellezione dopo l’altra, possa 
giungere ad un momento intuitivo nel quale l’accumulazione dei diversi 
contenuti dello «studio» si tramuta in intuizione perfetta di sé. Il secondo 
punto riguarda la costituzione di una ulteriore articolazione dello stato di 
perfezione dell’intelletto, sinora classificato sempre e soltanto come 
«acquisito», con l’aggiunta di due momenti perfettivi, denominati 
intelletto «assimilativo» e intelletto «divino». 

La ragione della distinzione fra intelletto «acquisito», «assimilativo» 
e «divino» sta probabilmente in un’esigenza di ordine sistematico. E 
l’ipotesi che ritengo più verisimile è che Alberto abbia ritenuto opportuno 


20 Albertus Magnus, De intellectu et intelligibili, A. BORGNET (ed.), Paris, Vivès, 
1891, II, 8, p. 515. 
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introdurre nell’idea di «intellectus adeptus» elementi di ulteriore 
gradualitä e di dinamicitä rispetto alla dottrina di De anima, ove questo si 
configurava esclusivamente come il momento statico della 
«congiunzione» finale, verso la quale «si muove» il processo della 
conoscenza scientifica («moveri ad coniunctionem»). In effetti, 
un’interpretazione dell’«acquisizione dell’intelletto» nel senso di un mero 
percorso lineare è piuttosto ingenua, ed infatti l’idea di un salto qualitativo 
prodotto da un ampliamento meramente quantitativo delle conoscenze 
verrà considerato il punto debole di questa dottrina da parte di molti critici. 
Alberto si preoccupa nel De intellectu di scartare questa interpretazione 
volgare, ed utilizza a questo scopo il paradigma della «forma dell’ordine 
dell’universo». Le intellezioni dell’intelletto possibile si escludono a 
vicenda in ragione della loro componente immaginativa; ma a livello 
puramente intellettuale le forme intelligibili non si escludono 
reciprocamente in quanto «simplices sunt, indivisibiles et unitae,... nec se 
invicem excludentes»21 e la via verso il raggiungimento dell’intelletto 
acquisito («moveri ad coniunctionem») è costituita in realtà da un percorso 
all’interno di un sistema di forme di semplicità graduale e progressiva, al 
cui vertice sta la forma delle forme - la forma dell’ordine dell’universo -, 
che è l’intelletto agente stesso. Se teniamo conto dell’origine problematica 
della dottrina, che abbiamo visto nascere ed articolarsi nell’ambito della 
questione dell’apprendimento scientifico, appare inevitabile pensare che 
Alberto abbia presente proprio il modello della conoscenza scientifica, che 
procede per generalizzazioni progressive formulabili, diremmo 
modernamente, sotto forma di «legge». 

La «forma dell’ ordine dell’universo», che viene riletta da Alberto alla 
luce del concetto aristotelico e averroista di «totalità degli enti» («omnia 
entia»), è, in questo senso, una sorta di intellettuale «legge dell’universo» 
che corrisponde in primo luogo al sintetico ed unitario pensiero creativo di 
Dio, ma che si ritrova anche, in forma sempre maggiormente determinata 
e nondimeno sempre totale, unitaria e sintetica, nelle diverse intelligenze 
celesti e nell’intelletto agente, per poi giungere alla massima 
determinazione da un lato nell’intelletto possibile, dall’altro nelle specie e 
nelle forme naturali. 


21 Albertus Magnus, De intellectu et intelligibili, II, 8, p. 515. 
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E evidente, da quanto sopra, che Alberto si muove nella prospettiva 
della causalitä essenziale, e che il cosmo cui egli fa riferimento & permeato 
di intellettualitä e retto da un continuo flusso di forme ridondanti dalle 
intelligenze e dai cieli, secondo il suo caratteristico teorema che 
«l’operazione della natura non può che essere fondata su un’operazione 
intellettuale» («opus naturae est opus intelligentiae»). D'altro canto, il 
riconoscimento di una identità per essenza, pur nella diversificazione 
secondo l’essere, della «totalità degli enti» così come è data nell’intelletto 
agente, nelle intelligenze e nell’intelletto della prima causa, rende 
possibile il transito da uno stato intellettuale all’altro, ciò che Alberto con 
termine averroista chiama l’«applicazione» al lume delle intelligenze e 
all'intelletto divino e che connette con il teorema ermetico dell’ «Homo 
nexus Dei et mundi»: 


Hic autem hoc notandum, quod cuicumque superiorum intellectuum intellectus 
applicatur humanus, qui est una de formis mundi, a lumine istius influunt in ipsum 
formae ... Qui autem simplici primo et divino intellectui coniunctus est, divinus est et 
optimus in scientiis et virtutibus, ita quod sicut dixit Homerus non videbitur viri 
mortalis filius esse, sed Dei. Et ideo dicit Hermes Trismegistus in libro De natura dei 
deorum, quod homo nexus est Dei et mundi, quia per huiusmodi intellectum 
coniungitur Deo22. 


Dopo tutte le nostre considerazioni, una cosa dovrebbe risultare 
chiara: la scarsa legittimità di una lettura dell’ «applicazione» al lume delle 
intelligenze in chiave di mistica celestiale e di straordinaria esperienza 
sufica. Chi si «applica» è lo scienziato, il quale studia, comprende, 
prevede e agisce. «Molti uomini illustri - scrive Alberto - percepiscono in 
questo lume l’ordine delle cose naturali e fanno previsioni»: Di che 
previsioni si tratta? Evidentemente, di previsioni scientifiche. 


VI. L'INTELLETTO DIVINO E I GRADI DELL’ ACQUISIZIONE DELL'INTELLETTO 
L’apoteosi del filosofo, che Alberto delinea a conclusione del De 
intellectu et intelligibili, costituisce dunque la necessaria posizione di un 


estremo punto sintetico di perfezione al quale si deve orientare il percorso 
mentale dell’intellettuale, derivata da una nuova concezione «scalare» 


22 Albertus Magnus, De intellectu et intelligibili, II, 9, p. 517. 
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dell’«intellectus adeptus» nella quale la norma dell’acquisizione di sé è 
dettata dalla maggiore o minore determinazione della «forma dell'ordine 
dell'universo» realizzata nel pensiero. Questo punto estremo non può essere 
che l’intelletto divino («Chi poi è congiunto al semplice primo e divino 
intelletto, è divino e ottimo nelle scienze e nelle virtù»). Nella posizione di 
questa possibilità la Divinità ha compiuto quell’opera di riduzione estrema 
dell’uomo verso sé, che è poi il fine stesso della creazione: 


anima sic reducta ... Stat igitur substantiata et formata in esse divino in esse perfecta. 
Et hoc vocaverunt philosophi caducum alterius et immortalis vitae ... Sic igitur 
concluditur ultima perfectio animae secundum intellectum23. 


Il passo è assai radicale, ma è anche l’unico in tutta l’opera di Alberto 
a proporre in questi termini l’apoteosi del filosofo («anima ... substantiata 
et formata in esse divino»). Alberto ha avuto timore di insistere troppo 
sulla deificazione dell’intelletto? Può darsi, ma probabilmente quello che 
gli interessava di più non era tanto il punto terminale, la meta, quanto 
piuttosto il percorso. Lo dimostra il frequente riferimento ad un tema 
affine, che abbiamo visto già emergere nella nostra analisi del De 
intellectu et intelligibili (II c. 10), e che costituisce per così dire la più 
ampia cornice entro la quale si situa quello che potremmo chiamare 
l'episodio estremo dell’»intellectus divinus» del De intellectu: alludo al 
tema ermetico dell’uomo «nexus Dei et mundi». 

La riflessione su questo teorema, che sintetizza l’antropologia di 
Ermete Trismegisto, si sviluppa parallelamente alla dottrina delle forme 
dell'ordine dell’universo, ed appare in più punti dell’opera più matura di 
Alberto (De animalibus, Metaphysica, Ethica). La natura dell’uomo, così 
Ermete secondo Alberto, è ancipite: egli è collocato a metà fra Dio e il 
mondo, ed è l’unico essere della creazione ad aver la scelta di rendersi o 
bestiale o divino. Ma ciò che è peculiare dell’uomo, è l’intelletto, ed è 
attraverso l’intelletto che egli può operare la sua scelta: 


De proprietatibus autem hominis praecipua est, quam dicit Hermes ad Asclepium, 
scribens quod solus homo nexus est Dei et mundi, eo quod intellectum divinum in se 
habet24. 


23 Albertus Magnus, De intellectu et intelligibili, II, 12, p. 520. 
24 Albertus Magnus, De animalibus, H. STADLER (ed.), Münster i. W., Aschendorff 
1920, XXII, 1, 5, p. 1353. 
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E piü precisamente afferma Alberto al principio della Metaphysica, 
alludendo chiaramente alla speculazione delle «leggi della natura» 
nell’immagine unitaria della «forma dell’universo»: 


Haec enim speculatio existit intellectus nostri non in eo quod est humanus, sed in eo 
quod ut divinum quiddam existit in nobis. Sicut subtiliter enim dicit Hermes 
Trismegistus in libro, quem de deo deorum ad Esclepium collegam composuit, homo 
nexus dei et mundi, super mundum per duplicem indagationem existens, physicam 
videlicet et doctrinalem ... et hoc modo mundi gubernator congrue vocatur25. 


L’intelletto dunque da un lato & nesso con il mondo mediante la 
ragione scientifica, che & strumento di previsione, operazione e governo. 
Dall’altro è nesso con Dio, in ragione del fatto che specula l’essere 
semplice fuor di luogo e tempo. Questo intelletto è l’«intellectus adeptus»: 


Homo enim duo homines est: secundum intellectum, scilicet secundum quem Deo 
conexus est, ut dicit Hermes Trismegistus, ... secundum intellectum adeptum, quem 
adipiscitur in se ipso ... Et hic quidem intellectus totus homo est ... Talis igitur 
operatio et felicitas non humana, sed divina est26. 


L'intelletto di cui si parla è l’«intellectus adeptus». Nella prospettiva 
che Alberto è venuto sviluppando, è abbastanza naturale che l’aspetto 
della progressività del perfezionamento intellettuale debba divenire più 
rilevante dell’indicazione puntuale relativa al momento dell’«adeptio 
intellectus»: E infatti nelle opere più tarde assistiamo all’introduzione di 
una forma di gradualità dell’acquisizione dell’intelletto che è sicuramente 
motivata dall’idea della progressività del cammino della perfezione: 

Numerosi passi, nelle opere più tarde di Alberto, ribadiscono la 
progressività del processo di acquisizione del sapere attraverso lo studio, 
ma anche il fatto che ciò che viene alla fine acquisito non è qualcosa di 
estraneo al soggetto, ma è la sostanza del soggetto stesso: «intellectum 
suum proprium adipiscitur, acquirit et possidet». Alberto non si muove 
nella prospettiva di una alterità fra «ordine dell’universo» e intelletto, fra 
soggetto e oggetto. La legge della realtà è l’intelletto stesso, perché la 


25 Albertus Magnus, Metaphysica, B. GEYER (ed.), Münster i. W., Aschendorff, 
1960, I, 1, 1, p. 2. 
26 Albertus Magnus, Ethica, A. BORGNET (ed.), Paris, Vivès 1891, X, 2, 3, p. 628. 
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realtä & esplicazione dell’ intelletto. Conoscere scientificamente la natura é, 
in un certo modo, conoscere se stesso, e conoscere il proprio intelletto è 
contemplare la natura nella sua causa. 


VII. L'INFLUENZA DELLA DOTTRINA DI ALBERTO 


Al termine di questo percorso fra i testi di Alberto il Grande, appare 
abbastanza chiaro che la questione dell’intelletto acquisito nasce sullo 
specifico terreno avicenniano della psicologia dell’apprendimento della 
scienza, ovvero della costituzione della disposizione scientifica. 
Strumento dell’acquisizione dell’intelletto è lo studio, paradigma ne è lo 
scienziato per eccellenza, Ippocrate, un pagano che «sapeva tutta la 
filosofia» in virtù della sua naturale capacità di trovare il termine medio 
dei ragionamenti più complessi. Questo punto di partenza problematico 
rimarrà a fondamento della dottrina di Alberto anche quando, in seguito 
alla riflessione su Averroè, sposterà sempre più l’asse della sua riflessione 
dalla questione dello stato dell’acquisizione completa («Ippocrate») a 
quella del movimento della progressiva acquisizione del sapere. Anche in 
questo caso il paradigma sarà lo scienziato, lo studioso, l’intellettuale, il 
quale studia la filosofia nelle sue parti e nel suo fondamento (metafisica) 
e che da un lato contempla gli enti separati, dall'altro prevede ed opera di 
conseguenza. : 

Il concetto originariamente farabiano della «forma dell’ordine 
dell’universo», differenziata secondo diversi gradi di determinazione, 
serve in questa seconda fase ad Alberto per garantire la gradualità nel 
movimento verso il sapere perfetto e completo. Ma la «forma dell’ordine 
dell’ universo» è l’intelletto stesso, e l'intelletto è la vera sostanza 
dell’uomo. Perciò se da un lato lo studio della natura è la via per giungere 
alla comprensione dell’intelletto come vero sé, la riflessione sull’intelletto 
porta alla conclusione che la natura e le sue leggi ne sono la 
determinazione e l’esplicazione, ed è per questo che l’uomo con il suo 
intelletto si può inserire attivamente nella natura. 

Alain de Libera ha parlato, a proposito della dottrina dell’intelletto di 
Alberto, di un potente fattore verso quella «professionalizzazione» della 
filosofia che caratterizzò lo status dei maestri delle Arti parigini nella 
seconda metà del secolo XIII. Io sono d'accordo con questo modo di 
vedere, ma vorrei richiamare l’attenzione sul fatto che difficilmente 
Alberto stesso poteva ritenere che i «felici», le cui anime hanno raggiunto 
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lo stato dell'intelletto acquisito («videmus animas felicium sic intelligere, 
quando perficiuntur animae eorum secundum optimum statum 
sapientiae»), fossero i professori suoi colleghi insegnanti nella Facoltà 
delle Arti. La funzionalizzazione della sua dottrina a legittimazione della 
professione del filosofo rappresenta dunque si una linea di sviluppo 
possibile, ma soltanto una fra le tante. In effetti sarebbe bastato chiedersi 
in cosa consistesse questa un po' mistica «congiunzione» averroistica di 
cui tanto si parlava fra i maestri delle Arti a Parigi, e sarebbe riemersa la 
questione della natura dell'intelletto in quanto tale, e lo studio delle 
scienze si sarebbe rivelato come una delle molte vie per giungere alla 
comprensione di se stesso. La dottrina della causalità dell'intelletto 
rispetto ai suoi oggetti e del fondamento naturale della visione beatifica, 
formulata da Dietrich di Freiberg, la tesi eckhartiana dell'increabilità 
dell'intelletto, il rilancio di Proclo fatto da Bertoldo di Moosburg e gli 
stessi trattati di Aimerico di Campo appaiono, da questo punto di vista, 
come altrettanti sviluppi «non professionali» della dottrina sull'intelletto 
acquisito di Alberto. Tutti questi autori altro non fecero che esplicare il 
potenziale antropologico contenuto nel teorema fondamentale intravisto e 
articolato da Alberto: che l'intelletto é per sua natura divino, e che compito 
della riflessione filosofica é di portare a coscienza questa verità. 


Università degli Studi di Lecce 


THEO KOBUSCH 
THE LIMITS OF THEORETICAL REASON 


The goal of delineating the limits of theoretical reason and the attempt 
to lend clearness to its objectified and concretized character is so 
immediately connected to modern transcendental philosophy, classical 
German philosophy, as well as to Nietzsche and Heidegger that whoever 
addresses this issue seems to be almost necessarily bound to this context. 
In order to shake off these chains (which seem to shackle even our use of 
language in this discussion), it will be shown in the following not only that 
a centuries-old tradition of critique of the conception of theoretical reason 
exists, but that fundamental critique was this conception’s constant 
companion. To this end, the first section shall examine the thought of the 
church father Gregory of Nyssa with respect to his critique of Aristotle, or 
more precisely, his critique of the Aristotelian conception of reason. The 
second section will pursue the critique of both theoretical reason and its 
inquisitive and curious nature from the viewpoint of philosophy as a way 
of life or as a spiritual exercise. In the third section, mysticism, which 
stakes a claim of being the philosophy of the inner human being, will be 
interpreted as a critique of theoretical reason. 


J. THE CRITIQUE OF THE ARISTOTELIAN CONCEPTION OF REASON: 
GREGORY OF NYSSA 


The history of the critique of Aristotle in later antiquity has not yet 
been written. In this history, the critical stance taken with regard to the 
Aristotelian conception of theoretical reason would have to receive a 
special place. Whereas in pagan philosophy, and in the case of the Neo- 
Platonists in particular, the critique is almost always moderate and in many 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. |, pp. 323-349. 
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cases linked to a broad movement in the reception of Aristotelian thought; 
the rejection of the Aristotelian conception of reason in the framework of 
“Christian philosophy’ (which, since the fourth century also refers to itself 
as such) is particularly evident. 

No one in this context, however, developed such an acute awareness 
of the limits of human nature and of human consciousness — for which the 
Stoics coined the term epinoia — as the church-father Gregory of Nyssa. 
His conception of infinity is often and justifiably viewed as his most 
important philosophical discovery, one which superseded Greek thought 
in this respect. However, this discovery was only made possible by 
Gregory’s awareness of the ontological limits of human nature in general 
and of the limits of human cognitive capacities in particularl. «Each thing 
which remains within the limits of its own nature, exists for exactly as long 
as it remains within its own limits»2. Fire loses its character as fire when 
it comes into contact with water and vice versa. This is true of what is dry, 
what is wet, and of all things that exist. This idea of fixed ontological 
limits corresponds to Neo-Platonic thought in general. Jamblichus, for 
example, reports a philosophical doctrine, according to which the soul 
received «a limit of its essence proper to itself»3. The gods, whose essence 
is characterized by identity and invariance, are continuously «held 
together by a limit (Evi öp), which they never transgress»4. 
Correspondingly, Neo-Platonists consider it the highest level of virtue to 
«remain within the limits of creation, in which all things are distinguished 
according to their species»5. According to Gregory of Nyssa and in line 
with this Neo-Platonic understanding of limit and measure, the human 
soul also has its fixed ontological order, although the will allows it to 
approach the divine as well as the animal state6. Just as the objectively 


1 Cfr. E. MUHLENBERG, Die Unendlichkeit Gottes bei Gregor von Nyssa, 
Gottingen, 1996. 

2 Gregory of Nyssa, In Ecclesiasten Homiliae or.7, P. ALEXANDER (ed.), Gregorii 
Nysseni Opera = GNO V, Leiden 1962, 411,19. 

3 Cfr. Iamblichus, De anima, in: Ioannis Stobaios, Eclogae Physicae et Ethicae 
Vol.I, C. WACHSMUTH (ed.), Berlin 1958, 365, 22ff. 

4  Iamblichus, De mysteriis I 14. 

5 Hierocles, In Aureum Pythagoreorum Carmen Commentarius 27, F.G. Koehler 
(ed.), Stuttgart 1974, 121, 14. 

6 Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium III 118, GNO II, W. JAEGER (ed.), Leiden 
1960, 43,22: pevovorns Katà To tponyovuevov ‘ev tois Vëloe Spots TIS doe, 
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given sensual and intelligible entities each have their proper order and 
limit, so too do the subjective capacities ofthe human soul have limits that 
cannot be transgressed: the object of the eye is only the visible and not 
sound, the sense of hearing does not taste, the sense of touch does not talk, 
etc. Even the intellective capacity, which Gregory calls ‘comprehending 
thinking,’ must be conceived of as being limited in itself, such that it 
cannot go beyond itself, 1.e., it «always remains within itself»7. Gregory 
refers to this intellective capacity (with its own inherent limitations) using 
an expression which — in contrast to the concepts of soul and spirit — 
characterizes this specifically human consciousness in its finitude, namely 
the conception of epinoia. In line with the Aristotelian conception of 
reason, Gregory defined epinoia as the «inventive, methodically 
ascertained knowledge of the unknown,» which begins with an intuitively 
grasped thought and combines that which follows from it with that which 
was initially recognized. As the debate with Eunomius in particular 
demonstrates, the epinoia, according to Gregory, should also be 
understood as discursive human reason endowed with language, which 
seeks to comprehend absolutely everything8. It is in this sense that reason 
— subject to and limited in time — pursuing the path of analysis, seeks to 
investigate what lies at the base of what is in each case found. In doing so, 
reason is animated by what Gregory, using a term from Plotinus, calls 
«theoretical curiosity» (moAvmpaypnoovvn)9. Gregory rejected the 
limitless claims of this Aristotelian, discursive, curious human reason 
which proceeds in an analytical manner. He attempted to illustrate what 
human reason experiences when in its search for that which is without 
space and time, it goes beyond what is accessible to its temporally limited 
thoughts by making use of a striking image. Human reason, which in its 
curiosity ventures beyond its limits, fares not better than a person, who, 


According to CE II 86, GNO II 252,4, there is talk of raising oneself above the «common 
limits of nature», insofar as that is possible. On the fact that the intelligible orders in Gregory 
of Nyssa cannot commingle cfr. his Commentarius in Canticum Canticorum or.15, GNO VI 
H. LANGERBECK (ed.), Leiden 1960, 446,1f and the remarks of H. LANGERBECK. 

7 Gregory of Nyssa, In Ecclesiasten Homil. 7, GNO V 412, 3ff. 

8 Cfr. Th. KoBuscH, «Name und Sein. Zu den sprachphilosophischen Grundlagen 
in der Schrift Contra Eunomium des Gregor von Nyssa», in L. MATEO-SECO - J.L. BASTERO 
(eds.), El ‘Contra Eunomium I’ en la Produccion Literaria De Gregorio De Nisa (VI. 
Coloquio Internacional sobre Gregorio de Nisa), Pamplona 1988, 247-268, esp. 255. 

9 Gregory of Nyssa, In Ecclesiasten or.7, GNO V 412,20-413, 5. 
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sitting on a smooth, steep rock, touches the water with his toes, and finds 
no foot- or handhold. Human reason finds nothing — no time, no place, no 
measure — which it might use as a point of orientation in its search for 
knowledge of the ungraspable, divine nature10. In its rush for the ever new 
and different, finite reason is characterized by the element of curiosity, 
whereby because reason commits itself to determining a fixed conception 
for everything, it believes that it «must [always] remain stationary» at a 
certain point!!. In Gregory’s view, the theoretical cognition of the divine 
essence according to the Aristotelian conception of reason therefore 
represents an inadequate objectification and reification of the 
incomprehensible. God’s essence is simply beyond the reach of the 
curious reason. of Aristotelian philosophy. In this respect, Gregory often 
speaks of the anoAvnpayuovnrov. Yet it is not merely on theological 
grounds that Gregory rejects the claims of theoretical reason according to 
the Aristotelian understanding. This rejection rather is to be situated in the 
context of a universal critique of a curious theoretical reason, as Aristotle 
conceived of it. The critique is of a reason whose objects are the hidden 
essence of things and the essence of the highest immaterial substance. 
Gregory pronounces this critique in the interest of a Christian philosophy 
of life. In this respect, Origen had already accused the Platonists of 
restricting the question of truth to the domain of dialectical knowledge. 
The specific distinction of Christian philosophy, in contrast, consists in the 
investigation of the truth of life12. 

Gregory of Nyssa was in this regard probably one of the very first 
thinkers to call into question the universal validity of pure theoretical 
knowledge, which, for example, finds its expression in the determination 


10 Gregory of Nyssa, [n Ecclesiasten or. 7, GNO V 413-414. Cfr. a similar image 
in De beatitudinibus or. 6 GNO VIVII, J.F. CALLAHAN (ed.), Leiden/N. Y./K6ln 1992, 136- 
137. In his In Cant. or12, GNO VI 357,10 he states in comparison: «How could He be 
found, who does not demonstrate any thing of what is known, no form, no color, no 
description, no quantity, no space, [no figure] no inclination, no comparison. He who rather 
is beyond any conceptual access...». 

11 On the ornvaı xr) of Aristotelian reason cfr. Gregory of Nyssa., In Cant. or. 
6, GNO VI 180,3 and H. Langerbeck's remarks thereon. 

12 For a legitimation of this critique and other details cfr. Th. KoBuscH, «Das 
Christentum als die wahre Religion. Zum Verhältnis zwischen Platonismus und 
Christentum bei Origenes», in L. Lies (ed.), Origeniana Quarta (Referate des 4. Intern. 
Origenes-Kongresses), Innsbruck, Wien 1987, 442-446. 
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of essences. Furthermore, he also doubted the meaning and possibility of 
a purely theoretical knowledge of essences as such — and not merely 
knowledge of the essence of God’s nature. Tellingly, in the texts of 
Christian philosophy, that is to say, in the Old and the New Testament, 
there is no talk of such knowledge at all. The patriarchs and prophets were 
not at all concerned with a determination of the essence of the objects of 
which they spoke (such as sky, earth, sea, time, eternity, etc.) In other 
words, they. consciously neglected all metaphysical determinations13. The 
ambition of Aristotelian metaphysics, namely, to come to know 
theoretically the essence at the basis of an thing which appears to us, after 
reason by means of abstraction has stripped it of its accidental 
determinations, is simply not tenable for Gregory of Nyssa. What would 
remain of the determination of the essence of an sensible object, after 
color, form, resistance, weight, size, locality, movement, etc., have been 
abstracted from it? The person, who through self-knowledge cannot even 
grasp her own essence, is supposed to allow herself to be alienated from 
herself by the hidden essence of external objects? Consequently, the 
theoretical knowledge of things, whose goal is the determination of the 
essence of the things, is not only impossible, but it is also detrimental to 
life and therefore useless. For example, we only have knowledge of 
sensible elements insofar as they have some usefulness for our lives. «We 
have neither learned the determinations of their essence, nor do we come 
to any harm by not knowing them.» What use could it possibly have to 
investigate with curiosity the essence of fire, how it is produced and 
ignited by the knocking together of stones, how the spark can be hidden in 
the stone, etc., until finally discovering the cause for upwards movement 
and the perpetually moving force. Therefore, the investigative activities of 
our curious reason are to be restricted to «what is useful for life»14. Other 
metaphysical insights into matters, such as the essence of God, what came 
before the creation of the world, what lies beyond the phenomenal world, 
what characterizes the necessity of that which has become, and all other 
things which might be investigated by all those curious spirits — all these 
things may safely be left to the care of the Holy Spirit15. For the life of an 


13 Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium II 102-103, GNO I 256-257. 

14 Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium If 115-118, GNO 1259-260. 

15 Gregory of Nyssa, De vita Moysis II, GNO VIII H MusuRILLO (ed.), Leiden 
1964, 66, 20ff. 
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individual, these insights of theoretical reason are meaningless. If one is 
not even able to know the essence of finite things or the essence of one’s 
own soul, how should such human reason be able to recognize the essence 
of that which is transcendent16? 

On the basis of these deliberations, Gregory then draws a conclusion 
which seems to anticipate a maxim of modern critical philosophy: év 6€ 
TOG Únepekeiva pun ÉDLÉVOL TN KTIOEL TOs 181006 ópovç 
exBoiveryv («In the domain of the transcendent, one should not allow 
created reason to go beyond its own limits»)17. First and foremost, 
Gregory’s critique of Aristotle is thereby also representative of Christian 
philosophy’s awareness of the limitations of theoretical reason. Gregory of 
Nyssa rejects an excessive claim of this type of reason, namely, the belief 
that it can fathom in a theoretical mode (i.e., without changing itself) not 
only the essence of finite things, but also the essence of divine nature. He 
rejects it in the name of that philosophy which considers all its activity, 
even the highest (metaphysics) to be an exercise of the spirit in which the 
knowing subject undergoes a fundamental change, experiencing therewith 
a transformation of the self18. In this regard Plotinus had already set a 
precedent with his new metaphysics, according to which the three 
hypostases are «in us»; such that in truth they represent the steps of the 
self-reflexive return of the human soul into itself, up to its unified 
foundation. Therefore it is not a coincidence that it is precisely in 
Plotinus’s philosophy that we encounter for the first time the basic idea of 
modern transcendental philosophy: to examine the competence of the 
cognition of the subject before examining any knowledge of objects. 
Decades ago W. Beierwaltes remarked that: «The Plotinian suggestion is 
to be understood as a step in the elaboration of that, which, since Kant, has 
been called the ‘transcendental question’»19. And indeed we read in 


16 Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium II 117, GNO I 260. In Ecclesiasten 7, 
GNO V 416,1. In Cant. 11, GNO VI 337, 16. 

17 Gregory of Nyssa, In Ecclesiasten or 7, GNO V 415, 22: 

18 Cfr. Th. KoBuscH, «Metaphysik als Lebensform bei Gregor von Nyssa», in 
H.R. DROBNER - A. VICIANO (eds.), Gregory of Nyssa: Homilies on the Beatitudes 
(Proceedings of the Eighth International Colloquium on Gregory of Nyssa, Paderborn, 14. 
— 18. September 1998), Leiden, Boston, Köln 2000, 467-485. 

19 W. BEIERWALTES, «Reflexion und Einung. Zur Mystik Plotins», in 
W. BEIERWALTES - H.U. v. BALTHASAR, A.M. Haas (eds.): Grundfragen der Mystik, 
Einsiedeln 1974, 9-36, esp. 17. 
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Plotinus’s text V 1 — which also elaborates the doctrine of the three 
hypostases «in us»: «That, which investigates, is, after all, the soul, and it 
must first arrive at a knowledge of what essence it, ie. that which 
investigates, has, so that it can determine in advance with regard to itself, 
whether it does possess the ability to investigate such things, whether it 
has the eye of the kind that is able to see them, and whether such 
investigation concerns it at all». Is it then the case, that we find in Neo- 
Platonic philosophy the origin of the transcendental question as to the 
limits of our reason? 

Whether this is the case or not, what is evident, is that the awareness 
of the limits of theoretical reason did not arise in the framework of a purely 
theoretical philosophy, but instead in the framework of a philosophy in 
which the knowing subject claims to be able to transcend itself by 
practicing philosophy as a spiritual exercise. This is confirmed by a brief 
look at the history of the reception of this approach. In John Scotus 
Eriugena’s opus magnum, the disciple asks the decisive question of how 
the human intellect, which is hemmed by the limits of human nature, can 
climb beyond itself and all other created being to attain knowledge of the 
unknowable20. Similarly, Richard of St. Victor’s major work, the 
Benjamin Maior, is simultaneously both a doctrine of the limits of human 
consciousness, and of the possibility to transcend them. It is explicitly 
stated that all ‘levels of contemplation’, are within the limits of human 
comprehension, although they may also be practiced by means of the 
‘excessus mentis”21. As the philosophy of the twelfth century noted, the 
excessus mentis corresponds to the Greek expression extasis (in Neo- 
Platonism as well as in the work of Gregory of Nyssa); that is to say to a 
metamorphosis, or a reshaping, both of which terms refer to the proper 
goal of metaphysics of the Neo-Platonic variety22. In estimating the part 


20 Cfr. lohannis Scotti Eriugenae Periphyseon II, LP. SHELDON-WILLIAMS - 
L. Breer (eds.), Dublin 1983, p.112: «quomodo vel qua ratione intellectus dum intra 
terminos humanae naturae concluditur supra se ipsum omnemque creaturam potest 
ascendere ...». 

21 Richard of St. Victor, Benjamin Maior PL 196, 166B: «... et illa novissima duo 
contemplationum genera quibus quasi proprium esse videtur per mentis excessum exerceri, 
solent tamen quandoque infra humanae comprehensibilitatis metas cohiberi. Omnia 
contemplationum genera possunt modo utroque fieri, et modo per mentis excessum, modo 
sine aliquo mentis excessu solent exerceri». 

22 Cfr. Gerhoh of Reichersberg, Comm. aureus in Psalmos et cantica ferialia, PL 
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that human achievement plays in this transformation of the self, Richard 
of St. Victor, unlike anyone else in the twelfth century, develops a special 
sensibility for the limits of theoretical reason23. 


II. SPECULATION AND CONTEMPLATION 


The excesses of the claims of theoretical reason were repeatedly and 
effectively criticized in both patristic and in medieval philosophy - the 
difference being that in medieval philosophy, theoretical reason was 
criticized using the term ‘theoretical curiosity’24. This critique in turn 


193, 1285 B: Exstasis Graece, Latine dicitur excessus. Alanus de Insulis, Elucidatio in 
Canticum Canticorum, PL 210, 66C: «Vel per cellam vinariam intelligitur mentis excessus, 
qui et extasis dicitur, ...». Alanus de Insulis, Regulae caelestis iuris 99,2, NM HARING 
(ed.), AHDLMA 48 (1981) 204: «et talis excessus dicitur exstasis, sive metamorphosis, 
quia per hujusmodi excessum excedit statum propriae mentis, vel formam. Excessus autem 
superior dicitur apotheosis, quasi deificatio; quae fit, quando homo ad divinorum 
contemplationem rapitur: et hoc fit mediante illa potentia animae, quae dicitur 
intellectualitas, qua comprehendimus divina». On the tradition of the notion of philosophy 
as «transformation», cfr. Th. KoBuscH, «Metaphysik als Lebensform. Zur Idee einer 
praktischen Metaphysik», in W. Goris (ed.), Die Metaphysik und das Gute, Bibliotheca 2 
(FS J. AERTSEN), Leuven 1999, 29-56. 

23 Richard of St. Victor, Benjamin maior, PL 196, 124A: «per mentis excessum 
supra semetipsum ductus fuit, et in eo quod vidit intellectus humani metas, non propria 
industria, sed ex revelatione divina transcendit. ». Ebd. PL 196, 170A: «Mentis dilatatio est 
quando animi acies latius expanditur et vehementius acuitur, modum tamen humanae 
industriae nullatenus supergreditur. Mentis sublevatio est quando intelligentiae vivacitas 
divinitus irradiata humanae industriae metas transcendit». Ebd. PL 196, 173C : «Supra 
industriae itaque suae metas contemplativa anima ascendit, ... ». Ebd. PL 196, 173D: «... 
quando gratiae munere in idipsum divinitus accepto, humanae conditionis metas 
contemplationis nostrae volatu transcendimus.». Ebd. PL 196, 178D: «Sed in ejusmodi 
sublevatione, dum mens humana semper ad altiora crescit, dum diu crescendo tandem 
aliquando humanae capacitatis metas transcendit, fit demum ut a semetipsa penitus 
deficiat, et in supermundanum quemdam transformata affectum, tota supra semetipsam 
eat». Ebd. PL 196, 182D: «... verum etiam ultra humanae possibilitatis metas levare». Ebd. 
PL 196, 188C: «Ubi humana natura humanae possibilitatis metas transcendit?». Cfr. also 
Richard of St. Victor, De quatuor gradibus violentae caritatis, M. SCHMIDT (ed.), in: 
Veróffentlichungen des Grabmann-Instituts, N.F. 8, Paderborn, München, Wien 1969, 30: 
«Hic gradus quia humanae possibilitatis metas semel excessit, crescendi, ut caeteri, 
terminum nescit, quia semper invenit quod adhuc concupiscere possit». 

24 G. Bos, Curiositas. Die Rezeption eines antiken Begriffs durch christliche 
Autoren bis Thomas von Aquin, Paderborn 1995, has shown, against the opinions of H. 
BLUMENBERG and others, that the Christian assessment of theoretical curiosity does not 
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seizes on issues which Stoics and Epicureans, each in their own way, had 
already brought to bear against the Aristotelian conception, or against the 
conception of superfluous knowledge. As early as Seneca’s famous eighty- 
eighth letter to Lucilius, we find a complaint about the ‘superfluous 
ballast’ that philosophers drag around in grammar or in the discipline of 
the trivium, so that in the end they «have a better understanding of how to 
speak rather than of how to live» 25. The Epicureans in particular sought 
to impose their therapeutic reins on the untamed intellectual curiosity of 
Aristotle. As early as the monumental Physics of Epicurus, spanning 
thirty-seven volumes, one can see the knowledge of nature being critically 
examined using relevance to humankind as a criterion. Thus, «physics no 
longer possesses any legitimacy as a ‘pure’ theory». In Epicurus’s Physics 
we can recognize — as H. Blumenberg expressed it — a «canon of the 
finitude of humankind’s natural claims to knowledge»26 directed against 
the opening sentence of Aristotle’s Metaphysics. In principle the Stoics do 
not think much differently. Physics is not pure theory, but instead the 
exercise of disciplining desire as well as the lust of the eye, i.e., of 
curlosity. In this respect one can speak of a «lived physics» in the sense 
expressed by P. Hadot27. Philo of Alexandria expressed this critique of 
theoretical curiosity on behalf of a practical knowledge of the self, thus 
putting physics and cosmology to the service of a accurately understood 
care for the self. He often exclaims, «Do not occupy yourselves with the 
celestial phenomena, unless you have explored who and what you are 
yourselves»28. This conception of physics has been adopted by Christian 
philosophy. Ever since Origen’s famous doctrine of the sciences, the 


represent a qualitative difference from non-Christian antiquity (Cicero, Seneca, Philo, 
Apuleius), but, on the contrary, quite often shows its thoughts taken up from Tertullian to 
the Middle Ages, without, however, taking the Greek tradition into account. On this, see 
the study by N. Brox cited in note 28 and E.P. MEIJERING, Calvin wider die Neugierde. Ein 
Beitrag zum Vergleich zwischen reformatorischem und patristischem Denken, Nieuwkoop 
1980, 5-30. 

25 Seneca, Epist. 88,42. Cfr. also Epist. 95,13: «simplex enim illa et aperta virtus in 
obscuram et sollertem scientiam versa est docemurque disputare, non vivere.» 

26 H BLUMENBERG, Die Legitimität der Neuzeit, Frankfurt/M. 1966, 238-239. 

27 P. HADOT, Qu'est-ce que la philosophie antique, Paris 1995, 215. 

28 Philo of Alexandria, De migratione 138. On this, see also N. BROX, «Zur 
Legitimität der Wißbegier (curiositas)», in: H. BUNGERT (ed.), Das antike Rom in Europa, 
Regensburg 1985, 33-52, esp. 38f. 
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commentaries on the three books of Salomon (Proverbs, Ecclesiastes and 
the Song of Songs) have been considered to be the works which in the 
Christian tradition correspond to ethics, physics, and logic, i.e., theology, 
ie., metaphysics. Therefore, the commentaries on Ecclesiastes consider 
themselves to be the physics of Christian philosophy as a glance over 
those commentaries of Gregory of Nyssa, Procopos, as well as those of 
Rhabanus Maurus or Hugo of St. Victor shows (that is, next to the 
commentaries on Genesis, to which the commentaries on the Hexaemeron 
are also to be counted). Christian physics also dismisses theoretical 
curiosity as a meaningless search for the unattainable. Basilius 
demonstrates how investigation motivated by curiosity of the essence of 
the earth in which all properties such as blackness, coldness, weight, 
density, etc. are abstracted ends in nothingness, such that reason 
experiences an unrestrained and groundless tumbling. For this reason it is 
necessary to discipline the untamed striving of intellectual curiosity. This, 
however, is achieved by reason imposing limits upon itself29. To become 
aware of one’s own limits is the task of caring for the self, or rather the 
attentiveness towards the self, if one understands these concepts correctly. 
This activity then constitutes the essence of the conception of philosophy 
in antiquity. Basilius described intellectual curiosity in his work «Take 
care of yourself» along these same lines. He stated that intellectual 
curiosity is an occupation with what is foreign to us, with that which does 
not concern us, and placed this tendency in opposition to concentration on 
what belongs to the self, which is the process of true self-discovery30. Of 
course, the backdrop of this claim is the Stoic view that nothing human can 
ever really be foreign to human beings, and so can also never be the object 


29 Basilius, Homélies sur l'Hexaemeron I 8, S. Giet (ed.), SC 26, Paris 1968, 120. 
122. Cfr. auch 19 ; 124 : 

Au TODTO 

Gpous Enidsg tH Stavoia, Vor cov TS TOÂAUTPAY uooóvns 

Ó tod "IMB Aóyoc Kagdyntar TEPLOKOTODVTOG và AKOTAANTTOL. 

30 Basilius, «Homilia in illud ‘attende tibi ipsi' », in: S. Y. RUDBERG (ed.), L'Homélie 
de Basile de Césarée sur le mot 'Observe-toi toi-méme, Stockholm, Góteborg, Uppsala 
1962, 31,14: Enets pádiov &k&oto ńuðv xoXvunpaypovéiv và GALÓTOLO Y TH 
oikea tauto StacKéntecOa, iva ui TODTO TACKXWNEV, TODGEL, dnoi, tX TOD 
déivos kakà TEPLEPYOLÓMEVOS: un Sidov oxov TOIS Aoylonoig To GAAOTPLOV 
eberatelv dpp&ornuo, GAAd eum NPÖGEXE, TOUTÉOTLV EM TV olxeiav 
Épeuvav GTPEHE cov TO GUA tS WU. 
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of curious investigation31. Intellectual curiosity, as the driving force of 
pure theory, focuses on those things that have nothing to do with human 
life and as such are useless and superfluous. Basilius, being on this issue 
of a similar opinion as his brother, states that among the useless pursuits 
are the investigation of the essence of a thing beyond the perceptible 
qualities of color, mass, weight, etc32. He also comes to the same 
conclusion concerning the inquiry into the essence of God. This 
knowledge is as useless and superfluous as any other kind of knowledge 
of essences. At the same time, Basilius does not wish to renounce any kind 
of knowledge of God. Rather what is at stake, is to reduce it to human 
scale. It is then sufficient to recognize that «He is a Good Shepherd, 
because He has given His life for the sheep. This is the limit of the 
knowledge of God.» Beyond this there can only be silence, through which 
theoretical curiosity is disciplined33. It is not the particular object, which, 
as is the case with the knowledge of God, allows the activities of our 
curious reason to appear useless and meaningless, but it is instead the 
attitude of theoretical curiosity as such. In addition to theological 
questions on the Trinity (as to the How of the conception of Son and the 
Emergence of the Holy Spirit), Gregory of Nazianzus lists a number of 
other theoretical questions such as, for example, how man can at the same 
time be dust and the image of God, how spirit «can remain in you and 
produce a concept in another spirit,» as well as questions of theoretical 
physics: what the rotation of the heavens is; of what nature the movement, 
arrangement, the extent and unification or separation of stars is; what the 


31 Epictet III 22,96: dt 10010 obre neptepyog ote noAvnpdypuov 

éotiv O OUTW Siaeluevoc: OÙ yàp TA GAAStPLA 

TOAUTPAYMOVÉL Stav và dvaporiva EnioKonti, GALA tà ida. 

32 Basilius, Adversus Eunomium, B. SESBUE (ed.), SC 299, Paris 1982, 216-218: tic 
se n ovata tavtns meprepyalecdar, de udranov Kal &voosAEG tois dKkovovor 
napytyoato. El toivuv une ti Ex Tfjg CONCERT paptupia, rte tH £K TOO 
Adyou &óaockoAiq, n Yvacıs ats BeBorobta1, mößev Ett drioovor TNV 
Katdanyıv abtiic Eoxnkevau TO pev yàp doov abdrfig cicontóv, À xou 
tot, Ñ Óykoc, Y Bápos, rj kovbgórnc, À mukvörng, À xauvórnc, Tj dvtituria, 
Ü amadörng, À woxpdtys, À Bepuörng, Y o Katà TOÙS XLuodg moLÓTNTES, À at 
Kara cyfiua Siabopat-dv ovdsév dv odotav Einolev odrol, OSE EL návta 
pastws Aéyorev. Adyw dE ndAw ovdevi yéyove Geopmf TÜV coddv Kal 
uokapiov &vêpévroios odv Ett TPÓNOS tc yvdogws bnoAsinerat. 

33 (Ps.?-)Basilius, In Mamantem martyrum PG 31, 597. 
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borders of the seas are; where the wind comes from; and many more. All 
these questions, including the theological ones, cannot be answered as 
long as «you do not know yourself, who you are, you, who are carrying on 
a conversation about these objects»34. The questions of theoretical 
curiosity must then be placed in the service of self-knowledge, which, in 
the general view of the church-fathers as well as that of ancient 
philosophy, is essentially of a practical nature. Yet in this way these 
questions lose the ‘pure’ character of pure theory. Gregory the Great is 
very much in line with the Greek fathers when he explains that theoretical 
curiosity is human reason that is only directed at what is external, and 
which does not know what actually concerns it, that is to say what it itself 
is35. To this extent theoretical curiosity is at the same time that which is 
alien to life. Origen claimed for Christian philosophy the title of a 
philosophy of «true life» and had already criticized the abstract, purely 
theoretical attitude of the «Platonists»36. Similarly, Lactancius placed the 
truth of life in opposition to the theoretical curiosity alien to life37. 

The calling into question as a matter of principle the value of pure 
theory in the form of theoretical curiosity took on and retained the 
character of a platitude in Christian philosophy until the High Middle 
Ages. The «fish» mentioned in the psalm, probably referred to the 
philosophers who in their «misguided curiosity» attempt to investigate the 
essence of the world, and just like the fish who blindly forge their path 
through the water, with the aid of human reason and by the greatest effort 


34 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 20,10-11, J. Mossay - G. LAFONTAINE (eds.), SC 
270, Paris 1980, 78.80, esp. 11,17. 

35 Gregor Naz., Homiliae in Evangelia, R. ETAIX (ed.), CCL 141, Turnhout 1999, 
335,101-110: «Qui videlicet corporales sensus, quia interna comprehendere nesciunt, sed 
sola exteriora cognoscunt, et, deserentes intima, ea quae extra sunt tangunt, recte per eos 
curiositas designatur. Quae dum alienam quaerit vitam discutere, semper sua intima 
nesciens, studet exteriora cogitare. Grave namque curiositatis est vitium, quae dum 
cujuslibet mentem ad investigandam vitam proximi exterius ducit, semper ei sua intima 
abscondit, ut aliena sciens, se nesciat, et curiosi animus quanto peritus fuerit alieni meriti, 
tanto fiat ignarus sui». 

36 Cfr. on this point Th. KOBUSCH, , «Das Christentum als die wahre Philosophie», 
in L. Lies (ed.), Origeniana Quarta, Innsbruck, Wien 1987, 442-446. 

37 Lactantius, De divinis institutionibus 2,8,70, P. MONAT (ed.), SC 337, Paris 1987, 
136: «Denique cum aperiret homini veritatem deus, ea sola scire nos voluit quae interfuit 
hominem scire ad vitam consequendam, quae vero ad curiosam et profanam cupiditatem 
pertinebant, reticuit, ut arcana essent». 


THE LIMITS OF THEORETICAL REASON 335 


seek to uncover the «arteries of things»38. Bernard of Clairvaux therefore 
simply calls them «the curious ones» who seek knowledge simply for the 
sake of knowledge39. Insofar as the theoretical knowledge of our curious 
reason does not arise out of care for the soul and consequently possesses 
no connection back to life, it is referred to as «superfluous» in the tradition 
of Christian philosophy. John of Salisbury consequently criticized the 
endeavors of the Peripatetics, and perhaps also those of certain exegetes of 
the Timaeus of the school of Chartres who in ill-fated self-forgetfulness 
and without knowledge of self sought to fathom the essence and relations 
of the elements. He disapproved of this purely theoretical curiosity, which 
for him meant a «superfluous investigation of the useless». What is 
superfluous and useless, however, is that in which the usefulness for life 
can simply not be recognized40. In the philosophical arena, Seneca had 
already brought the category of the superfluous into play. That which 
marks one as a true philosopher is the ability to distinguish the necessary 
from the superfluous41. Seneca bemoans the recent development in his era, 


38 Augustinus, Enarr In Psalmos 8,13,31 (CCL 38, E. DEKKERS - I. FRAIPONT 
(eds.), Tumholt 1956): «intuere etiam pisces maris, hoc est curiosos qui perambulant 
semitas maris, id est, inquirunt in profundo huius saeculi temporalia, quae tamquam semitae 
in mari tam cito euanescunt et intereunt, quam rursus aqua confunditur, postquam 
transeuntibus locum dederit uel nauibus, uel quibuscumque ambulantibus aut natantibus». 
Cassiodor, Expositio in Psalterium, M. ADRIAEN (ed.), CCL 97, Tumhout 1968, 94: «Pisces 
vero maris philosophos fortasse significant, qui hujus mundi naturam erratica curiositate 
pertractant. Nam sicut illi posita fronte itinera sibi reserant pelagi inundatione confusa, ita et 
isti capite demisso venas rerum ratione humana, assiduo labore perquirunt». Haymo of 
Halberstadt, Comm. in Psalmos, PL 116, 222 A: «Et etiam volucres coeli, id est elatos in 
superbia, ‘et pisces maris’, id est qui curiose victum quaerunt, sic mundana quaerunt sollicite: 
sicut enim pisces qui victum sollicite inquirunt, sic quidam ut possideant, ut mercatores: 
quidam naturas rerum inquirendo, ut philosophi, qui perambulant semitas maris». 

39 Bernard of Clairvaux, In Die Pentecostes Sermo 3, 3, J. LECLERCQ - H ROCHAIS 
(eds.), V 173: «Ipsi quidem sese philosophos vocant, sed a nobis curiosi et vani rectius 
appellantur», Sermones super Cantica Canticorum , Opera II, J. LECLERCQ - C. TALBOT - 
H. RocHais (eds.), Rom 1958, 6: «Sunt namque qui scire volunt eo fine tantum, ut sciant; 
et turpis curiositas est». 

40 Cfr. Ioannis Saresberensis, Metalogicon IV 40, 29, J.B. HALL (ed.) (CCCM 98), 
Turnhout 1991, 180: «Est autem curiositas inutilium superflua inquisitio, in qua non modo 
Peripatetici, sed fere totus occupatus est mundus». Cfr. Prologus 75 (p.11): «... ratus omnia 
quae leguntur aut scribuntur inutilia esse nisi quatenus afferunt aliquod adminiculum 
vitae». 

41 Seneca, Epistulae morales 104,16: «quid necessarium, quid superfluum». Cfr. 
also Epist. 110,16. 


336 THEO KOBUSCH 


namely that philosophy was busying itself with an expansion into in the 
domain of the superfluous. The famous sentence non vitae sed scholae 
discimus which expresses this complaint, points to the drifting apart of the 
care for the self and knowledge which is sought for the sake of itself42. 
What Seneca in exemplary fashion had brought to the forefront is taken up 
again in Christian philosophy. This occurs, in particular, in connection 
with Christian philosophy of nature, that is to say that it finds its 
application in the commentaries on Ecclesiastes. The curious investigation 
of the hidden ground of things is not proper for the monk as the true 
philosopher, since the connection with life can no longer be recognized, 
and hence such knowledge is superfluous43. In one of the two classic texts 
by Richard of St. Victor on the «inner man» (this concept, from Origen 
onward, refers to the principal object of Christian philosophy), the 
considerations of the superfluous objects of our curious reason are, 
accordingly, explicitly contrasted with the «spiritual exercises» already 
known in antiquity. These exercises have the function of strengthening the 
inner man, his ‘self’44. Even Hugo of St. Victor’s famous sentence from 
his Didascalicon: «Omnia disce, videbis postea nihil esse superfluum 
(Learn everything, later you will see that it is not superfluous, Did., 3; PL 
176, 800C)» which may at first appear to be an appeal for giving free reign 


42 Cfr. Seneca, Epist. 107,11-12. 

43 Philipp de Harveng, De institutione clericorum, PL 203, 781B: «Supervacuas res 
scrutari, est eas res rationabiliter agnosci velle, quos ratio docet investigari non debere. 
Unde Ecclesiastes dicit: ‘Quid necesse est homini majora se quaerere, cum ignoret quid 
conducat sibi in vita sua numero dierum peregrinationis suae, et tempore quod velut umbra 
praeterit? aut quis ei poterit indicare quid post eum futurum sub sole sit?’ (Eccle. VII.)» 
Rabanus Maurus, Comm. In Ecclesiasten, PL 109, 1043C: «Curiosos nos vetat esse, et 
ineptos scrutatores latentium rerum, quas nos non convenit scire, et animi nostri 
intellectum adhuc latent». Richard of St. Victor, De eruditione hominis interioris, PL 196, 
1315C: «Curiositas supervacuarum rerum reprehenditur in eo quod dicitur, in rebus 
supervacuis noli scrutari multipliciter, et in pluribus operibus ejus ne fueris curiosus.» On 
the motif of theoretical curiosity that reached medieval philosophy through Augustine and 
John Cassian, see E. PETERS, «Libertas Inquirendi and the Vitium Curiositatis in Medieval 
Thought», in G. MAKDISI - D SOURDEL-THOMINE (eds.), La notion de liberté au Moyen- 
Age: Islam, Byzance, Occident, Paris 1985, 89-98 

44 Richard of St. Victor, De eruditione hominis interioris, PL 196, 1304B: «vide quam 
salubriter ejusmodi studia ad spiritualia exercitia convertimus. Sapientes itaque Babylonis ad 
interiora compellimus, cum curam et sollicitudinem quam rebus supervacuis impendere 
solebamus, solis spiritualibus impendimus.» — The title of the other work is: Richard of St. 
Victor, De statu interioris hominis, J. RIBALLIER (ed.), AHDLMA 34 (1967) 8-127. 
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to the uninhibited exercise of theoretical reason’s investigative curiosity, 
in truth intends the exact opposite. All that was learned will only then not 
appear to be superfluous, when its significance for the strengthening of the 
self and therewith its usefulness for life is made clear. 

However, can one really speak of a continuous critique of the 
Aristotelian conception of our curious theoretical reason in the philosophy 
of late antiquity as well as early medieval philosophy, if both seem to 
agree in their conclusions? After all, contemplation or, more precisely, the 
vita contemplativa seems to be what the ‘theory’ in theoretical reason 
means within the framework of Christian Neo-Platonic philosophy. Indeed 
some writers of Christian philosophy made this connection themselves, 
and have thereby also taken recourse to etymology45. Furthermore, 
everyone is well aware that contemplation was continuously considered 
the highest order of human knowledge up until the twelfth century. This is 
dealt with in particular in commentaries on the Song of Songs. In this way, 
contemplation in Christian philosophy appears to be a continuation of the 
pure theory of the Greeks. Yet a greater contrast than the one between 
these two types of human reflection is barely conceivable. This becomes 
apparent, when one keeps in mind that contemplation (since Augustine at 
the latest) is a manner of interior reflection, that is to say, a contemplation 
of the inner person46. Furthermore, and in contrast to pure theory, 


45 Cfr. for example: Gerhoh of Reichersberg, Commentarius aureus in Psalmos et 
cantica ferialia, PL 193, 725C: «Cum dicitur Deus, intelligitur sapiens, vel potius ipsa 
sapientia, quod evidentius apparet in Graeca etymologia. Oempia enim, quod Graece 
dictum, sonat apud nos Deus, a verbo @ewpe, id est video, tractum est. Unde Theoria 
dicitur, id est visio, sive contemplatio»; Beda, Retractatio in Acta Apostolorum, 
L.W. LAISTNER (ed.), CCL 121, Turnhout 1983, 133, 59ff.: «Quod Latine dicimus video, 
Graece dicitur dewp&w, a quo verbo derivatum est nomen theoricae, id est contemplativae 
vitae». 

46 Augustinus, De Genesi contra Manichaeos, D. WEBER (ed.), CSEL 91, Wien 
1998, 138,25-29: «Cujus contemplatio quia interior est et secretior, et ab omni sensu 
corporis remotissima, convenienter etiam ista soporis nomine intelligi potest.» Gregor I, 
Comm. In librum I Regum, C. VUILLAUME (ed.), SC 391, Paris 1993, 282,8-12: «Samuel 
namque revertitur cum electus praedicator a meditatione sacri eloquii ad secretum redit 
internae contemplationis. Reversus ergo dormivit, quia in internae contemplationis 
intentione requievit» Honorius Augustodunensis, Elucidarium II 33, Y. LEFEVRE (ed.) 
(L'elucidarium et les lucidaires, Paris 1954) 420: «Superior autem vis animae, quae 
spiritus, vel interior homo, nominatur, spiritualia et coelestia scrutatur, caduca respuens 
invisibilium contemplatione delectatur». Cfr. also Beda Venerabilis, /n Cantica 
Canticorum I 2,8, J. HUDSON (ed.), CCL 119B, Turnhout 1983, 218,302-306: «Et pulchre 
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contemplation is one spiritual exercise among others. This comes to light 
most clearly when contemplation is mentioned in connection with other 
spiritual exercises such as the reading of scripture, meditation, and 
circumspection. In this list, contemplation has without a doubt an 
extraordinary function, especially amongst the adherents of the school of 
St. Victor47. At times the vita contemplativa is simply the epitome of all 


non manere in his collibus, sed salire, vel eosdem transilire dicitur, quia dulcedo 
contemplationis internae, quantum alta propter agnitionem rerum coelestium, tantum est 
brevis et rara, propter gravedinem mentium carnis adhuc mole detentarum». Beda, In 
Cantica Canticorum I 8,1, J. Hupson (ed.), CCL 119B, Tumhout 1983, 338,35-37: 
«Viderunt namque patriarchae, viderunt prophetae Dominum, sed intus, id est, in 
contemplatione mentis spirituali, non in oculi camalis intuitu». 

47 Cassiodor, Expositio in Cant. Cant, PL 70: «Adjuro vos et reliqua, ut dilectam, 
hoc est animam divinae contemplationi deditam, orationibus vel lectionibus divinis 
occupatam inquietare, et ad exteriora opera suscitare ne velitis, donec ipsa velit, hoc est, 
donec expleto contemplationis tempore, admonente corporis fragilitate, ipsa velit suscitari 
a somno aeternae quietis, et ad temporalia agenda procedere». Gerhoh of Reichersberg, 
Liber de aedificio Dei PL 194, 1248A: «Qui enim fluctus saeculi nituntur sicco pede 
transvadare, debent in monastico ordine cum Joanne orationi, meditationi, contemplationi 
invigilare»; Haymo of Halberstadt, Homiliae, PL 118, 102C: «Per turturem quae 
singularitatem diligit, contemplativae vitae dulcedo exprimitur, quae, remotis omnibus 
curis, soli meditationi et orationi insistere desiderat». Hugo of St. Victor, Expositio in 
regulam S. Augustini, PL 176, 885A: «Subditorum ministerium est spiritualibus studiis 
insistere: lectioni, orationi, contemplationi vacare, in psalmis, hymnis et canticis 
spiritualibus coelesti Domino deservire». Hugo, De artificio meditandi PL 176, 993C: 
«Primo lectio ad cognoscendam veritatem materiam ministrat, meditatio coaptat, oratio 
sublevat, operatio componit, contemplatio in ipsa exsultat». Hugo, Homiliae in 
Ecclesiasten, PL 175, 116D: «distinguenda sunt genera speculationum spiritualium. Tres 
sunt animae rationalis visiones, cogitatio, meditatio, contemplatio. ... Inter meditationem et 
contemplationem hoc interesse videtur. Quod meditatio semper est de rebus ab intelligentia 
nostra occultis. Contemplatio vero de rebus, vel secundum suam naturam, vel secundum 
capacitatem nostram manifestis». Richard of St. Victor, Benjamin maior, PL 196, 193A: 
«Pertinet itaque ad altare exterius bona operatio. Ad candelabrum studiosa meditatio. Ad 
mensam vero sacra lectio. Ad altare interius devota oratio. Ad arcam divinorum operum 
contemplatio. Haec sunt quinque exercitia in quibus agitur atque completur justificatio 
nostra». Richard, Adnotationes mysticae in Psalmos, PL 196, 274 B: «Primo est desiderii 
sui longa exspectatio, exspectationem sequitur circumspectio, circumspectionem 
contemplatio, contemplationem admiratio, admirationem exsultatio, exsultationem 
dulcedo». Cfr. also Johannes Saresber. De VII septenis, PL. 199, 955B: «Septem sunt 
contemplationis genera, meditatio, soliloquium, circumspectio, ascensio, revelatio, 
emissio, inspiratio». (955C): «Sic igitur cum tota mentis tranquillitate meditando oramus 
vel legimus, in contemplatione quiescimus». 
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those listed and other spiritual exercises48. According to Cassiodor, 
contemplation is the metaphysical form of reflection, since its 
characterization by the word ‘inspectiva’ is a reference to that form of 
metaphysics founded by Origen, which — in contrast to Aristotelian theoria 
— in its function as a spiritual exercise leads to a change (transformatio, 
metamorphosis) of the knowing subject itself49. First and foremost, 
however, contemplation is not at all a way of seeing in which the seeing 
subject and that which is seen remain separate. Rather, the concept of 
contemplation refers to a manner of self-transformation of the knowing 
subject, which becomes one with the object that is known50. Whereas for 
the curious theoretical reason of the Aristotelian type, that which is known 
always remains an object and, as such, something other; in contemplation 
we are one with what we contemplate, since — as Jan Ruusbroek later came 
to express it~ «we are that which we strenuously contemplate, and that 
which we contemplate, we are»51. 

In this way we may recognize in the philosophy of late antiquity and 
in that of the early Middle Ages a tradition which consistently criticized 
the Aristotelian (or what was taken to be the Aristotelian) conception of 


48 Cfr. e.g. Otloh of St. Emmeram, De cursu spirituali, PL 146, 143C-D: «Vacare 
autem et videre quae sint divina, nihil aliud intelligimus, nisi contemplativae vitae 
perfectionem, quae consistit in vigiliis, in castitate, in jejuniis, in charitate, in contemptu 
saecularis curae, in patientia, in humilitate, in obedientia, in benignitate et in caeteris 
virtutibus, quae frequenter in Scriptura sacra commemorantur». 

49 Cassiodor, De artibus et disciplinis liberalium litterarum, PL 70, 1204A: «Has 
dum frequenti meditatione revolvimus, sensum nostrum acuunt, limumque ignorantiae 
detergunt, et ad illam inspectivam contemplationem, si tamen sanitas mentis arrideat, 
Domino largiente, perducunt». 

On the tradition of Epoptie — inspectiva — Origen took the term from middle- 
platonism — as a new form of metaphysics, cfr. Th. KoBuscH, «Die Begründung eines 
neuen Metaphysiktyps durch Origenes», in: WA BIENERT - U. KÜHENWEG (ed.), 
Origeniana Septima: Origenes in den Auseinandersetzungen des 4. Jahrhunderts, Leuven 
1999, 61-68. 

50 Cfr. Rabanus Maurus, Enarrationes in epistolas B. Pauli, PL 112, 127B: «De 
gloria scilicet fidei in gloriam contemplationis aeternae, hoc quippe ait, haec transformatio 
qua interior homo renovatur de die in diem». 

51 Jan van Ruusbroek (sec. Translat. Surii, a.1552), De calculo seu perfectione 
filiorum Dei c.9, 443-447, G. de BAERE - T. MERTENS - H. Noe (eds.), CCCM 110, 
Turnhout 1991, 146: «Quod enim sumus, intente contemplamur, et quod contemplamur, 
hocipsum sumus, ... Atque eamobrem in simplici hac intenta quae contemplatione una vita, 
unus que cum deo spiritus sumus. Et hanc ego vitam appello contemplativam». 
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theoretical reason. This critique culminates in the development of the 
concept of contemplation or of the vita contemplativa. The contrast 
between Greek theoria and the contemplation of the early Middle Ages is 
not the artificial product of an over-exuberant fantasy on the side of the 
history of philosophy. On the contrary, there are at least three unsuspicious 
witnesses, who also viewed the contrast in this manner. In his Quaestiones 
Disputatae composed before 1285, the English Franciscan Roger Marston 
tried to emphasize the specific traits of a «Christian philosophy» as 
distinct from a «worldly» philosophy, thus training his sights on the 
concepts of philosophy and happiness current in Paris at the time (e.g., 
Boethius of Dacia). Accordingly, he made a distinction — expressis verbis 
and terminologically — between philosophical theory as understood by 
Aristotle Oe, the contemplation of the ultimate causes and reasons of 
things) and contemplation in a Christian sense. The former is an abstract 
theory (speculatio), the latter a practical form of life along the lines of the 
monastic concept of philosophy32. In his third Quodlibet from the nineties 
of the thirteenth century, Jacob of Viterbo explicitly distinguished a double 
form of science (active and speculative) from a double form of life (vita 
activa and vita contemplativa) and emphasized the deficiency of pure 
speculative knowledge as opposed to contemplative life53. In his 
fourteenth Quodlibet which may have been written at approximately the 
same time, Gottfried of Fontaine (and as is well known, this is not the only 
parallel between the two thinkers) also points to the distinction between 
philosophical speculation and contemplative life: «(beneficia spiritualia) 


52 Roger Marston, Quaestiones Disputatae, ed. Coll. S. Bonaventurae, BFS VII, 
Florenz 1932, 342-345; cfr. also 334. - A. de Libera, J. Domanski, and P. Hadot have 
interpreted Boethius’ De Summo Bono as a continuation of the late antique view of 
philosophy as a form of life. The contemporary reactions, however, of Godfrey of 
Fontaines, James of Viterbo and Roger Marston indicate — in particular by contrasting this 
ideal with practical contemplation — that this theoretical ideal was regarded as an abstract 
theory and not a form of life. 

53 Jacobi de Viterbo, Disputatio Tertia de Quolibet q.1, 608ff., E. YPMA (ed.), 
Würzburg 1973, 28ff. — See esp. 717: «Ex quo etiam sequitur quod omnis scientia pure 
speculativa, secundum quod huiusmodi est, imperfecta est; quia omnis speculatio est ad 
cognitionem Dei ordinanda, quae, si in sola speculatione remanet, imperfecta est, ut dictum 
est. Unde considerandum quod, ... accipienda est contemplatio non ut dicit scientiam 
contemplativam quae primam speculationem importat, sed ut dicit vitam contemplativam 
quae dilectionem et non solum cognitionem includit». 
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per quae iam aliquo modo imperfecte cum ipso communicationem 
habemus secundum actus vitae contemplativae quae multum differt a 
contemplatione philosophorum, circa Deum meditando, ipsum orando et 
ab ipso immediate influentias spirituales recipiendo...»54. The contrast 
between Aristotelian theory and Christian Neo-Platonic contemplation 
mentioned here had thus already been perceived at the end of the 13th 
century. 


III. REASON AND ‘GELASSENHEIT’ 


One might say that the critique of the traditional conception of 
theoretical reason was ultimately completed by mysticism, i.e., by the 
philosophy of Master Eckhart, Johannes Tauler, Heinrich Seuse, and Jan 
Ruusbroek among others. This completion consists of a fundamental 
dialectical idea which was formulated by each mystic differently and 
which in each case concerns the essence of reason. Master Eckhart 
explicitly distanced himself from the tradition of a curious reason of an 
Aristotelian type by distinguishing from this type of «seeking» reason, 
which gazes this way and that and waxes and wanes, from another reason 
which «does not seek but remains in its mere simple being»55. Eckhart is 
also able to claim, that this latter reason is one which seeks the divine 
ground in such a way as not to find it56. Evidently this is what Eckhart in 
other contexts describes as the ‘small spark’, the ‘spark’, but also ‘reason’ 
among other things. In this context, it is Eckhart’s intention to point out the 
inadequacy of the Aristotelian conception of reason. That the human being 
is a rational creature cannot be doubted. Yet the human being is all the 
more so, the more easily she is able to exist in herself, detached from all 
matter and form of things, and to recognize these things in herself by the 
use of her reason. The condition of the possibility of doing this, however, 
lies rooted in an original simplicity, in an original detachment of the 


54 Godfrey of Fontaines, Quodlibetum XIV q.2, J. HOFMANS (ed.) (Les Philosophes 
Belges V) Louvain 1935, p.328. 

55 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 71, DW (=Die Deutschen Werke) III, J. QUINT (ed.), 
Stuttgart 1976, 215, 9ff. 

56 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 15, DW I 253. Johannes Tauler too, in his 37th sermon, 
distinguishes a two-fold «Seeking». 


342 THEO KOBUSCH 


human being from herself. Aristotle, the master of natural knowledge, 
described in his Metaphysics the completely pure being, in the sense of 
essence (or rather its quiddity) as the object of cognition of the «pure 
spirit.» «Now I say, that this being, which the angels grasp formlessly, 
does not suffice for this "noble human’... sufficient for him is only the 
unified One»57. In the Aristotelian tradition, the similarity of human 
reason to that ofthe angels was based on the idea of reason abstracted from 
all individual qualifications and in this way being capable of forming the 
concept of being: «Cognition, however, and reason, peel [the skin] off 
everything and consider all that which knows no here and now; in this 
manner reason touches upon angelic nature»58. Master Eckhart also 
distances himself from those ‘best of masters,’ who, like Thomas Aquinas, 
allow this «peeling» reason (as Aristotle describes it), and with it 
cognition, to advance as far as pure divine being. Eckhart also distances 
himself from those who, like the Franciscans, consider love (that is to say 
the will) to be the proper instance of the knowledge of God: «I say, 
however, that neither cognition nor love unify»59. The conceiving of true 
unity — this is the main concern of Eckhartian philosophy. His critique of 
the conception of reason in the Aristotelian tradition is comparable to that 
of Plotinus. Just as Plotinus does not reject the Aristotelian speculation 
concerning nous as such, but instead criticizes its claim to absoluteness by 
pointing to the duality that is still inherent therein, Eckhart, too, relativizes 
the claims of the Aristotelian conception of reason. He does so by pointing 
out that the simple ground (Grund) of the soul which lies at the basis of all 
thinking and volition, determining it and providing its foundation, is itself 
unfathomable. Furthermore, Aristotelian reason erects its own stumbling 
blocks. It does, indeed, recognize things by advancing, in accordance with 
its own name (as ‘intellect’), to the principles of the things, i.e., to the 
divine ideas. In so doing, it knows the thing according to «its principles,» 
that is to say according to its roots and origin. Yet because it is always one 
particular modus intelligendi in which a particular thing is grasped and on 


57 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 15, DW I, J. Quint (ed.), Stuttgart 1958, 250, 4- 
251,15. | 

58 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 21, DW I 365. Cfr. also Meister Eckhart, In lohannem 
n. 318, (LW III, A. ZIMMERMANN - L. STURLESE (eds.)) Stuttgart 1994, 265: «Intellectus 
autem abstrahit ab hic et nunc, ... impermixtus est, separatus est, ...». 

59 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 7, DW I 122,8. 
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which the modus significandi and praedicandi are dependent, it is always 
one limited piece of knowledge, through which only one aspect of the 
thing is grasped60. Many thinkers, including the Aristotelians, attempt to 
know God in this way. They choose this way, but do not find God. He, 
however, who seeks God without any way, that is to say he who lives out 
of the inner ground (Grund); he lives «because he lives». His life is 
meaningful in itself and he carries out his deeds without any further 
«why»61. What Eckhart actually wishes to express with this doctrine of 
‘way-less’ knowing and acting äne warumbe is doubt concerning the 
universal validity of an element typical of spirit of Aristotelian 
philosophizing, namely, the teleological principle and the manner of 
knowing that is connected with it. What causes Eckhart to take offense is 
not only that those who philosophize in this spirit degrade God to the level 
of a thing, but also the fact that they are not conscious of the extent to 
which they have erected obstacles to their own attainment of true 
knowledge. «We are the cause of all our obstacles, be on guard against 
yourself and you are well guarded»62. With his motif of ‘being on guard 
(Hut),’ Eckhart calls to mind the context of the philosophy of late antiquity 
to which his own philosophy also belongs. For the main current of the 
Christian and non-Christian philosophical tradition up until the twelfth 
century understood philosophizing as the care of the self, as attention to 
oneself, and as the guarding of one’s heart. However, Eckhart also referred 
to the little spark (Fiinklein) as exercising this guardianship and thereby 
makes a connection to that tradition, which beginning with Origen 
understood the ‘hegemonikon’ as the guardian of the soul63. To put it 
succinctly, one could say that for Meister Eckhart, philosophy is not mere 
theory but instead an exercise of the spirit. Eckhart claims, «Above all 


60 Meister Eckhart, Expositio libri Exodi nn. 265 et 84, LW II, H. FISCHER - J. KOCH 
- K. Weiss (eds.), Stuttgart 1992, 213/214 et 84. 

61 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 5b, DW I 90-92. Cfr. also Predigt 41, DW II 289: «wan 
er enhät kein warumbe, dar umbe er iht tuo, alsô als got würket sunder warumbe und kein 
warumbe enhät». [As he knows no Why to justify his actions, just as God acts without a 
Why and knows no Why]. 

62 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 5a, DW I 82: «Wir sind die Ursache aller unserer 
Hindernisse. Hiite dich vor dir selbst, so hast du wohl gehiitet». 

63 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 2, DW I 39: «Underwilen han ich gesprochen, ez si ein 
huote des geistes» [Sometimes I have said that it is a guard of the spirit]. 
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things it is necessary that one correctiy and completely exercises and 
familiarizes his reason with God»64. In this way, the arbitrary stagnation 
in only one manner of knowing, which is customary in the traditional 
conception of reason, is also criticized. One also finds this critique in the 
thought of Gregory of Nyssa. «In all deeds and gifts...we should not come 
to rest. For us there is no staying-put in any manner in this life.»65 In 
contrast to Aristotelian thinking, however, the activity of the little spark is 
essentially directed inward. Eckhart states explicitly that «reason is always 
acting inward» 66. Eckhartian reason penetrates until it reaches the ground 
(Grund) and continues its search until it comes to grasp «God in His 
desert», that is to say, fundamentally. «That is why it [reason] is not 
satisfied with anything; it continues to search after what God could be in 
His divinity»67. The crucial point and distinguishing feature of this type of 
reason in contrast to Aristotelian reason consists in the manner of this 
penetration. The penetration to the ground (Grund) or as Eckhart also 
often calls it, the «breaking-through,» does not result from the efforts of an 
intentional act. According to Eckhart, one would even have to say that, on 
the contrary, the breaking-through occurs through the relinquishing of all 
intentionality of consciousness. Eckhart calls this relinquishing of all types 
of intention, that is to say, the relinquishing of theoretical as well as 
practical intentions, Gelassenheit (calmness). Gelassenheit means letting 
go of everything. As early as Neo-Platonism, this letting go of all things 
was a precondition for union with the One68. Eckhart adds an important 
element to true Gelassenheit: letting go of oneself. Only the person who 
has «let himself and this entire world [simply] be» and «never even for a 
moment looks upon what he has [simply] let be» is truly ‘gelassen’. Such 
a man lives because he is «dead to all created things» and to himself, such 
that he pays as little attention to himself as he would to someone a 
thousand miles away69. Hence the 'gelassene' man does not pay attention 


64 Meister Eckhart, Reden der Unterweisung 18. 

65 Meister Eckhart, Reden der Unterweisung 21. 

66 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 9, DW I 157. 

67 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 10, DW I 171-172. 

68 Cfr. Plotin, Enn. VI 5,12: av&eig toivuv cEeavtov Gels và Aka xot 
TÁpEGTi coi TO màv ddévai oder VI 7,35: Entiv $ EkEivov 1ôn, návtæ dpinotv. 
Cfr. also VI 7, 16. 

69 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 12, DW I 201-203. Similar in meaning is ibidem. 198: 
«Viinde ich mich einen ougenblik in disem wesene, ich ahtete als wénic if mich selben als 
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to himself. In a different passage Eckhart claims that as long as you still 
pay attention to any ‘thing’ or to yourself in any way, you do not know 
what God is, just like my eye does not know, what taste is70. In yet another 
passage, this relinquishing of oneself is referred to as unity with the One, 
with the little spark71. Our task is the perception of the inner dialectic of 
this movement. As we have seen, philosophical reason — far removed from 
being pure theory without interests — is, according to Eckhart, the 
composure of the spirit within itself, the turning inwards, the attention to 
the self. The greater the extent to and intensity with which this occurs, the 
more it lets be, that is to say, the more it lets go of itself, the less attention 
it pays to itself, the more it forgets itself, and the more it loses itself. This 
is the case, because «as long as [reason] sees and knows itself, it fails to 
see and know God»72. In this way, the original turn towards the self has 
become a turn away from the self, attention to oneself has turned into self- 
neglect, and care for the self into self-forgetfulness. However, what at first 
glance appears to be contradictory proves upon closer inspection to be a 
dialectical movement of reason itself. What is found in a turning away 
from the self, or self-forgetfulness, is in no way different from the true self 
of the person. Eckhart also calls it the ‘I’. The ‘T is the mere being of God 
and as such the true self of man73. Eckhart was presumably one of the first 
thinkers to formulate the beginnings of a doctrine of the ‘T74. As a 


eines mistwiirmelins.» [If I were to find myself even momentarily in this being, then I 
would take as little notice of myself as of a dung-worm]. 

70 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 28, DW II 66. 

71 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 48, DW II 419. 

72 Meister Eckhart, Predigt 68, DW III 149. 

73 Cfr. Meister Eckhart, Sermones et Lectiones super Ecclesiastici n.9, LW II, 
J. Koch (ed.), Stuttgart 1994, 238: «Sub hac autem puritate substantiae significat li ego, ... 
scilicet puritas sine omni permixtione, quae proprie sapientiae divinae congrui». 

74 Cfr. B. Moisiscu, «Die Theorie des Ich in seiner Selbst- und Weltbegründung bei 
Meister Eckhart», in Ch. WENIN (ed.), L’Homme et son Univers au Moyen Age, Louvain- 
La-Neuve 1986, 267-272. A critical evaluation of B. Mojsisch’s interpretation of Eckhart’s 
conception of the ‘I’ from the point of view of transcendental philosophy is given by O. 
LANGER, «Sich läzen, sin selbes vernihten. Negation und ,Ich-Theorie’ bei Meister 
Eckhart», in W. HAUG - W. SCHNEIDER-LASTIN (eds.), Deutsche Mystik im abendländischen 
Zusammenhang (Kolloquium Kloster Fischingen 1998), Tübingen 2000, 317-346, esp. 
332ff., who correctly points to the background in the philosophy of ideas behind sermon 
52, where the ‘I’ is called causa sui. Langer neglects, however, the Neo-platonic 
background; on this, see Th. KoBUSCH, «Bedingte Selbstverursachung. Zu einem 
Grundmotiv der neuplatonischen Tradition», in Th. KoBUSCH - B. MOJSISCH - 
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contemporary reader one has to keep in mind, that what one is dealing with 
here and in later centuries in the philosophy of Kant or in German Idealism 
is — as F.Chr. Oetinger said — a «universal I» and not the individual ‘T that 
constitutes the object of philosophical reflection. In Eckhart’s philosophy 
all individual things have an inferior status, which makes it, in this respect, 
similar to Neo-Platonism. In both cases, there is no idea of the individual, 
or to use Eckhart’s language, no idea of a Heinrich or Konrad75. Therefore, 
it is completely mistaken and contrary to Master Eckhart’s thought to 
attempt to see in his concept of the ‘I’ the implications of «distinctness» 
and «relation» which have arisen as a result of the philosophy of the 
twentieth century76. What I am, however, does not belong to any other 
man, and also not to God, unless I am one with Him77. That which 
constitutes the foundation of my soul is precisely this unity of my ‘self’ 
with the divine being. The mere divine being that constitutes the essence 
of the human ‘T is, furthermore, of universal nature and nothing 
individual. There can, therefore, be no doubt that in the transition from the 
tuming towards the self to the turning away from the self, one is really 
dealing with the completion of the same path that one had already begun. 
The tuming towards my true self entails the turning away from myself as 
a singular individual with its particular desires and inclinations, or more 
generally put: intentions. At the same time the ‘concentration on’ (or 
‘collecting’ of) my true self implies the forgetting of my self as a ‘this.’ 
Heinrich Seuse expressed this dialectic even more clearly: in ‘collecting,’ 
the gelassene man has to, on the one hand, withdraw his soul from the 
external senses, return to his inner self, and again and again turn to this 
inner unanimity, such that «a gelassene man should not pass one single 
hour without attending to himself». On the other hand, a «gelassene man 
is occupied as little by himself, as if he did not know anything of himself 


O.F. SUMMERELL (eds.), Selbst — Singularität — Subjektivität. Vom Neuplatonismus zum 
Deutschen Idealismus, Amsterdam, Philadelphia 2002, 155-173, esp. 166-170. Similar 
views of the ‘I as a form of dependent freedom are expressed by N. LARGIER, 
«Repräsentation und Negativität. Meister Eckharts Kritik als Dekonstruktion», in 
C. BRINKER - U. HERZOG - N. LARGIER - P. MICHEL (eds.), Contemplata aliis tradere. 
Studien zum Verhältnis von Literatur und Spiritualität (FS A. Haas), Bern et al. 1995, 371- 
390, esp.: 388. 

75 Meister Eckhard, Predigt 65, DW III 102. 

76 Cfr O. LANGER a.a.0. 337. 

7! Meister Eckhart, Predigt 28, DW II 63. 
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at all» 78. In this respect, the ‘exercise’ of a gelassene man consists in the 
relinquishing of the self79. This is simultaneously the basic idea of all 
mysticism, which can be thought of as the legitimate heir of that brand of 
philosophy of late antiquity which considered the presentation of an 
alternative to the doctrine of the supremacy of theoretical reason to be one 
of its primary tasks. 

Johannes Tauler clearly understood the function of his thought in a 
similar manner. In a famous sermon, he explicitly distinguishes the 
‘masters of reading’ (Lesemeister) from the ‘masters of living’ 
(Lebemeister). The masters of reading are the theoreticians of theoretical 
reason, in other words, the Christians, who, for example, seek to fathom 
the mystery of the Trinity by means of questionable analogies produced by 
speculative reason80. The masters of reading are masters of argumentation 
and of subtlety in the use of their reason. Tauler does not, however, desire 
to relinquish the knowledge of the Trinity completely, but instead 
admonishes, «Take care, that the Holy Trinity be born in you, in your 
foundation [Grund], not according to reason, but in an essential way, in 
truth, not in discourse, but in being» 81. Evidently the masters of living are 
those who have a knowledge of the foundations of the soul because they 
have turned inwards. In his doctrine of foundation (Grund), Tauler often 
appeals to Proclus — in addition to Albertus Magnus, Dietrich of Freiberg, 
and Master Eckhart. The fact that a pagan master discovered the doctrine 
of the ‘Unum in nobis’ and thereby even discovered the doctrine of the 
Holy Trinity by uncovering its inner foundation is felt by Tauler to be «a 
great shame and insult for us»82. Yet at the same time this comment 
demonstrates that the mystics were aware of the contrast between this type 


78 Heinrich Seuse, «Das Leben des seligen Heinrich Seuse», 49. Kapitel, in G. 
HOFMANN (ed.), Deutsche mystische Schriften, Düsseldorf 1966, 175 and 177. Cfr. also 
189: «und hineingenommen (in das oberste Sein) vergißt der Geist, ich weiß nicht wie, 
seiner selbst und verliert sich, ...» [and taken up (into the highest being) the spirit forgets 
itself, I do not know how, and loses itself, ...]. 

79 Ibd. 170. 

80 Johannes Tauler, Predigt 51, in: Predigten Bd. II, G. HOFMANN (ed.), Einsiedeln 
1979, 389. 

81 Johannes Tauler, Predigt 29, in: Predigten Bd. I, G. HOFMANN (ed.), Einsiedeln 
1979, 200. 

82 Johannes Tauler, Predigt 29, I 201; Cfr. also Predigt 44, II 338-339; Predigt 53, 
II 407. 411f. 
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of «philosophy of life» and the philosophy of theoretical reason, an 
awareness that connected even Christianity and paganism. Tauler also 
often places his mystical thinking in opposition to the thinking of those 
whom he calls «Vernünftler» (for lack of a better term: «reasonalists», 
vulgo: rationalists) who make appeal to natural reason in the same manner 
as they appeal to God Himself. These 'Vernünftler do not practice 
philosophy in the sense of the masters of life, for example as meditatio 
mortis, and consequently, in the hour of their death they «do not find God 
in their foundation [in ihrem Grunde]»83. Johannes Tauler is the one 
mystic in whom the link to the ancient notion of philosophy as an exercise 
of the spirit or as a form of life can be felt most clearly. Like the 
Meditations of Marcus Aurelius or the Dissertations of Epictetus, his 
sermons often consist of admonishments to himself and others. Man, for 
example, is to «dig up his soul like a garden, with a deep attention to its 
foundation [Grund]», so that God may have «unhindered» access to it84. 
The background of this Stoic-Christian philosophy can be recognized in 
the warning: «Therefore observe yourself, guard your spirit, allow no 
disorder to gain access to it; take care in your discourse and your outward 
comportment»85. Philosophy is, after all, nothing other than careful 
observation of oneself, the looking within in spite of the Ungelassenheit in 
all of our actions, the being turned inward. Tauler considers this movement 
of the spirit towards itself to be the true task of human reason. He states: 
«Look around yourself keenly with the light of reason, and pay attention 
to yourself and to God within you!»86 Tauler even seems to criticize 
Master Eckhart for certain remnants of speculative philosophy in his 
thought when he says, «Delve into your own foundation and get to know 
yourself and do not inquire into the being-lessness of God, the emanation 
and the return (of the things in God), nor into the foundation of the soul in 
the vanity of the soul, nor into the spark of the soul in the being of God 
that emanates from itself»87. Therefore, it is precisely this contentious 


83 Johannes Tauler, Predigt 74, II 574; Cfr. also Predigt 43, II 328. 

84 Johannes Tauler, Predigt 7, 150. Cfr. also Predigt 35, I 258: «blicke in den Grund 
deiner Seele, schenke ihm alle Aufmerksamkeit, schweife nicht draußen herum, ...» [look 
into the foundation of your soul, give it all your attention, do not roam around outside, ...]. 

85 Johannes Tauler, Predigt 25, 1176. 

86 Johannes Tauler, Predigt 24, I 166. 

87 Johannes Tauler, Predigt 16, I 112. 


THE LIMITS OF THEORETICAL REASON 349 


point in Eckhart’s doctrine of the relation of the foundation of the soul to 
divine being which Tauler ascribes to speculative reason, or rather to the 
“master of reading’ side of Meister Eckhart. According to Tauler, we really 
cannot know anything about these issues. Additionally, when Tauler 
criticizes those subtle disputations carried on in philosophical style which 
discuss the «godhead» rather than «God,» he seems to have Master 
Eckhart’s speculations in mind88. Succinctly put: Tauler intensifies the 
critique of the philosophy of theoretical reason. 

In conclusion, if one surveys the time span stretching from the fourth 
century to the fourteenth century, as I have done in this paper through a 
representative appeal to Gregory of Nyssa in the first section, through the 
consideration of Christian philosophy up until the twelfth century in the 
second section, and, finally, by dealing with the claims of mystical thought 
in the third section, one must come to the following conclusion: A 
continuous, uninterrupted critique of the excessive claims of theoretical 
reason existed up until the fourteenth century, quod erat demonstrandum, 
and further: quod erit demonstrandum. 


Universitat Bonn 


88 Johannes Tauler, Predigt 25,1175. 
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INTELLECT WITHOUT LIMITS: 
THE ABSENCE OF MYSTICISM IN AVICENNA 


Avicenna is a philosopher of the soul and the mind par excellence. He 
wrote more, and more frequently, on the soul than on any other subject. He 
paid particular attention to knowledge and perception in all their aspects, 
and starting from an empirical and experiential standpoint, tried to 
incorporate their varieties and manifestations within his overall and highly 
rationalistic analytical scheme. Within this epistemological complex, the 
question of mystical knowledge —its existence or even its possibility— 
has played a significant role, a role, however, which is extrinsic to his 
philosophy and historically posterior to him rather than intrinsic. In other 
words, already within a century and a half after his death, some of his 
works were seen and published as mystical —the most notorious example 
is the existence of manuscripts which present the last three chapters of his 
Pointers and Reminders (al-Isarát wa-t-tanbihät) separately from the rest 
of the work, as if it were an independent treatise on mysticism!— while 


* — The most striking example of such manuscripts is the Leiden MS Warner 1020a, 


ff. 54r-63v (P. de Jong and M.J. de Gorse, Catalogus codicum orientalium Bibliothecae 
Academiae Lugduno-Batavae, Leiden 1866, vol. III, p. 326, no. 4). The MS bears the date 
of 408, which cannot be a Higra date (= 1017-18 AD—Avicenna died in 428/1037) if only 
because the Isárát had not yet been written (pace Y. MicHOT, Ibn Sina. Lettre au Vizir Abū 
Sa'd, Beirut 2000, p. 32*) and the posthumous tradition of mystical interpretation of 
Avicenna's works had not yet begun. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. L pp. 351-372. 
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for whatever «mystical» notions no evidence could be found in his 
writings, pseudepigrapha were fabricated which purported to present such 
views. One example of the latter, among many, is the alleged corres- 
pondence between Avicenna and the famous Süfi (mystic) Abu-Sa‘id ibn- 
Abi-l-Hayr (d. 1049)2. A statement by Abü-Sa'id's biographer (rather, 
hagiographer) his grandson's grandson Muhammad ibn-al-Munawwar, 
written between 1179 and 1192, indicates what was believed in Süfi circles 
at that time: 


After that De, the alleged meeting between Avicenna and Abü-Sa‘id] [in] every book 
on philosophy Avicenna wrote —such as the Pointers and others as well— he 
included a long chapter on proving the miracles of the friends [of God, i.e., mystics] 
and [on] the pre-eminence of their [mystic] states. Avicenna even composed 
independent works, as is well known, on this very subject and on the explanation of 
their [the mystics'] insightfulness? and how to proceed along the highway of the 
mystical order and of trutht, 


The reference in this passage to the Pointers is clearly to the last two 
chapters of the work, Book Two, chapters IX and X, the first of which 
deals with the states of those who know (interpreted by mystics to refer to 


? The spuriousness of the correspondence has been demonstrated by D.C. 
REISMAN, The Making of the Avicennan Tradition, Leiden 2002, 138-149. The discrepancy 
between Avicenna's career and the narrative of the alleged meeting between him and Abü- 
Sa‘id was also noted, though from a different perspective, by J.W. Morris, «The 
Philosopher-Prophet in Avicenna's Political Philosophy», in C.E. BUTTERWORTH (ed.), The 
Political Aspects of Islamic Philosophy, Cambridge, Mass. 1992, 152-198, at 173-174. 

3 The word used here is ferdsat, also «perspicacity» and «intuitive knowledge», 
perhaps reflecting or alluding to the Avicennan concept of hads, intuition (for which see 
my article referred to in note 15 below). A (wrong) variant maräteb for feräsat is printed 
in the apparatus of Zhukovskii's edition, which appears to be preferred by the English and 
French translations, mentioned in the next note. 

4 Persian text edited by V. A. ZHUKOVSKIj, Asrär at-tawhid fi magämät a-Sayh 
Abi Sa‘id, St. Petersburg, 1899, p. 253. I am grateful to D.C. REISMAN for drawing my 
attention to this passage. Cfr. the French translation by M. ACHENA, Les étapes mystiques 
du Shaykh Abu Sa'id, Paris 1974, p. 200; and the English translation by J. O'KANE, The 
Secrets of God's Mystical Oneness, Costa Mesa, California and New York 1992, p. 302. 
These are popularized translations which fail to take into account the technical meaning of 
the terms used in the passage. The modern Arabic translation by I. *A. QANDiL, Cairo n.d. 
[1966], p. 223, uses the same Arabic terms used in the Persian original, but leaves out a 
couple of phrases. The dates of the composition of this work by Ibn-al-Munawwar are 
estimated by G. BOWERING in the Encyclopaedia Iranica I, 377a. 
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them —see next below), and the second explains how miracles can be 
performed by them. On the other hand, Avicenna did not write any 
independent works on «mysticism», which would indicate that at the end 
of the 12th century some pseudepigrapha with mystical content must have 
already been in circulation under his name. 

Modern scholarship has in part followed this tradition, such that one 
still sees references to Avicenna’s «mysticism» in publications, the most 
recent representative being Shams Inati’s translation of precisely only the 
last three chapters of the Pointers under the title, Ibn Sind and Mysticism, 
repeating the mistake that Mehren had made exactly a century earlier, 
toward the end of the 19th century, with his publication of the same 
chapters under the French title Traités mystiques d’Avicenne?. 

The problem, however, is that it is difficult to see Avicenna as a Sufi 
precisely because he frequently shows little regard —even contempt— for 
the movement and its practitioners. Whenever he wishes in his works to 
give examples of unintelligible, confused, and downright fanciful talk and 
style of argumentation he always mentions Süfis and Süfism by names. 
And in the IXth chapter (namat) of the second part of his Pointers, the 
chapter which the proponents of Avicenna’s «mysticism» (from Fahraddin 
ar-Räzi until today?) always cite as an example, Avicenna actually presents 
a disparaging caricature of Süfis. 

In this chapter of Pointers, Avicenna recognizes only three categories 
of men in their relationship to the transcendental: the ascetic, the 
worshiper, and the knower. The ascetic and worshiper, he says, have 
mercenary motivations: the former exchanges the pleasures of this world 


5 Shams C. Inati (New York and London, 1996) prints as the title of that section 
of Pointers and Reminders the word «Sufism», something which is an addition by the 
modern editor of the Arabic text and not attested in the manuscripts of the work. See the 
discussion of this point in my «Avicenna’s Eastern (‘Oriental’) Philosophy. Nature, 
Contents, Transmission», Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 10 (2000) 159-180, at 164-165. 
For Mehren see ibid. 163-164. The Leiden manuscript, wich was used by Mehren, simply 
has, “The three chapters” (al-anmät at-talät). 

6 See, for example, the section on physics of his as-Sif@, as-Samä“ at-tabri, S. 
ZAYED (ed.), Cairo 1983, p. 21.4; Avicenna's De anima, ed. E RAHMAN, London 1959, p. 
240.5; E. Yarshater, Pang Resala, Tehran 13328, p. 74; and the text, apparently related to 
the Mubähatät, translated by MICHOT, Lettre au Vizir 119* note 1. Cfr. also my «Avicenna’s 
Eastern Philosophy» 164 note 14. 

7 See my «Avicenna's Eastern Philosophy» 163 note 14. 
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for those of the next, and the latter hoards his good deeds in this world in 
order to get his payment in the next. By contrast, the knower is one «who 
turns his attention to the sanctity of divine power by means of his thinking, 
seeking the continuous radiation of the light of Truth in his innermost 
self», Le. his rational soul’. Thus, «knower» (“arif) means someone who 
knows things through thinking (bi-fikrihi) by his intellect —a philosopher; 
he is not a «gnostic» or «mystic» as some would have it. In this account, 
it is clearly seen that the qualities of the ascetic and the worshiper are 
merely auxiliary to the main task of the knower, seeking the ultimate truth 
by means of thinking. By themselves, asceticism and worship —qualities 
which one would most readily associate with Sufis — do not contribute 
anything to knowledge; they merely aid the rational soul in its quest for 
knowledge, and this quest for knowledge through thinking is the 
characteristic only of the knower. Where do Süfis fit in this schema of 
Avicenna? It is important to note that he never uses even once the word 
tasawwuf or süfiyya («mysticism», derived from the same root as sii, i.e., 
«süfi-ness») in all this discussion. It would appear that Avicenna leaves the 
formulation vague deliberately. He clearly disqualifies the vast majority of 
Muslims as contenders to the claim to be knowers: all the pious 
worshippers who are not philosophers, including all the hadith scholars 
and theologians, and all the run of the mill mystics who never go beyond 
abstinence and worship in their spiritual exercises. If any Süfis who may 
have gone beyond abstinence would like to think of themselves as 
«knowers» in the terms set down by Avicenna, they are welcome to do so, 
Avicenna would seem to be saying, though I doubt that «thinking» would 
be the way that they would describe their path to the ultimate reality. It is 


8  Al-mungarif bi-fikrihi ila quds al-gabarüt mustadiman li-Surüg nur al-haqq fi 
sirrihi, al-ISáàràt wa-t-tanbihãr, S. DUNYA (ed.), Part IV, Cairo 1968, IX,2, p. 58. Emphasis 
added in the translation. «Sirr» (innermost self) here in Avicenna means the rational soul 
in its aspect of being in contact with the active intellect, i.e., the acquired intellect. In the 
Isarat IX,16, for example (p. 91), he says that the sirr of the person who has «arrived» 
(nayl), i.e., established contact with the active intellect, has become like a polished mirror 
(sara sirruhú mir’atan magluwwatan). Avicenna uses exactly the same expression, with 
reference to the rational soul, in his last essay on the subject, «On the Rational Soul», cited 
in my Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, Leiden 1988, pp. 74-75. Cfr. and contrast 
A.-M. GOICHON, «Le sir “l’intime du coeur" dans la doctrine Avicennienne de la 
connaissance», in Studia Semitica loanni Bakos Dicata, Bratislava 1965, pp. 119-126, who 
over-interprets the term. 
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thus clear that Avicenna is not leaving too much margin here for inclusion 
of mystics among the people he categorizes as «knowers»?. 

Consequently, when one actually looks at Avicenna’s texts and does 
not merely repeat the traditional platitudes of accepted wisdom —either 
oriental or orientalist— it appears that he had a very low opinion of 
mysticism (tasawwuf), and it is inaccurate, and also irresponsible in the 
extreme, to call «mysticism» his remarks on the subject. Nevertheless, 
Avicenna did acknowledge the validity of some perceptions of the Süfis, 
just as he acknowledged the validity of most aspects of Islamic religious 
life, but he interpreted them according to his philosophical system. 
Ultimately and seriously, the question about Avicenna’s mysticism has to 
be decided through an analysis of his theory of knowledge. The crucial 
question is, does Avicenna have a theory of mystical knowledge that is 
different from his theory of philosophical knowledge? Or, in other words, 
if Avicenna maintains that there is such a thing as mystical knowledge, 
how is it different from the intellectual knowledge of the philosopher, and 
is there a limit to the intellect? 


II 


I will try to answer this question by looking at the varieties of 
knowledge in Avicenna's epistemology. The different kinds of knowledge 
a living organism is able to receive depend on the variety of receptors the 
organism has for them. Avicenna recognizes four such receptors: (1) the 
external senses, (2) the internal sense of estimation, (3) the internal sense 
of imagination, and (4) the intellect. The external senses we can eliminate 
insofar as they inform us about particulars in the world outside of us and 
do not contribute anything to the knowledge of the supernal world!°. In 
order to understand the internal senses, however, we have to have a very 
quick look at them because their structure and function are crucial to 
understanding Avicenna's theory of knowledge. 


2 Cfr. the similar remarks on the subject by MICHOT, Lettre au Vizir, p. 119*, and 
cfr. MORRIS, «Philosopher-Prophet», 191-192, 175. 

10 [ will be using this relatively neutral term to refer to the realm of the 
transcendental—to what is called, in Aristotelian terms, the supralunar world, in religious 
terms, the realm of the divine, and in mystical terms, light of lights etc. 
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Avicenna recognizes five internal senses, all of which belong to the 
animal soul and are located in the brain, front to back, as follows!!: (1) the 
joint or common sense (al-hiss al-mustarak) which receives and 
processes the forms of the sensibles from the external senses and is thus 
the faculty that actually has sense-perception; (2) the form-bearing faculty 


(al-musawwira), or imagery (hayãl)!2, which stores the images and forms 
that are perceived by the common sense from the external world, just as it 
stores the images and forms created or handled by the imagination, i.e., 
from the internal world, which may include whatever descends from the 
supernal world ultimately to the imagination, as we will see; (3) the 
imagination (a/-mutahayyila)!3, whose function is to shuffle images and 
forms so as to combine and separate them; when used by the rational soul, 
this faculty is also called cogitative (al-mufakkira), in the sense that it 
combines and separates concepts; (4) the estimative faculty (al-wahm), 
whose main functions are to perceive the non-sensible attributes of things 
—their «connotational attributes»!4, such as the sheep’s perception that the 
wolf intends to harm it— and to determine a course of action —in the case 
of the sheep, to flee when it sees the wolf. This faculty is also responsible 
for «consideration of consequences, affection toward relatives, managing 
particular activities!5», and the like. In animals, because it has this critical 


and judging aspect, it is their highest faculty; (5) memory (al-häfiza), or 


11 A useful chart of the faculties of the animal soul and their localisation in the brain 
can be found in A. ELAMRANI-JAMAL, «De la multiplicité des modes de la prophétie chez Ibn 
Sind», in J. JoLIVET and R. RASHED (eds.), Etudes sur Avicenne, Paris 1984, 125-142, at p- 
130. 

1? It is imperative to distinguish between this faculty and imagination proper (the 
following faculty); it is not an active faculty, hence my literal translation of its two names 
as the «form-bearing» and «imagery», in the dictionary sense of the latter, «mental images 
collectively» (The Random House College Dictionary, New York 1979). 

13 This is the imaginative faculty proper, the term being an active participle form 
(«the imagining one») of the verb to imagine, tahayyala. The meaning given to it by 
Avicenna is strikingly similar to the modern dictionary meaning; «the power of 
reproducing images stored in the memory [Avicenna would have said, in the «imagery»] 
under the suggestion of associated images, or of recombining former experiences to create 
new images»; The Random House College Dictionary. 

14 Mana, as most aptly translated by D.N. HASSE, Avicenna's De anima in the Latin 
West, London and Turin 2000, p. 132. 

15 Bahmanyar and Ibn Zayla in Avicenna’s al-Mubahatar (Discussions), as cited in 
my «Intuition and Thinking: The Evolving Structure of Avicenna’s Epistemology», in 
Aspects of Avicenna, R. WISNOVSKY (ed.), Princeton 2001, 1-28, at p. 24. 
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recollection (al-mutadakkira), which stores the concepts and 
connotational attributes of things perceived or judged to be the case by the 
estimation. All these five internal senses are thoroughly material: they are 
located in various parts of the brain, and they communicate with each 
other and pass information —images, forms— back and forth by means of 
the spirit or pneuma (ar-rüh) that travels around the brain. The knowledge 
which they receive and handle is of particular things, and it is stored in the 
brain. 

The knowledge of the intellect, by contrast, is of intelligible things: 
abstract and immaterial concepts, universals, eternal and axiomatic truths, 
and they are «stored» in the celestial or intellectual world —«stored», that 
is, in the eternal intellects of the heavenly spheres in the sense that these 
intellects are constantly thinking them (which is what makes these 
intellects always actual and never potential). The human rational soul 
comes into contact with the last of these intellects, the active intellect, and 
thus thinks them as well. The intelligibles can be thought by the rational 
soul only because it too is immaterial and immortal; intelligibles could 
never become the object of any faculty that has a material substrate and is 
divisible!®. And rational souls can come into contact with the active 
intellect because, as immaterial substances themselves, they «are more 
closely related to these angelic substances —i.e., intellects of the 
spheres— than they are to sensible bodies»!7. 

To sum up, then, of the five internal senses, only three, common 
sense, imagination, and the estimative receive knowledge; imagery and 
memory have merely storage functions. But common sense receives 
knowledge of the physical world only, not the supernal, while the 
estimative does not provide information about the supernal world either: it 
is knowledge about the imperceptible aspects of the outside world; this is 
how we experience love and hatred, danger and support, anger and power, 
and on the basis of this knowledge we decide our course of action, to stay 
or to flee, etc. 

This leaves us with two receptors that potentially could inform us 
about the supernal world and hence provide us with knowledge that could 
be a candidate for being identified as mystical, the internal sense of 
imagination and the intellect, and to these we now turn. 


16 See GUTAS, «Intuition and Thinking», p. 22 and note 46. 
17 RAHMAN, Avicenna' de anima p. 178.17-18. 
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Through some such computation Avicenna also arrived at the same 
conclusion, for when he addressed the question of prophecy and tried to 
account for it in a philosophical manner, he had to analyze the different 
ways in which humans can obtain knowledge from the supernal world. It 
appears that Avicenna first came up with the idea of the tripartite prophetic 
qualities, at least as far as his extant works are concerned, during his 
«transition period», ie., around 403/1013!8, when he composed the 
Provenance and Destination (al-Mabda’ wa-l-ma‘dad). It is in this work 
that we first see him state that the prophetic power or faculty has three 
proper characteristics (wa-l-quwwa an-nabawiyya lahã hawäss taláta). 
The first «is subsumed under the intellectual faculty» (tabi‘atun li-l- 
quwwa al-‘agliyya) the second «is dependent upon the imagination 
possessed by the man of perfect temperament» (muta'alliqa bi-l-hayal 
alladi li-l-insàn al-kamil al-mizaÿ) and the third consists of the ability of 
the prophet’s soul «to change nature», i.e., the natural course of events 
(tagyiruhà at-tabi‘ata)!?. The last one does not concern us, as it is related 
to the motive faculties of the animal soul and does not involve any 
knowledge. This leaves us with the two ways in which humans, and 
especially the prophet, obtain knowledge from and about the supernal 
world, intellection and imagination. 

The first one is the intellectual way, acquiring knowledge by means of 
logical analysis and the acquisition of the middle term, either through 
thinking or intuition (hads). Intuition is used in a very specific sense by 
Avicenna, in that it refers only and exclusively to the intellect’s ability to 
hit spontaneously upon the middle term in a syllogism. Intuition in this 
sense is identical to coming in contact with the active intellect because it 


18 See my Avicenna, pp. 99 and 172. 

9 Al-Mabda’ wa-I-ma‘äd, ‘A. NURANI (ed.), Tehran 1984, pp. 116-120. For 
imagination Avicenna uses here the term hayal and not al-mutahayyila, as he was to do 
later (see above, notes 12-13), but it is clear that his mature terminology had not yet 
developed at this stage. That hayal in the Provenance and Destination (al-Mabda’ wa-l- 
ma‘äd) stands for what he was later to call al-mutahayyila is also evident from other 
passages in this work; see, e.g., the text cited below in note 24. The three characteristics of 
prophecy have been discussed at some length by F. RAHMAN, Prophecy in Islam, London 
1958, 30-52, ELAMRANI-JAMAL, «Modes de la prophétie»; cfr. the different approach by 
Morris, «Philosopher-Prophet», 177-196. M. Arırt AL-AKITI, «The three properties of 
prophethood in certain works of Avicenna and al-Gazali», in J. McGinnis (ed.), with the 
assistance of D.C. REISMAN, Interpreting Avicenna: Science and philosophy in Medieval 
Islam, Leiden, 2004, pp. 189-212. 
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is during this contact that the intelligible concept, that is, the middle term, 
is acquired by our intellect from the active intellect. Other scholars and I 
have dealt with this issue at some length and there is no need to go into it 
here?0. Suffice it to say that there is nothing mystical about the intellectual 
way of acquiring knowledge, this being the rational and logical means par 


excellence. 
The second kind of prophetic knowledge described by Avicenna, the 


one that is related to the imagination, needs careful examination and 
analysis both because Avicenna presents, in his various discussions of it in 
different works, what appear to be relatively ambiguous and incomplete 
accounts, and because it has been grossly misunderstood by scholars, 
primarily on account of its association with allegedly mystical knowledge. 

Here I will try to discuss this kind of acquiring knowledge by looking 
closely at the key question of what it is that imagination leads to a 
knowledge of, i.e., what its objects are2l. I will select a representative 
sample of Avicenna’s works, one each from the three major periods of his 
philosophical career: the Provenance and Destination from his transition 
period (ca 1013-14), as I already mentioned, The Cure (aò-Sifa') from his 
middle period (ca 1020-1027), and Pointers from his late period, a work 
whose last three chapters have been thought to be mystical. 


IH 


Let me start with the Provenance and Destination, the first work 
which deals extensively with the subject. To begin with, Avicenna first 
says that the function of this property of the prophetic faculty is «to warn 
of [future] events and to indicate unseen [past and present] events» (al- 
indaru bi-l-kà' inàt wa-d-dalälatu ‘ala I-mugayyabät). He then goes on to 
qualify this by saying that this occurs to most people in their dreams while 
asleep, whereas the prophets can have such visions both when awake or 


20 See, most succinctly, HASSE, Avicenna's De anima, 174-189, and GUTAS, 
«Intuition and Thinking». 

?! [discuss the related question of the mechanics of the epistemological functions 
of imagination, i.e., the ways in which it receives and processes knowledge, in my article, 
Imagination and Transcendental knowledge in Avicenna», to appear in Arabic Philosophy, 
Arabic Theology. From the Many to the One: Essays in Celebration of Richard M. Frank, 
J. E. MONTGOMERY (ed.), Leuven, ... 2006. 
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asleep. This makes it clear that what the terms «[future] events» (al- 
ka’ indt. literally, «things that are/will be») and «unseen [past and present] 
events (mugayyabäz) refer to is indeed events in the past, present, or future 
that one has not witnessed and cannot know. Kg inat here cannot have its 
philosophical meaning of «beings that are generated»; as for the term 
«unseen things or events» (al-mugayyabät), it derives from the word al- 
gayb, which is a Qur’änic term where it frequently refers to the past, 
present, and future events known by God and his angels (e, in 
philosophical terms, the souls of the spheres)22. In any case, Avicenna goes 
on to make it very clear in the next paragraph: «As for the reason for the 
[prophet's] knowledge of [future] events (al-kä’inät), it is the contact of 
the human [rational] soul with the souls of the celestial bodies which ... 
know what happens in the world of the elements»?3. This faculty of the 
soul then enables one to know particulars, both about past, present and 
future events and about things that concern one personally. This is 


accomplished because of the congenerousness (literally: mugänasa) or 
congeneric similarity between the souls of the celestial bodies and human 
souls, through their mutual contact. This passage is worth quoting in full: 


For the most part, these [human souls] come into contact with them [the souls of 
celestial bodies] by virtue precisely of a congeneric similarity between them. The 
congeneric similarity is that thing [al-ma*nã] which, in the heavens, is close to the 
concerns of these [human] souls. So most of what is seen [by the human souls] of 
what is to be found in the heavens is congeneric to the states of the bodies of these 
[human] souls or to the states of one who is close to these bodies. And although the 
contact [of the human souls with the celestial souls] is total, the majority of the 
influence they receive from them is for the most part close to just their [own] 
concerns. This contact comes about on the part of the estimation and imagination and 


2 See especially Qur'an 3.44 and 12.102. In the former passage, al-gayb is even 
something that is revealed, where the root why is used. This was the regular meaning of al- 
gayb, and it appears in the translation literature. The Platonic statement in the Phaedo, 
[navrıroı te gior (scil. ot KUKVOL) xot mpOELSOTEG tÒ Ev “Aiôou àya0k (85b2), 
«swans have.divinatory powers and foreknowledge of the good things in the next world», 
is summarized in Arabic as ya‘lamu I-gayba (scil. gügnus), «it knows the unseen», where 
it is clear that «the things in the next world» is rendered by al-gayb, cited by al-Birüni, Fi 
tahgig mà li-l-Hind, revised ed., Hyderabad 1958, p. 58.1. I am grateful to Alexander 
Treiger for drawing my attention to this passage. 

23 The Arabic reads, fa-amma s-sababu fi ma‘rifati l-ka^inati fa-ttisalu n-nafsi l- 
insäniyyati bi-nufüsi l-aÿsämi s-samawiyyati llatı bana lana fi-mã salafa annahä ‘Glimatun 
bi-mä yagri fi l-“älam al- “unsuri, Mabda 117.14-16 NORANI. 
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through their use, and concerns particular things, whereas contact by means of the 
intellect is something else, which is not our subject here?4, 


The nature of the knowledge depicted here is particular knowledge 
about one’s concerns, about his physical state in this world and the state of 
those close to him, about specific events: any other kind of knowledge is 
expressly precluded; Avicenna says that he is not talking about intellectual 
knowledge here. The state of physical bodies in this world is known in a 
particular way by the souls of the celestial bodies, as Avicenna says 
elsewhere?5, and this knowledge creates a correspondence, or congeneric 
similarity, between them and the human souls which have concerns about 
these physical bodies. This congeneric similarity enables the contact 
between the two and the acquisition by the human souls of knowledge 
concerning the unseen things, the mugayyabdt, relative to these physical 
bodies. Thus it is clear that both the kä’inät and the mugayyabät are things 
of this world, past, present and future. Avicenna says, however, that «the 
majority of the influence» (ta’atturan aktariyyan) received by the human 
souls through their contact is about these concerns; what about the 
remaining small percentage: what kind of knowledge does that constitute? 
The passage quoted above again leaves little room for doubt: since most 
of the knowledge received by the human souls is about things close to their 
concerns, then the little that remains can only be about things unrelated to 
the states of their own physical bodies, i.e., information about past, 
present, or future events unrelated to the person who had the dream or the 
prophet and his immediate surroundings. The texts in the Provenance and 
Destination do not support any other interpretation that might wish to see 
any different kind, metaphysical, philosophical, or, especially, mystical 
knowledge here. Avicenna is being very matter-of-fact and even prosaic. 

In his great summa philosophiae, The Cure [of the Souls] (as-Sifa’), 
Avicenna devotes considerable space to a minute analysis of the internal 


^ The last sentence in Arabic reads, wa-häda I-ittisalu huwa min gihati l-wahmi 
wa-l-hayali wa-bi-stitmálihima fi l-umüri l-$uz'iyyati; wa-amma l-ittisalu l-“agliyyu fa- 
dälika Say un áharu wa-laysa kalâmunã fihi; al-Mabda’ 117. 16-21 NORANI. 

25 Jn the Ilahiyyat of the Sifa (Cairo 1960), X,1, 436.14-16, 437.9-12, repeated in 
an-Nagät 492-3 (Cairo 1331/1913). On the general issue of knowledge of particulars by the 
supernal world see M. MARMURA, «Divine Omniscience and Future Contingents in 
Alfarabi and Avicenna», in T. RupAvsKy (ed.), Divine Omniscience and Omnipotence in 
Medieval Philosophy, Boston 1985, 81-94. 
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faculties of the soul, and in his chapter on imagination, Book IV, Chapter 226, 
he brings up, as one function of the imagination among many, the 
particular property of prophets that is manifested by means of this faculty. 
With regard to the question of what this knowledge that is thus obtained 
by the prophets consists of, Avicenna uses the same terminology as in the 
Provenance and Destination, calling this knowledge that of the unseen 
things, al-mugayyabat (p. 173.14), with a few variations: al-umür al- 
gaybiyya (p. 177.20), al-gayb (pp. 177.21, 178.2, 178.9), but the root is 
always the same, al-gayb, the unseen. The source of this knowledge is 
described constantly by Avicenna as al-malaküt (pp. 175.15, 176.10-11, 
176.14, 179.6), «the realm of divine sovereignty», and, if we discount this 
religious and vague term, what al-malaküt refers to is the celestial spheres 
with their bodies, souls, and intellects, which Avicenna calls collectively, 
in a few phrases that contain the word sama’ (heavens), tasakkulat 
samawiyya (p. 170.7-8: celestial formations), amr samäwi (p. 175.4: 
celestial matter), ahwal samawiyya (p. 175.6: celestial conditions), and al- 
agram as-samäwiyya (p. 180.5: celestial bodies). What these «celestial 
formations or configurations» refer to is the movements of the spheres 
which influence events on earth, and this is why, of course, the souls of the 
spheres know what happened and will happen on earth?. It is to be 
noticed, and this point was made by Dag Hasse, that in this book of the De 
anima part of The Cure (Book IV on internal senses) Avicenna nowhere 
mentions the active intellect as the source of any knowledge that comes to 
the imagination?8—that source, the active intellect, communicates 
exclusively with our rational soul when it thinks as intellect. It thus 
appears that in The Cure as well what Avicenna is referring to by the 
knowledge of the unseen handled by the imagination is again, as in the 
Provenance and Destination, knowledge of conditions on earth— past, 
present and future events”. In the only place in this chapter (Book IV, 


26 In F. RAHMAN'S edition, Avicenna's De anima, pp. 169-182. 

7! Ilahiyyàat 436-437, repeated in an-Nagat 491-494. 

28 HASSE, Avicenna's De anima 160. 

29 ELAMRANI-JAMAL, «Modes de la prophétie», 141 note 48, and MORRIS, 
«Philosopher-Prophet», 192, raise the question whether the «unseen» things might not also 
refer to the intelligibles. The evidence presented here, however, precludes any such 
possibility; see also what follows. 
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Chapter 2 on the imagination) where he mentions the contents of this 
knowledge Avicenna is unequivocal: 


We say: The ideas/blueprints [ma‘änin] of all the things which come to pass in the 
world—whether past, present, or future—exist in the knowledge of the creator and 
the intellectual angels from one aspect, and also exist in the souls of the heavenly 


angels from another; these two aspects will become clear to you in another place?0. 


And if we still had doubts, in one place Avicenna calls the source of 
this knowledge «the realm of the unseen and of warning», ‘alam al-gayb 
wa-l-indar (p. 180.7), bringing together the word «unseen» (al-gayb) 
which refers generically to the contents of this knowledge and the word 
«warning» (indär) which is the word that he uses about the celestial 
notification to humans of events that take or will take place on earth. 
Avicenna used the word indär in that sense in the Provenance and 
Destination and also elsewhere in the De anima part of The Cure (p. 174.6, 
178.12). We can therefore only conclude that the knowledge that is 
transmitted via the mediation of the imaginative faculty is particular 
knowledge about past, present, and future events on earth. 

In his last summa philosophiae, Pointers and Reminders, which, 
because of its allusive style and conscious use of religious and, on 
occasion, mystical terminology has been considered mystical, Avicenna 
treats the intellective kind of knowledge and prophecy in the proper 
chapter in the Physics part of his exposition where he discusses 
intellection?!, and the other two, the imaginative and motive, in the very 
last chapter of Book Two, chapter X. Intellection we can put aside again 
insofar as the only difference between that chapter of the Pointers (II, 10- 
12) and the preceding formulations in his earlier books is a refinement he 
brings to the concept of intuition (hads) which does not impinge on our 
subject at all32. As for imaginative prophecy and knowledge, he discusses 


30 RAHMAN, Avicenna's De anima 178.14-16. The intellectual and heavenly angels 
refer to the intellects and the souls of the spheres respectively; cfr. Hahiyyát X, ] and H. 
GÂTIE, «Philosophische Traumlehren im Islam», Zeitschrift der Deutschen 
morgenländischen Gesellschaft 109 (1959) 258-285, at 279. The reference by Avicenna is 
to Hahiyyat IX, 2-5. 

31 In Book Two on Physics and Metaphysics, chapter (namat) III, sections 10-12 (= 
III, 10-12). 

32 And which I analyzed in detail in my «Intuition and Thinking». 
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it relatively briefly and in suggestive but not overtly explicit terms, in 
chapter X, sections 10-24. His presentation is identical to what we have 
seen in the previous works, with few new specifications, as follows: 

The knowledge that is acquired through the agency of the imagination 
is again referred to as knowledge of the unseen, al-gayb, this time 
exclusively and without any other explicit explanations (X, 10, 18, 23), so 
that someone who reads the Pointers without the benefit of the other 
works and is not a careful reader might indeed misinterpret the term al- 
gayb, the unseen, in mystical ways. But Avicenna provides a clue about its 
correct interpretation. As an example of the nature of this knowledge 
received through the imagination Avicenna mentions —and this is a new 
element in his discussion of this subject—that some people resort to 
certain acts which predispose the rational soul to receive this knowledge. 
These people, he says, are certain Turkish soothsayers (kahin) who 
artificially induce in themselves a state of trance by means of some 
exercises so that they can «prognosticate» (tagdimat ma‘rifa: X,23), which 
can only refer to future events. . 

Here again there can be no question of this «unseen», al-gayb, being 
anything else than what we have seen so far, i.e., knowledge of past, 
present, and future events. All the elements that describe this form of 
knowledge are the same in the Pointers as in the other works, and nothing 
has changed to indicate that this is some different sort of knowledge. This 
is so especially since just before Avicenna speaks here of the possibility of 
«actually having direct vision of the form of the unseen» he says that this 
happens also to children, simpletons, and crazy people, as he had said 
elsewhere?3. 

To sum up, then, it has been made clear that knowledge from the 
supernal world by means of the faculty of imagination is that of particular 
events on earth as contained in the souls of the heavenly spheres, while 
knowledge by means of the intellect is of universals as contained in the 


33 For example, in The State of the Human Soul (Hal an-nafs al-insániyya) in A.F. 
AL-AHWANI (ed.), Ahwäl an-nafs, Cairo 1952, pp. 120-121. The phrase in quotation marks 
above is from /Sarat X, 23, p. 148; DUNYA, nusahidu sürata I-gaybi musähadatan, with the 
force of the maf'úl mutlaq being rendered by «actually», while s@Aadaz means «to have 
direct vision», as I will discuss below. A.M. GOICHON overtranslates the maf'úl mutlaq 
(«voyons ... par intuition sensible», Livre des directives et remarques, Beirut/Paris 1951, p. 
518), while Inati undertranslates («grasp by observation», Ibn Sind and Mysticism, p. 103). 
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active intellect. Neither of these two, and neither the contents of the 
knowledge itself nor the means of acquiring it (imagination and 
intellection), is mystical. And since, as we said at the outset, there are only 
these two receptors, imagination and intellect, in the human soul that can 
provide information form the supernal world, there is no place for mystical 
knowledge in Avicenna’s philosophy. 


IV 


However, there is one element in Avicenna’s analysis of knowledge of 
the supernal world by the intellect, and the subsequent processing of this 
knowledge by imagination and other faculties, that appears to have given 
rise to the misapprehension of the existence of mystical knowledge in 
Avicenna. This is Avicenna’s discussion of the emotion experienced by 
humans when acquiring this intellective knowledge of the supernal world. 
This element appears in Avicenna’s writings already in his early work, The 
Provenance and Destination, and it reaches its culmination in his last 
major summa of philosophy, Pointers and Reminders. In the former work, 
there is an interesting passage that contrasts the two different ways in 
which the imagination represents (or «translates») the two kinds of 
knowledge received from the supernal world: knowledge of particular 
things received from the souls of the spheres and knowledge of the 
intelligibles received from the active intellect. It reads as follows: 


He who has a very powerful imagination and a very powerful [rational] soul De, the 
prophet] is not completely distracted or engrossed by the sensibles. That part of him 
De, his intellect] which misses no opportunity to come into contact with that 
[supernal] realm is abundant —it being possible for it [to effect this contact] also in 
the waking state—and it pulls the imagination along with it and sees the truth34 and 
retains it, while the imagination does its work: it represents what [the intellect] sees 
in images, in the form of a visible and audible object of the senses35. (...) 


34 Cfr. the statement of this point in RAHMAN, Avicenna's De anima 173.9ff. 

35 This passage has its parallel in the Sifa”, in RAHMAN, Avicenna De anima 
173.18-21. Note that the mention of the imagination here is necessary: when the intellect 
«sees the truth», i.e., makes contact with the active intellect, it cannot store this «vision» 
(i.e., knowledge) when it is no longer contemplating that particular intelligible because the 
intellect cannot store intelligibles. It therefore needs the imagination to reproduce or 
imitate this intelligible as a form or image which then can be stored in the imagery. That is 
why Avicenna mentions here that when the person with a strong intellect and imagination 
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The imagination of the prophet does not do this when [it is] in contact with the 
principles of [future] things?6, but rather when the active intellect radiates upon his 
[rational] soul and illuminates it with the intelligibles. The imagination then begins to 
represent these intelligibles and depict them in the common sense at which time the 
senses perceive an indescribable grandeur and power that belongs to God. Such a 
person then possesses both perfect rational soul and perfect imagination?”. 


The term I emphasize here, «indescribable» (la tüsafu), is precisely 
the crux of the problem. Avicenna does not explain it, and it appears as if 
it is not to be taken literally and to be shrugged off as having merely a 
rhetorical function. Avicenna, however, repeats the concept and provides 
an analogue to it in Pointers, when he expresses the emotive aspect of the 
experience of acquiring knowledge through the intellect. When describing 
the knower's (philosopher’s) «arrival» (wusül) at the highest stage of 
knowledge (i.e., his attainment of the stage of acquired intellect where he 
has constant and uninterrupted contact with the active intellect and all the 
forms of things are imprinted on his soul without impediment), he says the 
following: 


There [at arrival], there are grades no fewer than the grades of what preceded; we 
have preferred to exclude?® them because speech does not make [one] understand 
them, interpretation does not explain them, and statements do not disclose them, 
except the [faculty of] imagery (hayal). 

He who would like to uncover them, let him proceed gradually until he becomes one 
of those who have direct vision (ahl al-musahada) and not one of those who [learn 
about it through] talk, and one of those who arrive at the thing itself and not those 
who perceive its trace39. 


This passage has caused great difficulties of interpretation and has led 
scholars to assume that Avicenna is talking here about an ineffable state 


makes contact with the active intellect needs to pull along the imagination for the purpose 
of storing the intelligible as an image or form. 

36 The word used here is ka’inät, as before, particular events on earth. The 
«principles of [future] things» are, of course, the souls of the heavenly spheres which 
generate and know the particular «things» on earth. 

37 Mabda’ 119 NURANI. 

38 Jhtisär, in the sense of cutting something short, i.e., in this case, «excluding», 
and not «being brief about» since Avicenna nowhere gives even a summary of this second 
set of levels, those of arrival. 

39 Sarat IX, 20, p. 99-100 DUNYA. 
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and therefore something that is beyond reason —hence mysticism. But 
this can hardly be what Avicenna is describing here. What needs to be 
taken into account is the fact that Avicenna says that this stage of 
knowledge can be disclosed by the faculty of imagery which, as we saw 
above, is the storage area of forms coming either from the senses or from 
the imagination. In this case, the knowledge clearly is coming from the 
imagination, and the imagination got it from the intellect which in turn 
received it from the active intellect. As Avicenna says in both the 
Provenance and Destination and the The Cure, this knowledge was 
reproduced as images by the imagination and it was stored in the imagery. 
And as he said in the Provenance, this knowledge is «indescribable», 
which is the same as saying that «speech does not make [one] understand 
it, and interpretation does not explain» it. How is «indescribable» to be 
understood here? One thing is certain, and this is that it cannot mean that 
the object of intellection is ineffable in the Neoplatonic sense of Proclus, 
in the sense that its very essence is ineffable and beyond the ken of logos, 
reason and speech. The reason is that, if this object of knowledge is 
disclosed by the faculty of imagery, as Avicenna says in Pointers, then the 
image that discloses it is the product of the human faculty of imagination. 
We should remind ourselves that images in the imagery are either forms of 
sensible objects, coming from outside, or the products of the imagination, 
coming from inside. And imagination can concoct its own images or, when 
it gets intelligibles from the intellect, it transforms them into images. So 
since the «indescribable» object of knowledge did not get into the faculty 
of the imagery from the world of the senses, it must necessarily have come 
about through the agency of the imagination and is its product. And 
whatever is the product of the imagination, a faculty of the animal soul that 
has a bodily seat and perishes with the death of the body, is certainly not 
ineffable in the ontological sense. 

The second half of the passage in Pointers quoted above may provide 
the clue to understanding «indescribable» here. Avicenna goes on in that 
passage to describe this stage of contemplation as «direct vision», 
musähada, a term he uses elsewhere in this particular sense of direct vision 
of the intelligibles. This term also has been taken to refer to mystical 
vision, although again there is evidence to the contrary. In his commentary 
on Plotinus, or the so-called Theologia Aristotelis, Avicenna makes the 
following distinction: 
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[Intellectual] perception (idrak) is one thing, true direct vision (musahada) is another; 
true direct vision follows perception when one’s aspiration (himma) tums in 
contemplation toward the true One and is cut off from every preoccupation and 
impediment, until along with perception there comes about a consciousness of the 
thing perceived as something appropriate and pleasant which is the splendor of the 
pure soul that is in such a state and free from every trial, attaining the beloved who is 
essentially beloved—not as a thing perceived only and intelligible, but rather insofar 
as it is beloved in its substance. (...) 

I say that only experience will inform you about this matter which is not among those 
that can be intellected by means of syllogisms. For in the case of each one of the 
sensible and intelligible things, there are states that are known by means of 
syllogisms, and specific properties (hawäss) of states that are known by means of 
experience*, And just as taste is inaccessible through syllogism—and similarly the 
highest of the sensory pleasures, where the most that can be perceived of them by 
syllogism instead is their ambiguous affirmation without details—so also is the case 
with intellectual pleasure. What syllogism will give you of the highest states of the 
direct vision of supreme beauty is only that they are superior in splendor; as for the 
specificity (hassiyya) of these states, only direct contact (mubäsara) will inform you, 
something which is not for everybody4!. 


Avicenna is introducing here a new factor in his analysis of perception 
and knowledge: every intelligible and sensible, he says, has both a logical 
and an experiential aspect. In other words, every universal (intelligible) 
and every particular (sensible) has both a universal aspect (since logic 
deals with universals) and a particular aspect (since experience is of a 
particular). To explain: Sensibles, like this bar of Swiss chocolate, are 
particulars, and in their particular aspect they are perceived by our senses, 
or in this case by our taste; they also have a universal aspect, however, 
«chocolateness», and this is grasped by the intellect. Universals also, like 
oneness, Avicenna says, exhibit the same two aspects. In their universal 
aspect they are perceived by the intellect, but in their particular aspect*, 
in their specificity (hässiyya), they are perceived by something which can 
be called intellectual experience. This experience Avicenna calls «direct 


40 Reading the text according to the MS, Cairo Hikma 6M, wrongly transcribed by 
Badawi: fa-inna fi kulli wahidin mina l-umüri l-hissiyyati wa-l-umüri l-‘aqliyyati ahwälan 
tu‘lamu bi-l-qiyàsi wa-hawässa ahwälin tu‘lamu bi-t-tagriba. 

4 “A. BADAWI, Aristi “inda l-‘Arab, Cairo 1947, p. 44,5-16. Cfr. MORRIS, 
«Philosopher-Prophet», 181 note 24. 

42 Note that this is a particular state of a universal, e.g., oneness; it is not a 
particular and sensible one thing that partakes this oneness. 
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vision», musáhada and mubäsara (direct vision and direct contact, 
respectively). What is peculiar to the experiential aspect of the 
perception of both particulars and universals is that they are accompanied 
by affective or emotive states, or emotions. This new element that is 
brought into the discussion of perception by Avicenna is influenced, I 
think, by teleological considerations (if we speak in Aristotelian terms), or 
eschatological considerations (if we speak in Islamic terms). Human 
happiness, eudaimonia, is the goal of philosophy, and paradise is the goal 
of religion, and both of these are emotive states. Since philosophical 
happiness in the Aristotelian tradition is tied to thinking, it was inevitable 
that Avicenna would introduce the experiential affective element in his 
analysis of knowledge. 

The question is, to continue with our analysis of Avicenna’s theory, 
what is this direct vision, or intellectual experience, of the particular states 
of a universal? 

In the passage from the commentary on the Theologia, Avicenna says 
that direct vision, musähada, comes after intellectual perception, i.e., it 
presupposes perception, and then describes it as «a consciousness of the 
thing perceived as something appropriate and pleasant», i.e. the affective 
states accompanying the intellectual perception I just mentioned*. For the 
rest, Avicenna stays in this passage with allusive language in describing 
direct vision. His students, however, clearly were not satisfied with the 
disctinction he drew in this very passage and they specifically asked him 
about it. Avicenna’s answer is luckily preserved in the volume of his 
responsa collected by posterity, known as the Discussions (al-Mubähatät), 
where he gives a more explicit answer: 


Question about the difference between intellective perceiving (idrak “agli) and what 
he called «direct vision» (musahada). ... 

Answer: Intellective perceiving [a] may occur the moment when one recollects the 
middle term or the parts of a definition, and when it ceases, it ceases until it is put 


43 Incidentally, these are the very two terms Avicenna uses to describe the direct 
experience of particulars that the souls of the spheres have, see [/@hiyyat 437.10-11. Both 
verbs are of the third form of the verb, fa‘ala, which is reserved for directly transitive verbs, 
thus expressing the immediacy which this experience entails. 

44 This state of the rational soul, when it has this consciousness, constitutes the 
splendor of the soul, which is the attainment of the beloved. This is also part of the 
consciousness, the feeling that this is the splendor of the soul. 
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together (again; yu’allafa); and [b] it may occur together with contention on the part 
of the imagination and the faculties of estimation. As for direct vision, it is an 
intimacy (alf) on the part of the intellective faculty with the intelligible, without, 
however, the middle term ceasing to be present, but in which one has no need of 
recollection concerning what is to be done, nor is there any contention on the part of 
an inferior faculty; to the contrary, the inferior faculties are drawn upwards together 
with the intellective faculty*. 


and again: 


Question: What is the difference between certainty (yagin) and direct vision 
(muSähada)? For at one point he [Avicenna] had said the following, about which I 
would like to have a clearer explanation: «Certainty is when what is sought is present 


to the mind (dihn) together with the middle term and together with interference by the 
rest of the faculties; direct vision is when what is sought is present to the mind 
together with the absence of all impediments so that it is impossible for the rest of the 
faculties to interfere». 

Answer: Certainty does not prevent the imagination from offering resistance 
(mugäbala), whereas direct vision prevents everything from offering resistance, just 
as the eye, at the moment of vision, is not contested by the imagination or anything 
else. Certainty, insofar as it is certainty, comes about only when the middle term is 
presented, whereas direct vision is a disposition, and even though it is accompanied 
by the middle term it is as if it doesn’t need it*. 


From these passages it is clear that the knowledge gleaned through 
direct vision (musahada) is also intellective knowledge that includes the 
middle term —it appears that throughout his career Avicenna could never 
give up his logical habits and his conviction that all knowledge, whatever 
its modalities and manifestations, must have a logical structure. The 
difference that Avicenna draws between intellective perception and direct 
vision is whether or not the intellect is free from attachment to and 
interference from the faculties of the animal soul. In other words, in order 
to perceive universals in their universal aspect (Oe, in intellective 
perception), the intellect has to contend with the faculties of the animal 
soul (imagination, estimation, etc.), which tend to distract it; and when the 


45 Al-Mubdhatat, M. BIDARFAR (ed.), Qum 1413/1993, $597. 

46 Al-Mubàhatat, 726 BiDARFAR. An almost identical text with the last paragraph 
here is found in Bahmanyär’s at-Tahsil, M. MUTAHHARI (ed.), Teheran 1349/1970, 816-817, 
which indicates that the student asking Avicenna these questions was Bahmanyär: see 
REISMAN, Avicennan Tradition, 110-119. Crf. further Morris, «Philosopher-Prophet», 185- 
186. SE 
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perception ceases, it goes completely away and the intellect has to re- 
institute it. And in order to perceive universals in their particular aspect, 
the organ involved is again the intellect, except that this time it has 
acquired a certain disposition (malaka) or intimacy (alf) with its object 
such that first, it is impossible for the faculties of the animal soul to 
distract it but to the contrary, they gladly go along with it, and second, 
because the disposition to acquire the intelligible and the intimacy with it 
are there permanently, the intellect does not need the middle terms in order 
to have its direct vision, although these middle terms are present as a 
matter of fact insofar as the knowledge that is gained is intellective 
knowledge which cannot but have a logical structure“. And finally, this 
intellectual experience is accompanied by emotive states. 

This intellectual experience, then, is the state of knowledge of the one 
who knows (‘arif), and the one which is called «indescribable». This being 
the case, «indescribable» here can only mean not inherent ineffability, as I 
already discussed, but a state of being that cannot be described to those 
who do not have the requisite knowledge of the terms in which it is to be 
described. As the comparison with sensory pleasures that Avicenna 
provides indicates, one who has not experienced the colors of a sunset 
cannot perceive the splendor of the view when it is described to him and 
cannot feel the particular kind of satisfaction that such a view provides 
because he has not learned either what the specific colors involved are or 
what that particular kind of satisfaction feels like. This is not different 
even from intellectual knowledge: a person who has not learned the 
terminology and subject matter of a science cannot understand it when it 
is described to him. It is in this sense that «indescribable» is to be 
understood as used by Avicenna in these contexts. 

Finally, understanding hayäl as the internal faculty of the imagery in 
that passage from the /särät (Part Two, 1X,20, p. 99-100 Dunya) cited 
above can also help explain the other seemingly «mystical» statement in 
it, that only the imagery can disclose (yaksifu) the various grades of 
«arrival» i.e., the contact of the human intellect with the active intellect. 
This is so because the intelligible that is thought at the time of contact, and 
the experience that accompanies that perception, cannot be stored in the 


^! Cfr. my discussion of this point in Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, 
Leiden 1988, pp. 173-175. 
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intellect after it has ceased thinking it. Only the faculty of imagination (al- 
mutahayyila) can translate both the intelligible and the experience into a 
form which is then stored in the imagery. Thus, in order later to have 
access to that experience (i.e., to the knowledge of the universal in a 
particular way, as discussed), the only means available (other than actually 
reinstating the contact with the active intellect) is to have recourse to the 
form stored in the imagery (hayal)—hence the statement that only the 
imagery can disclose that state. 

In all of this, Avicenna makes no concession to any kind of knowledge 
that could not be explained within his rationalist and empiricist analysis of 
the faculties and abilities of the human soul. Intellect, for Avicenna, has no 
limitations. With great consistency, and also increasing humility when 
conscious of the immense complexity of the subject of knowledge, he 
dissects the phenomenon of knowledge with great attention to 
philosophical cogency and accommodation of empirical reality. The fact 
that he believed in prophetic revelation and in the prognostication of the 
future, as did the rest of humanity in his time, should not either make a 
mystic out of him or detract anything from his rationalistic and scientific 
approach to the solution of these problems*. 


Yale University 


* Apart from some relatively minor revisions an the addition of annotation, this is 
essentially the text of the plenary lecture delivered at the conference. I am grateful to Amos 
Bertolacci and Alexander Treiger for a number of helpful comments and suggestions. 


IMAGINATION, IMAGE ET BEAU 
IMAGINATION, IMAGE AND BEAUTY 
IMAGINACAO, IMAGEM E BELO 


JOAQUIN LOMBA 


RAZON E IMAGINACION EN LA ESTETICA 
MUSULMANA MEDIEVAL 


I. INTRODUCCION 


Antes de abordar el tema que me propongo, hay que partir de] hecho 
de que la belleza, la hermosura, es para todo ser humano algo esencial 
tanto para esta vida como para la otra. No sölo eso, sino que esta belleza . 
va intimamente ligada al amor, el cual es, a su vez y sin duda, el gran 
motor de la existencia del hombre. Amor y belleza son un todo que dan 
sentido al discurrir humano por este y por el otro mundo. Ya Platón, 
llevado por el ideal griego del KaÃóg Kai &yaB6c, «lo bello y lo bueno», 
dijo algo que el mundo árabe pudo suscribir plenamente, y aún más, como 
podremos ver a lo largo de mi exposiciön. Estas son las palabras de Platön: 


Esta es justamente la manera correcta de acercarse a las cosas del amor o de ser 
conducidos por otro: empezando por las cosas bellas de aqui y, sirviéndose de ellas 
como de peldafios, ir ascendiendo continuamente, en base a aquella belleza, de uno 
sélo a dos y de dos a todos los cuerpos bellos y de los cuerpos bellos a las bellas 
normas de conducta, y de las normas de conducta a los bellos conocimientos, y 
partiendo de éstos terminar en aquel conocimiento que es conocimiento no de otra 
cosa sino de aquella belleza absoluta, para que conozca al fin lo que es la belleza en 
si. En este período de la vida, querido Sócrates -dijo la extranjera de Mantinea-, más 
que en ningün en sil. 


Pero en el caso del islam, como digo, este ideal de belleza es mucho 
mäs profundo y radical, dado que hay una serie de factores que lo 
diferencian de un modo muy claro de la actitud griega, e incluso de toda 
la tradiciön occidental, incluida la cristiana, lo cual resulta mäs 


1 Platón, Banquete, 210 a-212 a 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Medievale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
medievale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 375-414. 
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sorprendente, por cuanto que el cristianismo estä en la misma linea del 
monoteismo musulmän y judio y tiene ademäs en su haber, como algo 
nuclear, la caridad, el amor. 

Quisiera, pues, exponer, el papel de la belleza en el islam, pero bajo 
un punto de vista muy concreto solamente: el del camino por el que se 
accede a ella, tanto en la producciön artistica como en la contemplacién y 
fruiciön estéticas, de lo natural y de lo artificialmente hecho por el 
hombre. Porque la belleza, a la hora de plasmarla en la realidad o de 
contemplarla en los seres artificiales o naturales, o bien se capta, de una u 
otra manera, por la razön o bien por otras facultades ajenas a ella, como 
puede ser la imaginaciön. Este es, pues, el tema de mi aportaciön: la 
relaciön de Ja belleza en el islam y en el mundo ärabe con las facultades 
humanas, concretamente, con la imaginaciön. O dicho de otra manera, el 
papel que juega la razön y la imaginaciön en el hecho estético ärabe. 

En el fondo de este planteamiento late otro más profundo, a saber, el 
de la noción misma de hombre puesto que, como he dicho, se trata de algo 
que invade por completo su vida, como es el amor y la belleza: el ser 
humano o es sola o eminentemente un Cdov Aoyixóv, «animal racional», 
al modo como lo definieron, o creemos lo definieron los griegos2, o algo 
mucho mäs amplio que abarca multitud de dimensiones con las que vive, 
capta su entorno, da sentido a su vida y, en este caso, produce y disfruta de 
la belleza. Se trata, por tanto, no sélo de un asunto estético, sino también 
de una visiön antropolégica posiblemente distinta en el mundo ärabe y en 
el occidental. Mientras que en éste predomina la razón, el Aóyoc, en el 
árabe tal vez confluyan más factores que implican una visión más completa 
y holistica de la realidad humana. Aunque este no sea el tema de mi 
exposiciön, sin embargo nos saldra al paso más de una vez. 

Y antes de seguir adelante, viene al caso una aclaraciön importante 
aunque solamente sea formal y lingiifstica: he recurrido al término 
«árabe» e «islámico» o «musulmán» indistintamente. En efecto, asi es y, 
en este caso, está justificado, pues el arte y la estética que voy a tratar es 
la inspirada en el islam, en los principios de la fe musulmana, como 
veremos en seguida. Ahora bien, sabido es que «islamización» y 
«arabización» son cosas distintas, dado que se puede ser musulmán sin ser 
árabe de raza, nacionalidad y cultura y, ala vez, ser árabe en este ültimo 


2 VerJ. LOMBA, El oráculo de narciso. Lectura del poema de Parménides, Prensas 
de la Universidad de Zaragoza, Zaragoza, 2° ed. 1992. 
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sentido sin profesar la religiön y fe islämicas. Sin embargo, la estética que 
voy a considerar es la emanada de la esencia misma del islam como 
religiön. Ahora bien, dado que el islam naciö en territorio, cultura y ämbito 
árabe, lo árabe asimilö en general los elementos estéticos del propio islam. 
Por eso, hablaré indistintamente de arte y estética musulmanas o islämicas 
y árabes, teniendo en cuenta que originariamente el concepto y facticidad 
de la belleza que aqui nos interesa es la inspirada en el propio islam como 
religión y, por extensiön, a lo árabe. 

Por tanto, partiré de la misma esencia del islam. Pero advertirä el 
lector que también haré algunas alusiones y comparaciones con el mundo 
estético griego, cristiano y occidental, como ya lo he hecho al comienzo. 
Ello creo puede ser ilustrativo y darnos una mayor luz sobre el hecho 
estético islámico y árabe. 


II. EL ISLAM Y LA BELLEZA 


Asi, pues, partiremos del mismo hecho religioso islämico, puesto que 
es él, como es sabido, quien da vida integralmente a toda manifestación 
cultural, cientifica, literaria, humana del mundo musulmän. Sin el hecho 
religioso no se podria entender nada de la cultura e historia del islam. Y, 
en esta linea, hay que empezar, en primer lugar, por el mismo Libro 
Sagrado, el Corän, el cual resulta ser el summum de la belleza y de la 
perfecciön, tanto en cuanto a su contenido como a su forma externa 
literaria, hasta el punto de ser inimitable. De ahi el principio sagrado e 
inviolable de la «inimitabilidad» del Corán», i‘yäz al-Qur’änd: Dice el 
texto sagrado: 


Si los hombres y los genios se unieran para hacer algo como el Corän serfan incapaces 
de hacer nada semejante4. 


3 Quisiera advertir que adopto el sistema de transcripción habitual entre los 
arabistas españoles, prefiriendo, además, la transcripción literal a la fonética. Por otro lado, 
quiero también sefialar que Allah siempre lo traduciré por «Dios» que es lo que realmente 
significa y que el nombre del Profeta lo escribiré como Muhammad, por respeto a los 
musulmanes que prefieren este forma de escribirlo a la de Mahoma. Otras palabras, en 
cambio, las dejaré tal como el uso normal las utiliza, por ejemplo: sufí en lugar de súfí, 


Corän en vez de Qur’än etc. 
4 Corán 17, 88. 
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Verdad revelada que dio lugar a una ciencia especifica, la «ciencia de la 
inimitabilidad», “im al- i‘yaz de gran prestigio en el adab o cultura islámica. 

Mäs aün, cuando se habla de los noventa y nueve nombres con se alude 
a Dios en el Corán se les llama asma’ Allah al-husna, «los bellos nombres 
de Dios» empleändose en el propio texto sagrado los términos husn y yamal 
con mucha frecuencia, para referirse a Dios a su revelaciön, al mundo, a la 
naturaleza, al hombre, a lo físico y a lo espiritual, a lo formal externo y a lo 
interno. Teniendo en cuenta, por lo demäs, que el término husn equivale al 
conjunto griego kaA0kayaBia, es decir, que abarca tanto lo «bueno» 
moralmente como lo «bello» desde el punto de vista estético. Todo lo 
dicho, aparte de otros términos alusivos a la belleza que se hallan por 


doquier en el Libro Sagrado, como es el de zina, «adorno» afiadido a algo, 
entre otros. Luego volveré sobre estos conceptos. 


III. IMITACIÓN, RAZÓN E IMAGINACIÓN 


Pero ahora, me detendré en otra idea previa, cual es la de 
«imitación», muhäka, equivalente a la piunow de los pensadores 
griegos. Para éstos y para toda la tradición posterior latina y occidental, el 
arte era una «imitación de la naturaleza» piwnotc ts dvoEswe, según lo 
cual el arte se reducía a una copia más o menos fiel de la realidad, con una 
mayor o menor cantidad de ingredientes afiadidos a la misma. Para lo cual 
era precisa, ante todo, la intervención del Adyoc, de la razón, del intelecto. 
vos, a fin de conocer bien el objeto a imitar y su reproducción artística, 
distinguiendo aquello que era auténtico de lo que era afiadido por la 
fantasía humana del artista y, por tanto, irreal. 

Partiendo de la idea de imitación, los falasifa, filósofos musulmanes, 
siguen, en principio, en la misma línea a la hora de concebir el arte, 
estando, de entrada, de acuerdo con Aristóteles en que el ünico animal que 
es capaz de imitar algo es el hombre y que, gracias a esa imitación, conoce, 
aprende y experimenta placer y goce. Dice Aristóteles lo siguiente, y los 
pensadores musulmanes tienen la misma idea: 


El imitar es connatural al hombre desde la nifiez y se diferencia de los demás animales 
en que es muy inclinado a la imitación y por la imitación adquiere sus primeros 
conocimientos y también el que todos disfruten con las obras de imitación [...]. 
Siéndonos, pues, natural el imitar, así como la armonía y el ritmo (pues es evidente 
que los metros son partes de los ritmos 5. 


5 Aristóteles, Poética, 1448 b. 
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En el mundo islámico ocurre lo mismo. La imitación es propiedad 
exclusiva del hombre, diferenciändose asi de los animales. Mäs aün, en esa 
imitación interviene activamente la imaginación. Con lo cual entramos ya 


de lleno en nuestro tema. Así lo hace ver Hazim al-Qartäÿanni (1211- 
1285): 


Las almas se inclinan por naturaleza desde la infancia hacia los diferentes tipos 
imitación (muhäka), así como a su uso y disfrute, siendo esa disposición en el ser 
humano mucho más fuerte que en los demás animales, ya que en algunos ni existe y 
en otros se trata de una imitación muy simple, caso del papagayo canturreando o del 
mono con sus gesticulaciones. Por eso, la afición del alma por lo imaginario es muy 
intensa y se deja impresionar mucho con ello llegando, incluso, a abandonar la verdad 
en favor de lo imaginario, sometiéndose a lo ficticio y eludiendo lo verdadero. En 
definitiva, el alma se impresiona por la imitación sin apercibimiento racional, trátese 
de una imitación de algo verdadero o de algo falso, provocando la sugestión 
imaginaria en el alma regocijo o crispación. 


Incluso este papel de la imitación y de la imaginación en el arte es tan 
fundamental que ha de ponerse en acción cuando se copia lo feo, pues dice 
a continuación en el mismo libro: 


En el deleite de las almas con la imaginación incluso las formas feas y repugnantes 
cuando son pintadas, dibujadas o esculpidas, resultan placenteras si alcanzan el sumo 
grado de similitud respecto a sus modelos, produciendo goce en las almas, no porque 
sean bellas en sí mismas, sino por ser una buena imitación del objeto imitado6. 


En estos textos aparece ya un buen nümero de aspectos relativos a la 
imitación, a la razón y a la imaginación, como hemos podido observar y 
he sefialado. Pero detengámonos un poco más en esta dimensión. En 
efecto, como he indicado antes, para Grecia, la pipmoic era una 
reproducción de la realidad, lo más fiel posible, guiada por la 6p86tns, 
«rectitud», la cual, a su vez, era conducida y enjuiciada en ültima instancia 
y en exclusiva por la razón, por el Aóyoc. Unicamente había una 
diferencia: Platón huía por completo de la imaginación, $ovtaoía, 
aborreciendo la Huunoic davraoTtıKr) porque era engañosa, porque nos 
deformaba la realidad, por mucho placer y sensación de verdad que nos 
diese, prefiriendo la fuunoıs EiKaoTıKr) o imitación puntual, racional, 


6  HAZIM AL-QARTAYÀNNI, Minhãy al-bulaga’ wa-sirdy al-udaba’, Ed. De M. Al- 
Juya, Dar al-Garb al-Islami, Beirut, 19662, p. 166. 
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aparte de que para él todo arte, Eu, excepto la müsica7, era una 
regresión con respecto al mundo de las ideas, un TpÍTOV TIC Ano TNG 
dAnBetas, un «tercer [paso] respecto a la verdad» y por tanto rechazable8. 
Aristóteles, en cambio, admitía la imitación de la naturaleza haciendo un 
cierto uso de la imaginación, pero limitada a tres objetivos, uno para 
mejorar la realidad de acuerdo con las esencias verdaderas de las cosas y 
eliminando lo defectuoso de la misma; otro, con fines educativos; y, 
finalmente, para proporcionar puro placer desinteresado en la vida del 
ocio. Así se expresa el Estagirita, haciendo especial alusión a la poesía, en 
la cual, como en otras artes, permite la metafora y otros registros 
imaginarios: 


puesto que el poeta es imitador, lo mismo que un pintor o cualquier otro que hace 
imägenes, necesariamente imitarä siempre de una de las tres maneras posibles; pues 
o bien representará las cosas como eran o son, o bien como se dice o se cree que son, 
o bien como deben ser. Y estas cosas se expresan con una elocución que incluye la 
palabra extrafia, la metáfora y muchas alteraciones del lenguaje; éstas, en efecto se las 
permitimos a los poetas9. 


En estas circunstancias, la razön es la ünica que guia fundamental y 
exclusivamente la creaciön y contemplaciön estéticas, quedando el gusto, 
el placer de lo bello, como producto y resultado natural y accidental de esa 
contemplaciön, subordinado a la razön y marginal en el acto de la creaciön 
y contemplaciön de las obras bellas. Unicamente se admitiö, para eludir el 
papel de la creatividad imaginativa y extrarracional en general, el 


concepto de uovia Bein «locura divina», con la cual, arrebatando las 
musas la razön y el conocimiento del artista, se explicaba la creaciön de 
obras bellas conforme a los cánones racionales por parte del önuLovpyös, 
del xeıpotexvng, del Apkırektwv o del EpyÓwvoê los cuales, por 
definición, no usaban del Aóyoc, pues éste era un privilegio exclusivo de 


7 Ver: E. MOUTSOPOULOS, La musique dans l'oeuvre de Platon, París, 1959; J. 
LomBA, «Orden cósmico y moral en la música griega», en La realidad musical, J. CRUZ 
CRuz (ed.), EUNSA, Pamplona, 1998, pp. 385-406. 

8 Regresión, porque si este mundo es una imitación hecha de las ideas por el 
Demiurgo, contemplar una obra de arte realizada por el hombre, no es mäs que deleitarse 
en una imitaciön de una imitaciön, lo cual nos aleja del ideal de la contemplaciön pura y 
directa del mundo de las ideas originario. 

9 Aristóteles, Poética, 1060 b. 
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los hombres libres que no trabajaban, sino solamente de sus manos, de su 
texvy. Lo dice bien claro Platón en el Jon!0 cuando con machacona 
insistencia afirma que el componer bellos versos, melodias u obras 
hermosas no se debe a una técnica meramente sino a una posesiön maniaca 
de las Musas, en lo cual le sigue muy de cerca Aristóteles en su Poeticall. 

La situaciön cambia radicalmente en el mundo ärabe e islämico. 
También en él permanece la idea de imitación (muhaka) tal como hemos 
visto en los textos anteriormente citados de al-Qartafanni, en los que la 
imitaciön producia placer incluso cuando copiaba lo feo. Pero hemos visto 
también que esa funciön se atribuia directamente a la imaginaciön (tajyil), 
sin alusión directa alguna a la razón (nutq) correspondiente al Aóyoc ni al 


intelecto (‘agl), equivalente al voc. Sin embargo, a lo largo de esta 
exposiciön veremos que también intervienen estas potencias racionales 


sölo que de una manera distinta a como ocurria entre los griegos y sin 
ocupar el puesto de la imaginaciön ni suplantarla. 


IV. LA IMITACION DE LA NATURALEZA EN LOS FILOSOFOS, TEOLOGOS, SUFIES 
Y SÍTES MUSULMANES 


Puestas así las cosas, no es cuestión de hacer ahora un recorrido 
pormenorizado por los distintos autores orientales y andalusíes sobre el 
tema de Ja imaginación, lo cual me haría sobrepasar los límites de esta 
aportación, sino más bien de preguntarnos el por qué de fondo de tal 
exigencia de esta facultad para expresar la belleza, para captarla, para 
hacer arte, para entender su estética. Todo ello, sin abandonar en su 
momento, el testimonio de algunos pensadores que se pronunciaron al 
respecto. 

Así, una premisa previa que hay que tener en cuenta es que, concebido 
el arte en Grecia, tal como dije antes, a la manera de una [iuumots. TG 
óúceoc, «imitación de la naturaleza» se vertía sobre una (oc, 
«naturaleza», autónoma, existente «en sí misma», Ev Our. eterna, 
regida por unas leyes propias, inmutables, universales y racionales, dentro 
de la cual estaban los mismos dioses que poblaban el Olimpo politeista, los 
cuales pertenecían, en consecuencia, aunque en un grado superior, a la 


10 Platón, Ion, 533 d. 
1 Aristóteles, Aristóteles, Poética, 1454 a. 
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misma döcıc. Eran simplemente &vOponoı Osiot, «hombres divinos». 
Conocer, representar directamente, por tanto, a estas divinidades no 
ofrecía ninguna dificultad puesto que se prestaban al mismo acto de imitar 
que cualquier otro ser natural. Solo habia que dotarlos de unas 
caracteristicas formales que les hicieran aparecer ante los ojos de los 
hombres, como seres especiales y superiores y nada mas. 

Esta situaciön nada tiene que ver con la concepciön del mundo y de 
Dios del monoteísmo islámico. Para éste la doc es traducida por el 
término árabe tabi “a que significa «huella», «vestigio». La naturaleza, así, 
es como la estela de un cometa, la huella de alguien que pasa por la arena 
de una playa, sölo que la misma arena y playa también son huella, asi 
como todo lo demas hasta los confines ültimos del universo. El mundo es 
pura nada por si mismo, dependiendo en su ser y existir de un alguien que 
está fuera de él, que no pertenece en absoluto a su ser y estructura y que 
es Unico y Uno por esencia, no múltiple como los dioses del politeísmo, 
lo cual viene expresado por el término consagrado en el islam para 
designar esa unidad, tawhid. 

Por eso el islam tiene que representar, reproducir en su imitación, por 
un lado, a esa naturaleza frágil, endeble, dependiente del Creador, y a la 
vez bella, y, por otro, expresar, no representar o imitar (esto es imposible 
puesto que no está en el ámbito de lo imitable) a su Hacedor, distinto a esa 
naturaleza y que es Uno y Unico ala vez que el summum de la belleza y 
el autor y origen de la misma. Dice Abū Hayyan al-Tawhidi (m. h.. 1010) 
sobre la intención que han de tener todas las artes: 


Dios me libre de todo arte que no constate la Unicidad (tawhid) y que no sefiale hacia 
el Uno, ni llame a venerarlo, ni a reconocer su Unicidad, ni a afirmar su existencia o 
llegar hasta su seno, confiar en su justicia y aceptar sus mandatos12. 


Es por esta razón por la que ya desde el comienzo del islam se 
estableciera una clara distinción en el arte (y en todo lo demás, incluido el 
mundo y el mismo texto sagrado del Corán) entre lo externo (zähir) y lo 
interno ( bátin), correspondientes al darvéuevov y al voduevov griegos 
respectivamente, es decir, entre lo que se percibe por los sentidos y lo que 
se descubre oculto tras las apariencias externas (en el caso del arte la 


12 Ab, Hayyän al-Tawhidi, al-imtä‘ wa-I-mu’änasa, Ed. A, Amin, al-Maktaba 
al'Asriyya, Beirut, 1953, III. 
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unidad de Dios), entre la comunicaciön racional (ma ‘nä) de las palabras y 
de las figuras y la expresiön (lafz) que se manifiesta por medios 
extrarracionales, imaginativos. Y en ese conjunto se exige al hombre el 
esfuerzo permanente (iytihäd) de disfrutar de la belleza aparente y fisica, 
por ser creatura bella de Dios, y, sobre todo, de profundizar y desentrafiar 
(Kasf) la belleza oculta del Uno. Y para este salto de lo aparente a lo 
escondido, de las formas (suwar, plural de süra, «forma») sensibles al 
tawhid divino es necesaria la imaginaciön puesto que Dios es 
incognoscible, inalcanzable e indescriptible con la razön y con las palabras 
ya que se halla fuera de la naturaleza, de la mente humana y del lenguaje. 
Incluso hay algunas corrientes de pensamiento que afirman que a Dios y a 
su Belleza no se le podrä conocer directa y abiertamente ni tan si quiera en 
la otra vida. Y otras que niegan que Dios sea «ser», sosteniendo que esta 
por encima de él y que es el inventor del mismo, de la existencia, sin 
poseer El mismo esa cualidad de «ser». Ahora bien, habida cuenta que el 
pensamiento racional se maneja con el verbo «ser», predicando con el 
Juicio de estructura «S es P» la existencia y el ser de las cosas, de Dios no 
podemos afirmar ni negar nada con esos registros racionales13. Es preciso, 
por tanto, recurrir a la imaginaciön, con sus metäforas, similes, 
comparaciones, simbolos, rodeos imaginativos, a la pura «expresiön» para 
acceder de algün modo a Dios y, en arte y estética, cumplir con su 
exigencia primera: la presencia oculta tras las formas sensibles de Dios, 
del tawhid. 

Y esta expresiön y contemplaciön de lo Uno, espiritual, extra y 
suprarracional a trav&s de las formas materiales hay que interpretarlo en el 
islam dentro del contexto neoplatönico en que se mueve inicialmente la 
filosofia, falsafa, aun la mas pretendidamente aristotélica, reforzada por la 
Si‘a y por el sufismo, como veremos. Se trata, pues, de una ascensiön 
progresiva del hombre desde lo mültiple sensible hasta lo racional 
universal y espiritual, para culminar al fin en la contemplaciön y aun en la 
uniön incluso amorosa y mistica con el Uno, con Dios. 

Pero atin hay mas. Incluso la imitaciön de la naturaleza no puede ser 


lo mismo en el islam que en Grecia. Acabo de decir que la döcıc ya no 
es en el islam un ser en si y autönomo, eterno, sino algo radicalmente 


13 No olvidemos que también en el ámbito cristiano hubo autores como Scoto 
Erígena que negaron por la misma razón a Dios el atributo de «ser» diciendo que El no era 
ÖV sino ÜREPOV, «superser». 
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dependiente de Dios, sin valor alguno por si mismo, a la vez que es de 
modo esencial bella, precisamente por ser creada por el Dios Bello por 
antonomasia. 

Sin embargo, conviene que estos conceptos, emanados de la esencia 
misma de la concepciön del mundo, de la creaciön y de Dios desde la 
propia religiön, los veamos expresados también en la falsafa y el Kalam o 
teologia, aunque sea de una manera muy sumaria, como corresponde a los 
limites de esta aportaciön. 

La falsafa oriental, por su parte y en primer lugar, se encargó de 
expresar esta situaci6n ya desde al-Farabi (h. 870-950) e Ibn Sina (980- 
1037) al designar a la fabi‘a, «naturaleza», como un ser simplemente 
«posible por si mismo» frente al «Ser Necesario por si», por esencia, 
Dios, tal como lo formuló el primero, o como la presentó el segundo, Ibn 
Sina, como un conjunto de esencias que por si no dicen nada de realidad, 
a las cuales se les afiadfa el ‘arad, «accidente», de la existencia por parte 
del unico Ser que por esencia la posee, Dios, lo cual dio lugar 
posteriormente a la distinciön entre essentia y esse tomista. La naturaleza, 
la creaciön, por tanto, es un ser «contingente» frente al ünico «Ser 
Necesario», Dios. Y el arte tiene que expresar todo ésto por medio de la 
imitaciön, la cual, obviamente, se hace refractaria a la mera y simple 
mimesis puntual, racional, debiendo recurrir a otros registros 
extrarracionales. 

La teología, el Kalam, por su parte, especialmente la aS“arí, hizo lo 
mismo al concebir algunos de sus mutakallimies o tedlogos al mundo, a la 
naturaleza, tabi'a, como un conjunto de átomos continuamente creados por 
Dios y unidos o separados a su arbitrio en todo momento para constituir 
los bellos seres que contemplamos con los sentidos. Lo que prevalecia en 
esta concepciön de la naturaleza era, por tanto, la idea de una «creatio 
continuata», tal como la formularon algunos escolásticos cristianos - 
medievales, de unos ätomos desprovistos de leyes racionales y necesarias 
propias y combinados en todo momento segün la libertad omnipotente 
divina, la cual estaba por encima de todo razonamiento, ya que Dios, ante 
todo, era Voluntad, Libertad: lo razonable, lo bueno, Io bello para nosotros, 
en todos los órdenes, no era tal por si mismo sino porque Dios habia 
querido que asi fuera. 

Asi pues, era necesario que esta situaciön de precariedad de la 
creaciön y de sus seres, fuese expresada en el arte, a la vez que, volviendo 


a lo antes asentado, expresase la unidad de Dios, el tawhid Un Dios que, 


RAZON E IMAGINACION EN LA ESTETICA MUSULMANA MEDIEVAL 385 


por otra parte, se manifestase, además de como Uno y Unico, como 
Omnipotente (Creador del mundo), Sabio (no por racional sino por haber 
querido hacerlo de este modo tan perfecto) y Bello (por lo arriba dicho y 
por lo que luego indicaré). Mas atin: se trata un Dios que, al estar fuera de 
la naturaleza, es incognoscible en su mas profunda esencia, tal como he 
dicho también arriba: a lo más que se llega a decir es que es luz. Una luz 
cegadora, deslumbrante, que ilumina el mundo. Son muy abundantes los 
textos coränicos que inciden en este aspecto luminico, sobre el que volveré 
mas adelante. Entre ellos se puede recordar la célebre azora coränica de 
la Luz que comienza así: «Dios es luz de los cielos y de la tierra» 14. 

Sobra, por tanto cualquier intento de demostraciön de la inutilidad de 
la sola razön para expresar todo lo dicho y la necesidad del empleo de la 
imaginaciön para tal fin. Estamos en los antipodas de la concepciön griega 
del arte como texvn y de su wiunoıc. 

Todavia mäs: la misma teologia, basändose en el texto sagrado, 
impulsa al hombre a que se introduzca dentro de los secretos ocultos de la 
creaciön divina, primero con su razón, ciencia y sabiduria y luego con 
todos los medios disponibles a su alcance, sobre todo de la imaginaciön, 
puesto que el mundo entero está lleno de sefiales, de signos que nos 
indican de forma indirecta pero real, la existencia de un Dios Uno, Sabio 
y Creador. Dice el Corán: 


Y entre sus signosl5 está el haberos creado de polvo. Luego, hechos hombres, os 
diseminasteis por la tierra. Y entre sus signos está el haberos creado esposas nacidas 
entre vosotros, para que os sirvan de quietud, y el haber suscitado entre vosotros el 
afecto y la bondad. Hay en ello, sí, signos para gente que reflexiona. Y entre sus 
signos estála creación de los cielos y de la tierra, la diversidad de vuestras lenguas 
y de vuestros colores. Hay en ello, si, signos para los que saben. Y entre sus signos 
está vuestro sueño, de noche o de día, vuestra solicitud en recibir su favor. Hay en 
ello, sí, signos para la gente que oye. Y entre sus signos está el haceros ver el 
relámpago, motivo de temor y de esperanza y el hacer bajar agua del cielo, 
vivificando con ella la tierra después de muerta. Hay en ello, sí signos para la gente 
que razona. Y entre sus signos está el que los cielos y la tierra se sostengan por una 
orden suya. Al final, apenas El os llame de la tierra surgiréis inmediatamente. Suyos 
son quienes están en los cielos y en la tierra. Todos le obedecen. Eles quien inicia la 


14 Corán, 24, 35. 

15 El Corán emplea la palabra al-'àyàt, aleyas, para designar el concepto de signo. 
Por eso, a los versículos del mismo Corán también se les llama aleyas, pues no son sino 
signos de Dios para que guíen al hombre en su vida en este mundo y en el otro. 
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creaciön y luego la repite. Es cosa fäcil para El. Representa el ideal supremo en los 
cielos y en la tierra. Es el Poderoso, el Sabio16. 


Esta situación se ve potenciada de una manera muy especial con el 
sufismo el cual, junto con la Si‘a, tal como anuncié antes, influyö 
poderosamente en la forma de concebir la belleza del mundo y en el papel 
desempeñado por la imaginación en la producción y contemplación de la 
belleza. El sufismo, porque en gran parte es una manera de vivir el islam 
desde el punto de vista del amor y de la belleza. La Si‘a, porque, además 
de contener los mismos o parecidos registros del sufismo, cuajó de una 
manera especial en Persia, de donde el arte árabe tomó multitud de formas 
y soluciones técnicas y estéticas. 

Así, comenzando por el sufismo, aludiré a un texto del gran maestro 
del mismo Ibn * Arabi de Murcia (1165-1240): 


Dijo el Profeta: «Dios es Bello y ama la Belleza». Es un hadifl7 fiable con el que se 
describe a Sí mismo diciendo que Ama la Belleza, que Ama el mundo, puesto que 
nada hay más bello que el mundo y que El es Bello. La Belleza es amada por sí, por 
lo que el mundo todo ama a Dios. La Belleza de Su obra circula por Su Creación, el 
mundo son Sus manifestaciones. El amor de una cosa sobre otra en el mundo emana 
del amor de Dios mismo, puesto que el amor es un atributo del ser. Nada hay en la 
Existencia excepto Dios, y la Majestad y la Belleza divinas son una descripción de Si 
mismo y de su obra, y el temor reverencial que deriva de la Majestad y la familiaridad 
producida por la Belleza [de la Majestad] son dos calificativos de la creatura, no del 
Creador18. 


Ahora bien, Ibn ‘Arabi estä suponiendo tres principios, a saber: 
Primero, la unidad existencial de todo cuanto hay sumergiéndose y 
fundiéndose ademäs esta unidad existencial en la Unidad de Dios: «sölo 
Dios se encuentra en la existencia». Por tanto, el conocimiento que el 
hombre tiene del mundo equivale y es, a la vez, el mismo autoconoci- 
miento que Dios tiene de si mismo. Segundo, el hombre, por su parte, ha 
sido hecho segün la Forma divina y, por tanto, resulta ser una auténtica 


16 Corán 30, 20-27. 

17 Para quienes no estén habituados a la terminología musulmana, por Aadir se 
entiende aquella tradici6n fidedigna que nos transmite dichos o hechos del Profeta que no 
figuran en el Corän pero que fueron recogidos por sus discipulos y transmitidos a través de 
los tiempos. 

18 Ibn ‘Arabi, al-Futühät al-makkiyya, Dar al-fikr, Beirut, s.f., II, p. 114. 
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teofania. Tercero, el hombre, ademäs y por fin, es el compendio y resumen 
del mundo entero, es un «microcosmos», sintesis del «macrocosmos»: 


El ser humano es un microcosmos y el cosmos es un macro ser humano. Las formas 
de las figuras surgen a partir de los cuerpos celestes, de los elementos y de los seres 
generados, siendo el ser humano [...] el unificador de las esencias de todo el mundo, 
a quien el Verdadero convirtiö en su sucesor otorgändole la facultad de todas las 
formas existentes en el cosmos19. 


De esta manera, para Ibn ‘Arabi no hay escisiön ni diferencia alguna, 
como en el neoplatonismo.y otros faläsifa, entre creaciön y Creador. Todo 
se resuelve en una unidad existencial que ünicamente puede conocerse 
mediante la intuición, el amor, la gnosis (ma Tifa o ‘irfan). Por tanto, no 
cabe aqui ya ningün tipo de argumentaciön racional y causal para llevar a 
cabo el conocimiento, sino solamente la imaginaciön. En consecuencia, 
captar imaginativamente y amar la belleza de la creaciön es amar a Dios, 
aunque algunos no alcancen este último grado y se queden sólo en la 
belleza terrenal y puramente sensible, externa. 

Por otro lado, la imaginaciön es la que resuelve todos los misterios y 
aporias que no puede solucionar la razön, como ésta que se encierra en 
aquella afirmaciön de Dios en el Corän cuando dice que: «No me veräs» 
20 y el hadit que nos informa de lo siguiente: «He visto a mi Dios con la 
más Bella de las formas». 

De esta manera, la imaginaciön no puede desempefiar el mismo papel 
que en la filosofia y estética griegas a saber, como una facultad mds dentro 
de la psicologia, sino que resulta ser el único medio con que el ser humano, 
en su totalidad, puede unir lo visible y lo invisible, lo divino y lo 
existencial, el ser y el simbolo, el Verdadero y la creaciön, dando caräcter 
existencial a lo imaginario. Es un mundo intermedio entre el ämbito 
sensible y el transcendente de la Unidad de Dios. La imaginaciön, de cara 
a la verdad autentica, no engafia. La imaginaciön es asi una facultad 
esencialmente teofantica. Por eso se opone Ibn ‘Arabi al racionalismo del 
figh, del derecho, y del Kalam y funda un lenguaje abierto, frente al 
cerrado juridico, de la teologia y de la filosofia. Es un lenguaje flexible, 
repleto de simbolos polivalentes y variables de forma inagotable que 
expresa un mundo mudable, no fijo, manteniendo la Unidad divina de 


19 Ibn ‘Arabi, al-Fut that al-Makkiya, op. cit., II, p. 150. 
20 Corän, 7, 143. 
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base. Los sentidos, por tanto, son sölo un medio para descubrir (Kasf) los 
significados simbölicos y ocultos de la realidad. Por tanto no son sölo 
pasivos, receptores inactivos de las impresiones sensibles del mundo 
externo, sino fundamentalmente creativos, descubridores. Por eso 
Sulaymän al-Attär dice que la visiön mistica es esencialmente artistica 
por ser creativa, no sölo contemplativa y pasiva 21. 

De este modo, las otras potencias y sentidos internos, como la 
memoria, la cogitativa y demäs funciones que la falsafa incorpora y 
considera en su psicologia, se reducen al mäximo: a reconocer que el 
hombre tiene un Creador, pero no siendo capaces de conocerlo a fondo. 
Estas facultades estän regidas, gobernadas y sometidas a la imaginaciön. 
Ibn ‘Arabi, de esta manera, no ordena el mundo piramidalmente con una 
Causa a la cabeza y el resto explicado causal y racionalmente. Toda la 
creación es Esencia divina cuya intimidad escapa a la razón y al 
conocimiento humanos. Solo podemos llegar de algün modo a través de 
los nombres divinos que aparecen en el Libro Sagrado y por la 
imaginaciön que busca el sentido esotérico, oculto, misterioso, alegörico 
de los mismos. De este modo, los instrumentos de conocimiento no son, 
para él, el “agl (intelecto) sino el tajyil (la imaginaciön) y el galb 
(corazön). | 

Y, a propösito del corazön, convendria aclarar su funciön dentro de la 
cultura ärabe (funciön que alcanza su climax en el sufismo), dado que 
tiene mucho que ver con la imaginaciön, con el sentimiento, con el 
pensamiento, en todos los niveles de la vida pero, en concreto, en lo que 
aqui nos interesa, en la estética, sobrepasando con creces las funciones 
estrechas del puro Aöyoc o razón o del vovc o intelecto. Para el semita en 
general y para el árabe, el corazón es la sede de la volición, de los deseos, 
de los sentimientos e incluso del pensamiento, constituyendo lo más 
secreto (sirr), oculto ( bàtin), íntimo (damir) del hombre. De hecho, Dios 
no se reveló a la mente del Profeta sino a su corazón22. Y según un hadit, 
Dios no está en cualquier sitio, sino sobre todo en lo más íntimo del 
hombre: «EI cielo y la tierra no me contienen, pero estoy contenido en el 
corazón de mi servidor». Y, sobre todo, para el sufismo, como acabamos 
de ver en Ibn ‘Arabi , el corazón es aquella potencia secreta del alma, del 


21 ‘ATTAR, AL-, S., Al-jayal al-si‘ri fi: tasawwuf al-Andalus: Ibn ‘Arabi, Abii l- 
Hasan al-Sustari wa Ibn Jamis al-Tilimsami, Dar al-Ma‘ärif, El Cairo, 1981. 
22 Coràn, 26, 192. 
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espiritu, con la cual se conoce y ama a Dios y se percibe el bien, la belleza 
y la verdad. 

Y, finalmente, hablando ya sólo de la imaginaciön hay que subrayar 
que ella resulta ser para el sufismo y para Ibn ‘Arabi, una facultad 
esencialmente lumínica, iluminativa, lo cual incide poderosamente en toda 
la estética de la luz que desarrolla el islam y de la que hablaré luego. 

En cuanto a la aa recordemos los tres niveles de realidad que 
defiende, a saber: el supremo, transcendente, absoluto, el de la Unidad de 
Dios. A continuación, el «mundo imaginal», o‘ alam mitäl, carente de 
espacio y tiempo y que viene a constituir una hierohistoria o metahistoria 
atemporal que, por un lado, estä en contacto, proximidad, walaya, con la 
realidad del Uno y, por otro, se expresa en forma de espacio y tiempo en 
el tercer nivel, el mäs inferior de todos, éste en que vivimos, histörico, 
espacial y material. La razón sólo puede funcionar en este último nivel, 
desarrollando todo tipo de explicaciones causales y cientificas, cosida al 
espacio y al tiempo para dar cuenta de cuanto nos rodea. Sin embargo, 
llegar al «mundo imaginal», el de las imágenes paradigmáticas, mitäl, 
supone un salto suprarracional dado que, al no haber ni espacio ni tiempo, 
lo ünico que funciona es la intuiciön, la imaginaciön, la gnosis, las cuales 
desempefian un papel fundamental en este proceso cognoscitivo, para 
culminar por fin en la amor, intuiciön, al contemplar o aproximarse a la 
Unidad Verdadera del primer nivel, el del mismo Dios. 

Más aún, según las Rasä’il ijwan al-safa”, Enciclopedia de los 
Hermanos de la Pureza, obra científica, filosófica de la si'a simà'ili, 
compuesta en Oriente en el siglo X, este mundo material y espacial esta 
estructurado bellamente porque se halla construido por el Hacedor de 
manera armónica, de acuerdo con los cänones matemáticos del más 
estricto neopitagorismo y neoplatonismo, que se resuelve en una 
estructura matemätico-musical del universo que recuerda a la de Platön en 
su Timeo23. 

De esta manera, el artista, tiene una relaciön directa con Dios al imitar 
la naturaleza, segün lo testimonia la misma Enciclopedia: 


Debes saber hermano que la destreza en toda obra consiste en imitar al Artifice Sabio, 
al Creador. Se dice que Dios Altisimo ama al artesano häbil y diestro. Se cuenta que 
dijo el Profeta: «Dios Altfsimo ama al artesano que hace su obra con perfecciön». En 


23 Ver mi Principios de filosofía del arte griego, Anthropos, Barcelona, 1987. 
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este sentido, la falsafa puede ser definida como la imitaci6n de Dios segün la 
capacidad humana. Con la idea de imitación nos referimos a la imitación que hacen 


las ciencias (“uliim), las artes (sana’i) y la propagación del bien puesto que Dios es 
el más Sabio de los sabios, el más Conocedor de los conocedores, el mayor Artesano, 
el más Bueno de los buenos. Todo aquél que sube un peldafio en estas cuestiones se 
acerca más a Dios, como dice el mismo Dios al describir los ángeles, los más puros 
de sus siervos: «desean acercarse todo lo posible a su Sefior. Esperan su 
misericordia»24. Camino que sólo se puede hallar por el trabajo, el conocimiento y el 
culto25. 


Y en esta perfección y belleza matemática del universo hecho por Dios 
y en la correspondiente hermosura de las artes que buscan la belleza 
imitando a la naturaleza, se esconde algo mistérico que escapa por 
completo a la razón humana y que exige la intervención de otras facultades, 
como es, sobre todo, la imaginación. La numerología que exponen los 
Hermanos de la Pureza tiene así, sobre todo, un carácter esotérico, oculto, 
para lo cua] aducen un conocido hadit que dice lo siguiente y que es 
aplicable al texto sagrado, al mundo entero y a la belleza: 


EI Corán tiene una apariencia externa y una profundidad oculta, un sentido exotérico y 
Otro esotérico; a su vez, este sentido esotérico encierra otro sentido esotérico (cada nivel 
contiene otro nivel, a imagen de las esferas celestes embutidas unas en otras); y así 
sucesivamente, hasta siete sentidos esotéricos (siete niveles de profundidad oculta). 


De este modo, sumidos en un esoterismo del más puro estilo supra y 
metarracional, se puede llegar a Dios, pero sobrepasando la razön, dado su 
caräcter luminico, cegador: 


La razón humana no puede percibir o conocer el meollo de la esencia de la Majestad 
del Creador; ello es a causa de su caräcter demasiado brillante, demasiado cegador, y 


no por causa de su invisibilidad26. 


Asi pues, ahondando en el caräcter esotérico de la matemätica 
cösmica, gracias a la cual el universo es estéticamente bello, podemos 
ascender desde los sentidos a la raz6n cientifico-matemätica, de ella a la 


24  Corán 17, 57. 
25 Rasa’il ljwän al-safa’, Ed. De El Cairo, 1928, I, 29 
26 Rasa’ il ljwan al-safa’ op. Cit., III, 22. 
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ciencia esotérica y, por fin, de ésta, a la uniön mistica y fusiön amorosa e 
intima con el Dios Uno, Luz y Belleza Absolutas. 

Puestas asi las cosas, se podrian aducir numerosos testimonios de los 
filésofos tanto orientales como andalusfes. Y tal vez sean de nuevo al- 
Farabi e Ibn Sina los que más insisten en el papel fundamental de la 
imaginaciön en la imitaciön artistica, leyendo a Aristöteles y su Poética, 
pero neoplatonizändola y haciéndola islämica y sumamente personal. De 
los dos, destaca sobre todo el primero, al-Färäbi, pues para él la ünica 
facultad capaz de imitar las cosas percibidas con los sentidos es la 
imaginaciön, «la potencia imaginativa» (al-quwwa al-mutajayyila) 
estando siempre ligada a las percepciones sensibles de origen. La 
«facultad racional» (al-quwwa al- nätiga), por su parte, se encargarä sölo 
de distinguir luego lo bueno y lo malo, lo bello y lo feo dentro de aquello 
que en el arte (sina “a, la TEXVN griega) se imagina. 

Pero, además, la imaginación tiene otro papel en al-Farabi: los 
individuos superiores de la ciudad y los profetas, viendo a través del 
Intelecto Agente las verdades supremas, deben contemplarlas con el 
intelecto propio y personal y luego, con la imaginaciön a fin de traducirlas 
con imagenes sensibles para comunicarlas a la gente del pueblo inculta e 
incapaz de remontarse con la mente a niveles superiores de 
intelectualidad. La diferencia entre estos seres superiores y Profetas y los 
artistas estarä entonces en que aquellos miran directamente a las verdades 
ültimas (aunque luego las viertan en términos imaginativos) y el artista 
sölo se atiene a las impresiones sensibles e imaginarias captadas por los 
sentidos. Con lo cual, la religiön, para al-Farabi no es sino la puesta en 
forma de simbolos, metäforas, recursos imaginativos y demostraciones 
persuasivas (no dialécticas) de lo que la filosofia, la falsafa, contempla 
racional e intelectualmente. Podemos deducir, por consiguiente, que la 
religiön, al ser imitaciön imaginaria, es un producto esencialmente 
estético, puesto que dicha imaginaciön va ligada al arte, lo cual se une a lo 
anteriormente dicho de la inimitabilidad del Corän por su caräcter de 
perfecciön y belleza de contenido y de formas. 

Con todo ello, tanto en el caso del artista como, sobre todo, en el del 
ser superior y del Profeta, la imitaciön queda tan a merced de la 
imaginaciön que, cuanto más alejada esté de la realidad percibida, mejor 
sera el acto de imitar: 


Por eso muchos opinan que la imitaciön de algo de la forma más alejada es más 
completa y preferible que la imitaci6n directa y consideran al artifice de esas 
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elocuciones como realizador de una imitación más genuina, así como más 
introducido y experimentado en el arte?7. 


Y ésta es la opinión de la práctica totalidad de los falasifa y de los 
teóricos de la poética, retórica y estética en general, del mundo árabe e 
islámico. De la práctica totalidad, salvo alguna excepción como es la de 
Ibn Hazm de Córdoba (994-1065) y la de Ibn Rusd (1126-1198), aunque 
en sentidos completamente distintos en cada uno de los dos. El primero, a 
pesar de su rechazo de la imaginación a favor de la razón y del sentido 
aparente y claro de la Escritura (no en vano perteneció a la escuela jurídica 
zahiri) sin embargo es uno de los teóricos más brillantes de la estética 
árabe, por las razones que más abajo veremos. El caso de Ibn Ruëd es 
diferente: con su vuelta rigurosa al Aristóteles auténtico, reivindica de tal 
manera el papel de la razón y margina en tal grado la imaginación que no 
tendrá ya ninguna repercusión en el mundo árabe ni será expresivo de su 
estética, influyendo por el contrario, poderosamente, en la estética europea 
cristiana del final de la Edad Media y Renacimiento. 

Podría aducir más ejemplos del pensamiento musulmán que abundan 
en la necesidad de superar la razón para lograr la perfección estética. Uno 
de los más representativos es Hayyan al Tawhidi (m. h. 1010) que tuvo 
un influjo extraordinario en la evolución de la estética árabe: 


El discurso puede manar de la inspiración, del esfuerzo reflexivo o de una 
combinación de ambos en distinta proporción. La virtud de la inspiración consiste en 
que es más pura, mientras que la virtud de la reflexión está en ser más eficaz, siendo 
la combinación de ambas lo perfecto. El defecto de la inspiración radica en que posee 
el mínimo de razón y el defecto de la reflexión está en que tiene el mínimo de 
percepción sensible. La imperfección en su combinación dependerá de la proporción 
con que se mezclen. Pero si se libera dicha combinación de la arbitrariedad de una y 
de la afectación de otra, se obtendrá un discurso elocuente, agradable, maravilloso y 
dulce28. 


Y, en otro lugar, incide en la idea de que no puede concebirse un arte 
que no nos lleve a la unidad de Dios, a ese tawhid que está por encima de 


27 Al-Färäbi, Yawami' al Sir, p. 175. Citado por P. VicHez, Historia del 
pensamiento estético árabe, Akal, Madrid, 1997, p. 290. 

28 Abü Hayyän al-Tawhidi, Mugabasat li-Abi Hayyan al-Tawhdi, ed. M. Tawfiq 
Husayn, Dër al-Adäb, Bairut, 1989 n.55, 188. 
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la razön. Este es un texto completo del que antes di solamente el 
comienzo: 


Dios me libre de un arte que no confirme la Unicidad divina ni sefiale hacia el Uno, 
ni invite a su culto y a reconocer su Unicidad, a cumplir sus leyes, a alcanzar su seno, 
a aguardar con paciencia su último dictamen y acatar su mandato. He visto cómo los 
artesanos versados en el arte de la geometria, de la medicina, del cálculo, de la 
música, de la lógica y de la astrología, renuncian a hacerse cargo de estos propósitos 
y hasta despreocuparse completamente por conocer estos asuntos, lo que es un 


infortunio del que pedimos a Dios que nos libre y nos salve de sus consecuencias29. 


Otro autor que sobrepone el placer estético de la imaginación a la 


reproducción racional, real y fidedigna de la cosa es Hazim al- Qartäyanni 
(1211-1285) que, hablando de la poesía lo hace extensivo a todo tipo de 
arte imitativa: 


El deleite que siente el alma con lo imaginario es muy superior al que siente al 
contemplar el original. La estatua y la persona retratada provocan una emoción 
diferente; la primera agita el alma asombrando por la belleza de sus imitaciones y por 
la invención técnica al hacer posible su imitación, mientras que la persona real, si es 
bien parecida, agitará las almas por el amor hacia su propia hermosura. En cuanto al 
deseo que provoque una. estatua de una esclava, por ejemplo, lo que suele ocurrir es 
que la emoción producida por el asombro de la imitación sea superior a la derivada 
del original. Casi no existe expresión imaginaria sin asombro desde el grado más 
ínfimo hasta el máximo. El asombro en la elocución imaginaria deriva de la invención 
en la imitación y su representación imaginaria, como sucede en el caso de la estatua, 
o bien del propio objeto imitado cuando es raro y peregrino. El máximo asombro se 
produce cuando se da simultáneamente en ambos niveles y de manera completa 
experimentando entonces las almas a una intensísima emoción30. 


Finalmente, quiero recordar muy someramente el testimonio de un 
autor, de los más preclaros representantes de la filosofía del amor y de la 
belleza que, a pesar de rechazar la imaginación y atenerse a los principios 
racionales, como he dicho antes, expresa perfectamente el sentir de la 
estética árabe, centrada en lo interior, en lo luminico, en lo indescriptible, 
en lo profundo del alma, que, sin quererlo él, está apuntando a registros 
suprarracionales. Se trata de Ibn Hazm de Córdoba. Sirva de ejemplo éste 


conocido texto de su libro Kitab al-ajlàq wa-l-siyar, Libro de los 
caracteres y la conducta: 


29 Abū Hayyan al-Tawhidi , al-Imta’ wa-l-mu'ã nasa, op. cit., III, 135. 
30 Házim al-Qartayänni, Minhäy al-bulagä’ wa-siräy al-udaba, op. cit., pp 126-127. 
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Se me ha pedido una explicaciön exacta de las clases de belleza (sabaha) de las 
formas. Y digo que: 

La dulzura (halawa) es la finura de los rasgos y la gracia de los movimientos y la 
ligereza de los gestos y la adaptación del alma a los accidentes de las formas, aunque 
no sean bellas. 


La corrección (giwam) de las formas externas es la hermosura (famal) de cada una de 
las cualidades aisladas y muchas veces el hermoso de cualidades aisladamente 
consideradas es frío de aspecto. 


El brillo (baha' ) de los miembros externos va con la hermosura que hay en ellos y es 
la vivacidad o soltura. 


La belleza (husn) es algo que no tiene en la lengua nombre pero que es sentido en las 
almas por el acuerdo de todo el que lo ve y es una tünica que reviste el rostro y una 
claridad que inclina los corazones hacia sí de modo que las opiniones son concordes 
en aprobarlo aunque no haya cualidades hermosas, puesto que el que lo ve le rinde el 
alma, le gusta a su corazón aunque si contemplara las cualidades aisladamente, no 
encontraría mérito. Parece como si fuere algo que hay en el alma de lo visto que 
percibe el alma del que lo ve. Esta es la cumbre de las categorías de la belleza. 
Posteriormente difieren los gustos y hay quien prefiere la impresión sobrecogedora y 
hay quien prefiere la dulzura. Y no hemos encontrado uno siquiera que considerase la 
corrección como cualidad superior a éstas, cuando va separada31. 


En esta descripción de la belleza solamente quiero indicar algunos 
aspectos de interés, sin explicarlos ni extenderme en ellos32. Sea el 
primero, el de que en este texto se refiere sobre todo a la belleza humana, 
pero que, por muchas razones contenidas en el contexto de su obra, se 
puede extender a cualquier belleza, natural o artificial. Segundo, la 
importancia grande y de primer plano que se da al aspecto luminoso de la 
belleza. Tercero, la categoría de movilidad, agilidad, ligereza que se quiere 
dar a toda forma que pretenda ser bella. Cuarto, la falta de calidad estética 
que concede a la pura y fría corrección formal (giwam) integrada por 
factores puramente matemáticos y proporcionales. Y, por fin, quinto, el 
hecho de que la belleza auténtica (husn) es algo misterioso, semioculto, 
que no se percibe sólo con los sentidos sino, sobre todo con el alma, en un 
contacto íntimo entre el fondo escondido que hay en la cosa contemplada 
y que le da la auténtica categoría de belleza, y el alma del contemplador 


31 Ibn Hazm, Los caracteres y la conducta, Trad. Asin Palacios, Madrid, 1916, c. 
VII, n. 176-180. 

32 Ver J. LoMBA, «La beauté objective chez Ibn Hazm», Cahiers de Civilisation 
Médiévale, Poitiers, Abril, 1964, pp. 1-18 y Junio 1964, pp. 161-178; «Ibn Hazm o el 
misterio de la belleza», Miscelänea de Estudios Arabes y Hebraicos, Granada, 1989-1990, 
vol. XXXVIII, fas. 1°, pp. 117-139. 
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- que capta misteriosamente ese bátin que se agazapa tras el zähir 
perceptible. En realidad, este misterio, este contacto de lo interior del alma 
de quien ve la belleza y de quien es contemplado, es el que produce el 
verdadero amor que Ibn Hazm defiende en su Tawg al-hammäma, El 
collar de la paloma33 y en el ya citado Libro de los caracteres y la 
conducta34. No en vano Ibn Hazm pertenecia a un grupo de origen 
bagdadi, importado a Cérdoba, que se caracterizaba por su exquisito gusto 
y práctica de la belleza, llamado de los Banü *Udra y al que pertenecieron 
en al-Andalus algunos afamados poetas capitaneados por Ibn Suhayd. 

Solamente me queda ofrecer algunos ejemplos de cömo la 
imaginaciön funciona con unos resortes superiores a los de la pura razön 
en el arte y en la estética ärabes, encaminados a expresar aquello que 
asenté al principio, el tawhid o unicidad absoluta y trascendente de un 
Dios que esta fuera de la naturaleza y del orden espacio-temporal, causal 
y racional y que hay que buscarlo por otros caminos como es, sobre todo, 
el de la imaginación35. 

Pero antes, quisiera hacer una precisiön importante. Una cosa es en 
estética «expresar» y otra «decir», «comunicar», esta última mediante un 
lenguaje significativo. En el primer caso, se dan a conocer implícita, 
tácitamente y con otros signos distintos de los lingüísticos, determinadas 
cosas que el que se expresa sabe y que, consciente o inconscientemente, 
manifiesta. El segundo es el del lenguaje ordinario, en forma lingiifstica o 
incluso mediante formas plásticas o sonoras. Es el caso, por ejemplo, de 
las escrituras que se hallan en los libros y, en las obras arquitectónicas, en 
los paramentos de ciertos edificios. Y, mediante formas, se habla también 
«diciendo» por medio de imágenes que nos cuentan directa y claramente 
historias sagradas o profanas con fines didácticos o simplemente 
placenteros. En el arte cristiano, evidentemente que hay muchos elementos 
simbólicos que «expresan» determinadas verdades ocultas tras ellos, pero 


33 Ibn Hazm, El collar de la paloma, Madrid, 1966, E.G. Gomez (Trad.), con 
prölogo de J. ORTEGA Y GASSET. 

34 Ver J. Lomba, «Belleza y amor en el pensamiento de Ibn Hazm», en Filosofia 
medieval árabe en Espaha, Fundación Fernando Rielo, Madrid, 2000, pp. 43-67. 

35 Para una más extensa explicación de lo que sigue, me remito a mi trabajo 
«Aproximación a una estética musulmana», en La filosofia y sus märgenes. Homenaje al 
Prof. Carlos Balifias, Universidad de Santiago de Compostela, 1997, pp. 349-377, y a mi 
El mundo tan bello como es. Pensamiento y arte musulmän, EDHASA, Barcelona, 2005. 
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lo que predomina muchas veces es el lenguaje directo realizado mediante 
escritos plasmados en las paredes, capiteles o vidrieras o por imagenes 
dibujadas en estos mismos medios. En el arte musulmän, en cambio, el 
lenguaje directo diriamos que sölo se da en los textos de la Revelacién 
escritos en las paredes, en los mihrabs o en los capiteles y arcos de las 
mezquitas o en los muros de los palacios, donde junto a textos religiosos 
aparecen también versos de exquisitos poemas como es el caso de la 
Alhambra de Granada, llamada por algunos «el libro de poesia mejor 
encuadernado del mundo» por contener los mas bellos poemas de al- 
Yayyab, Ibn al-Jatib e Ibn Zamrak. Por eso, salvo estos ejemplos, me 
atreveria a decir que el arte musulmán más que «decir», «expresa». Y ello, 
porque lo que tiene que manifestar se escapa a la cuadricula conceptual y 
racional que pudiera implicar el lenguaje directo y comunicativo, al menos 
el que se usa en la cultura occidental36. La expresiön va mas ligada a la 
imaginaciön, al simbolo, a lo dicho indirectamente. 


V. DOS APLICACIONES ESTETICAS. 
5.1. El tratamiento de la imitaciön de la naturaleza 


Supuesto todo lo dicho en el orden teörico y de los textos y 
testimonios, me voy a detener en dos aspectos präcticos particularmente 
expresivos en el mundo del arte, de la manera de llevar, a cabo en la 
realidad los principios antes enunciados. Lo haré de un modo sumamente 
sintético y a manera de ejemplo solamente. Se podrian analizar muchos 
más aspectos de los que voy a indicar, pero una exposición más detallada 
de los mismos, rebasaria los limites de esta exposiciön. 

En primer lugar, he dicho mas arriba que la naturaleza imitada por el 
arte musulmán ya no es la óo1c griega sino la fabi'a que significaba 
«huella», es decir, algo evanescente, huidizo, roto en mil pedazos atómicos 
puestos en manos de Dios, el tinico Ser Necesario y Bello, al cual, en su 
fraccionamiento y contingencia, esa naturaleza debia de algün modo aludir 
y expresar. Pues bien, esta forma expresiva no racional se puede encontrar, 
por ejemplo, por el procedimiento estético de la ruptura y variedad casi 


36 Sobre las diferencias entre lo que supone conceptualmente la lengua árabe y las 
de origen indoeureopeo occidentales, puede verse: M. CHELLI, La parole arabe. Une 
théorie de la relativité des cultures, Paris, Sindbad, 1980. 
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infinita de colores que se imprimen en las paredes, en los arcos y en las 
bövedas, en las mugarnas que sostienen las cüpulas en lugar de las 
pechinas triangulares, perfectamente captables por una matemätica 
racional. En esta infinidad de colores, la vista y la razön se pierden para 
dar paso a la suposiciön apriörica de la existencia de un solo Dios, Bello, 
Uno y Simple en su interior, carente de toda multiplicidad. Caso evidente 
es la Alhambra de Granada37 y el grandioso y bello Muro de la mezquita 
de Herat en Afganistan. (s. XV), entre otros muchos ejemplos que se 
podrian citar. 

Otra forma de expresar la naturaleza quebrada y evanescente se 
encuentra en la ruptura de los espacios vacios, mediante la intercalaciön de 
columnas. No se trata de un «horror vacui» como ocurre muchas veces en 
el arte occidental, sino de otra cosa más profunda, de la expresiön de que 
solamente hay un ser unitario, uno, que es Dios, frente al cual, todo lo 
demás, incluso el espacio vacío, es fatuo, falso, múltiple. Es lo que ocurre 
en la Mezquita de Cördoba y en la del Viernes de Isfahan. Lo mismo se 
diga en el caso de la variedad de niveles del suelo como ocurre en la 
misma Alambra, o en la ruptura de luces, mediante el uso de celosfas, 
como, por ejemplo, en la impresionante celosfa del palacio mogol indio 
de Fatehpùr Sikri, del s. XVI. El mismo resultado se obtiene mediante 
surtidores que, siempre manantes, fraccionan la luz que reflejan del sol. 
Son recursos imaginativos, no racionales, que expresan la verdadera 
realidad del Ser absolutamente firme, sólido, lleno, uno, compacto, no 
multiple, sin fisuras, que es Dios. 

Esa naturaleza débil y menesterosa, se expresa también por el uso 
frecuente de materiales frägiles en la construcciön (por ejemplo el yeso, 
el barro, la madera) con los cuales forman una unidad perfecta los finos 
alicatados, los encajes de estuco cincelado y demäs elementos 
ornamentales, de lo cual es también ejemplo la Alhambra de Granada o el 
patio de la madrasa de al- ‘Attärin de Fez construido a base de madera y 
yeso. Todo ello, al margen de los materiales que se tenfan a mano en 
determinados momentos y lugares en los que la piedra o el märmol 
escaseaban. No se trata de este caso sino del empleo deliberado de tales 
materiales débiles. 


37 Un interesante estudio sobre la Alhambra puede verse en G. BORRAS, La 
Alhambra y el Generalife, Anaya, Madrid, 1989 y O. GRABAR, La Alhambra: iconografia, 
formas y valores, Alianza, Madrid, 1988. 
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Más aún, la estructura interior de los edificios queda oculta al 
exterior, no pudiéndose adivinar cómo es por dentro, colaborando en ello, 
ademas, la ornamentaciön y la infinidad de decoraciones superpuestas, la 
zina o decoraciön y adorno afiadido al conjunto del exterior del edificio. 
No cabe duda de que, al contemplar la Catedral de Lisboa o el Monasterio 
de Santa Marfa da Vitéria de Batalha, ya desde fuera podemos adivinar, 
usando de la razön, el nümero de naves que contiene, el lugar que ocupa 
el äbside, la localizaciön de las capillas que alberga y, en general, la 
estructura aproximada de su interior, cosa que no ocurre, por ejemplo, al 
ver la mezquita de Cördoba, la de los Omeyas de Damasco, la de Ibn 
Tumlun o de El Azhar de El Cairo o cualquier otra del mundo islämico. Se 
ve un edificio, pero no se puede hacer el contemplador ninguna idea de lo 
que contiene por dentro. El descubrirlo queda como tarea de la 
imaginaciön, si se ve desde fuera, o de la vista y el tacto si se penetra en 
el interior. Lo que se quiere expresar con este registro es que la Unidad 
Absoluta de Dios no se puede adivinar en modo alguno, como tampoco lo 
es la unidad interna de la construcciön, si es que la hay. 

Porque, esa misma estructura interna del edificio no es un algo 
unitario, cerrado y completo, sino que estä siempre abierto a sucesivas 
ampliaciones sin que su belleza pierda calidad, sino todo lo contrario. En 
este sentido es inimaginable afiadir un solo cuerpo al Partenén de Atenas 
o una nave más a la Catedral de Chartres, mientras que las multiples 
ampliaciones de la mezquita de Cördoba o la del Viernes de Isfahän, las 
han hecho mäs bellas y grandiosas. Y ello, porque uno, definitivamente 
cerrado y completo, sélo es Dios. El resto de los seres se hunde en la 
indefiniciön, sin que por ello pierda nada de su belleza y calidad estética. 
La estructura interna del edificio, mezquita o palacio, queda asi 
desdibujada, falta de unidad hermética, tanto si se ve desde fuera como si 
se contempla en su interior. Uno, sélo es Dios. 

Quisiera subrayar brevemente algo de suma importancia relativo a la 
decoración que, desde la más pura matemática, en este caso plenamente 
racional, nos lleva a un mundo oculto, imaginario, donde sólo el Dios Uno 
y Unico se halla expresado. Me refiero al ritmo y armonía que todo arte 
árabe exige, representado por la decoración de los arabescos, entendiendo 
por tales tanto las plantas estilizadas y abstractas, como los entrelazados 
geométricos. Ambos recursos. son expresión del sentido del ritmo y de la 
geometría de los árabes, estricta y rigurosamente racionales, a la vez que 
de la supresión de la realidad natural tal como es en forma de figuras 


RAZON E IMAGINACIÖN EN LA ESTETICA MUSULMANA MEDIEVAL 399 


abstractas38. Porque ésta debe remitir inexorablemente a una realidad 
superior, mediante la imaginaciön, no dejando que nadie se quede en ella 
en su ser-en-si fisico y natural. 

Pero quisiera detenerme un poco en el tema de los entrelazados 
geométricos racionalmente trazados. Las formas preferidas por los 
artistas, para empezar, son las basadas en la divisiön del circulo en cuatro, 
cinco, seis, ocho o doce partes, siendo tal vez la más habitual la de ocho 
como resultado de la superposiciön de dos cuadrados en el interior de 
dicho circulo. Ahora bien, este esquema circular originario desaparece de 
la vista, dejändose solamente adivinar e intuir con la imaginaciön, pero 
sin estar presente de una manera clara, al igual que lo es la Unidad de Dios 
que no se ve directamente en las formas pero que se expresa, se presupone 
puesto que en ella se cree a priori. Las figuras resultantes de dichas 
divisiones, se repiten luego ilimitadamente, terminando sölo cuando el 
paramento, arco o elemento que las soporta se acaba o cambia de 
direcciön. Los dibujos podrän estar trazados con la razön, pero el hecho 
de su repeticiön indefinida es algo que excita a la imaginaciön, para que 
capte el hecho de que lo ünico que no se repite, que es uno, que esta 
cerrado en si en su perfecciön absoluta, es Dios. Ejemplos modélicos de 
lo dicho pueden citarse, entre otros muchos, el techo de la tumba de Hafiz 
en Siraz que tiene estrellas de seis, ocho y dieciséis puntas y el infinito 
numero de formas geométricas de los alicatados que ostentan las paredes 
de la Alhambra de Granada. 

El origen y sentido de este arte, podria situarse, entre otros puntos, en 
uno sumamente präctico que no deja de ser verosimil, cual es el tejido de 
las alfombras y tapices en la marcha nömada por el desierto de las tribus 
preislämicas. Y desde un punto de vista teörico, podria verse el origen de 
esta forma de arte en el neopitagorismo antes dicho de la Enciclopedia de 
los Hermanos de la Pureza y su idea de belleza basada en la armonia 
matemática del universo; en el neoplatonismo del grupo bagdadí de al- 


38 Pueden consultarse los interesantes estudios matemáticos de las lacerfas en: A.P. 
VIVES, El arte de la lacería Madrid, Colegio de Ingenieros de Caminos, Canales y Puertos, 
1977, «La simetría y la composición de los tracistas musulmanes, en Investigación y 
progreso, n. 3 (1932) Madrid, p. 33-45; J.M. MONTESINOS, «Caleidoscopios y grupos 
cristalográficos en la Alhambra», en Epsilon, Granada, 1987, p. 9-30; E. SANTIAGO, «Las 
estructuras repetitivas en el arte del Islam», en VI Simposio de la sociedad Espahola de 
Literatura General y comparada, Granada, 1986. 
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Tawhidi, antes citado, cuyo concepto de belleza consiste en la idea de que 
una obra debe estar estructurada unitaria y armönicamente superando asi 
ala propia naturaleza. 

Pero sobre todo, lo que predomina y sublate en esta forma de 
arabescos es la idea de que con esta prolongaciön al infinito de las formas 
geométricas, se estä expresando la existencia de la ünica unidad que puede 
haber, la de Dios, la cual subyace tras el devenir indefinido e 
indeterminado del mundo y de la fabi‘a o naturaleza evanescente. Esta no 
es algo cerrado en si mismo ni autönomo ni autosuficiente, ni unitario, ni 
simple sino un puro devenir de mültiples elementos, sobre el cual vuela 
la Unidad del Unico Uno, Dios. Nada permanece ni estä definido y 
cerrado, sino Dios. Nada es uno, sino El. De hecho las lineas geométricas 
siempre acaban volviendo sobre sí mismas, para que la atención jamás se 
detenga en un elemento concreto y cerrado, sino que remita a otra forma y 
luego a otra, y así indefinidamente, porque, en el fondo, se está expresando 
una unidad superior en la cual ünicamente puede descansar y reposar 
nuestra contemplaciön, la de Dios. Mas aün, la linea que se retuerce suele 
ser siempre una sola con lo cual se está evocando de otra manera la Unidad 
Divina que permanece a través de las vicisitudes por las que la naturaleza 
y la vida atraviesa. Se trata también del principio suff segtin el cual, la 
Unidad de Dios se refleja en el mundo a través de la armonia de lo que es 
múltiple, es decir: la «unidad en la multiplicidad» (al-wahda fi-I-Katra) o, 
a la inversa, la «multiplicidad en la unidad» (al-katra fi-l-wahda). 

Dentro de lo decorativo arquitectónico, otra forma de expresar la nada 
que sostiene y penetra a la naturaleza es el recurso a la no funcionalidad 
racional y lógica de ciertos elementos los cuales son tomados sólo como 
símbolos o simples adornos añadidos técnicamente inútiles pero bellos, 
como es el caso de columnas que no sostienen, de arcos que no ejercen de 
tales ni como tirantes ni como sujeción de bóvedas. La función es algo 
que se crea con la razón; al no tener esos arcos y columnas ninguna 
función, queda abierto el campo para que la imaginación vea que todo 
aquello es fútil, evanescente, pero bello, frente al único ser que realmente 
actúa y que además es bello, cual es Dios. Incluso su inutilidad es un 
posible motivo de emoción estética al ver elementos que solamente tienen 
una única función, la de ser bellos: la utilidad, es cosa sabida, no pertenece 
a las categorías estéticas ya desde la misma Grecia. Lo bello, como dijeron 
Aristóteles y Kant, es un fin en sí mismo, sin proyección a una ulterior 
meta. Ejemplo de todo ello son los múltiples arcos y columnas de la 
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Alhambra de Granada y de la Aljaferia de Zaragoza construida por el rey 
de la dinastia hüdí al-Mugtadir (1046-1081) que llenan los paramentos 
siendo solamente decorativos, sin utilidad präctica alguna. Y ello, porque 
funciön autentica, efectiva, causalidad real, sélo està en manos de un solo 
ser, Dios. Ese Dios, ademäs, que es un fin en si, como la belleza, no algo 
ütil ni medio para una meta ulterior. 

Pero un recurso especialmente llamativo en esta misma linea es el 
empleo de estanques que funcionan a la manera de espejos no rígidos, 
móviles y que cambian segün actüen sobre sus superficies las corrientes 
de agua, los surtidores que los flanquean, el soplo del más mínimo viento, 
el paso de un ave, la caída de una hoja o de una flor sobre la superficie del 
agua, las tonalidades más variadas que le dan la salida del sol, su zenit o 
su ocaso, sin contar con la oscuridad de la noche y el reflejo de la luna, 
con sus distintas fases, y de las estrellas: es una luz que reciben la cual, 
además de variable, no es propia del agua del estanque sino prestada del 
sol, de la luna, del cielo estrellado. Con todo ésto se pretenden mostrar, 
expresar, varias cosas de alto valor filosófico, estético, religioso y 
psicológico: 

A saber: primero, dar cuenta de la futilidad, evanescencia e incluso 
vanidad, ilusión y falsedad que puede contener interiormente en su (bátin) 
esta naturaleza, ÉUoic y este mundo tan bellos en lo exterior (zähir). 
Solamente es verdadero, exento de mentira y variabilidad, Dios, que es la 
roca firme, el punto de referencia inquebrantable e inamovible para el 
universo y para el hombre. El agua que refleja de esta manera tan variable 
las cosas del mundo es expresión de la contingencia del mismo. Ejemplos 
típicos de ello y de cuanto voy a exponer a continuación son, entre otros, 
el gran estanque de Harun Minar, cerca de Lahore, el patio de la Aljafería 
de Zaragoza en que se reflejan todas las estancias que hay en su derredor, 
el patio de los Arrayanes de la Alhambra de Granada y, caso muy especial 
es el del palacio Cihil Sutün de Isfahan el cual se llama el «Palacio de las 
cuarenta columnas», aunque, en realidad sólo son veinte las construidas 
y reales, siendo las otras veinte las reflejadas en el enorme estanque que 
hay delante de él. Es todo un símbolo de que lo mismo da lo real que lo 
imaginario. Supongo escandalizado a Platón ante este alarde estético 
imaginativo, que para él iría mucho más allá de la pipneotc 
davrastıcn tan aborrecida por él. 

Esta sensación de vanidad, ilusión y futilidad viene acentuada por el 
hecho de que las construcciones reflejadas en el agua, pese a su belleza, 
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se ven invertidas, al revés. Qué mas da para el contemplador lo real y lo 
reflejado, lo derecho y lo invertido. Asi es el mundo, pero no Dios que es 
la rectitud y firmeza única y absoluta. Lo mismo da ver las edificaciones 
del derecho que cabeza abajo; todas las perspectivas son bellas e incluso 
el conjunto de ambas lo es también, pero con esa nota de contingencia que 
dicha inversión les da. Más aún, al estar reflejadas en una superficie de 
agua que se mueve al menor soplo del viento quedan las edificaciones 
fabricadas con materiales, rigidos o fragiles, dotadas de una labilidad, la 
reflejada en el agua, con la que pierden su solidez. Nada en el mundo es 
firme, estable, sino Dios. Mas todavia, al verse agrandados los magnificos 
y solemnes edificios y palacios en su reflejo sobre el agua, por un lado se 
enaltece el poder del gobernante o sefior que los edificó y habita, pero, por 
otro, expresa la vaciedad de esa grandeza, la cual es un puro reflejo, un 
suefio. Y, por fin, con este registro de los reflejos, se iluminan más 
intensamente las fachadas, pero con una luz que, por un lado, tiene un 
hondo significado, como veremos pronto, pero, por otro, es una luz rota, 
como la misma ®Volc puesto que sus irisaciones, tonalidades, 
uniformidad, varfan, como he dicho antes, a la menor circunstancia que les 
sobrevenga del exterior. 

Como es evidente, la razön, en este juego de ilusiones expresivas, 
nada tiene que hacer. Es la imaginaciön la que nos proporciona todo este 
contenido religioso, filosöfico, teolögico. La «contingencia», el «ser 
posible por si» que nos dictaba la razén filosöfica, se convierte aqui en un 
juego imaginativo de una profundidad y belleza superiores incluso a las de 
aquellos conceptos. Juego imaginativo que, a su vez, también traduce de 
otra manera al «Ser Necesario por si», el Dios de los faläsifa. 

Pero junto a todos estos registros expresivos € imaginativos del agua 
y de los espejos hay otros de caräcter mistico y puramente religioso que 
empapan su uso de un espiritu especial, sobre todo derivado del sufismo, 
lo cual afecta a la estética de modo muy directo y que subraya el papel de 
la imaginación como potencia protagonista del proceso, tal como dije 
antes al hablar de Ibn ‘Arabi y de la si‘a. En efecto, el Corán habla del 
agua como una bendiciön que cae del cielo 39; que los jardines del Paraiso 
tienen arroyos de aguas vivas y fuentes 40, que el hombre mismo ha sido 


39  Corán 2, 164; 14, 32. 
40 Corán, 2, 25, 88, 12 etc. 
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creado de un agua fluyentes4!, que las obras de los infieles son como agua 
para el que tiene sed, no siendo más que un espejismo42, que la vida 
presente se parece al agua que el viento disipa43. El agua es, en fin, 
simbolo de la pureza y, en consecuencia, el instrumento habitual de la 
purificación, zahàra, que se exige antes de la oración, salat. El espejo, por 
su parte, también simboliza en el islam la reciprocidad de las conciencias, 
tal como dice un hadit: «El creyente es el espejo del creyente». 

Por lo demás, para el sufismo, el universo es un conjunto de espejos 
en los cuales la esencia infinita de Dios se contempla en mültiples formas 
que reflejan de distintas maneras y en diversos grados la irradiación del 
Ser Unico. Y el alma, espejo es también que refleja a Dios y se mira a sí 
misma, a la vez, mirándole a El y Dios mirándose a sí mismo en el alma, 
tal lo cantan al-Gazzäli, Ibn ‘Arabi, al-Rumi y otros. 

Por fin, tres dimensiones más de los espejos, del agua y de los 
estanques: primera, reflejar los cielos, las estrellas y los astros, 
culminación de la obra del Creador, por encima de los cuales se halla su 
trono; segunda, significar que el «microcosmos» del hombre es un espejo 
que refleja el «macrocosmos» del Universo hecho por Dios; tercera, 
simbolizar el hecho de que el agua es el origen de la vida y del ser de todas 
las cosas. Dice Ibn ‘Arabi: 


el agua es ella misma espíritu, puesto que da vida de sí [...]. El agua es el origen de 
la vida en todas las cosas 44, debes saber que el amor es el secreto dela vida y fluye 
por el agua, que es el origen de los elementos y de los principios [...]. Nada hay en 
ella nada que no está vivo [...]; el agua es el origen de todo45. 


Con todo ello, repito, nada se nos dice de la esencia e intimidad del 
Creador directamente, de modo racional. Simplemente se llenan los 
sentidos con las formas externas (zähir) del objeto para que con la 


imaginación, la fantasía, se llegue a lo oculto (batin) de la Unidad de un 
Dios Bello y Omnipotente. 


41 Corán, 86, 6. 

42 Corán 24, 39-40. 

43  Corán, 18, 45. 

44 lbn‘Arabi, al-Futuhät al-makiyyat, op. cit, I, p. 332. 

45 lbn‘Arabi, Fusus al-kikäm, ed. A. ‘Afifi, Dar al-Kitàb al-‘Arabi, Beirut, 1980, I, 
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De esta manera, la naturaleza resulta ser algo bello, que seduce con su 
hermosura al hombre pero que le provoca a la vez un asombro y sorpresa 
tales que se escapan al orden racional y que le catapultan al mundo 
imaginativo donde puede hallar mejor los vestigios de Dios. En definitiva, 
la inimitabilidad del Corän y su belleza estaba precisamente en su 
estructura armönica a la vez que sorpresiva. Por eso muchos hablan del 
gran paralelismo y semejanza que hay entre la estructura que a cada 
momento sorprende del Corän con sus cambios de temätica, de tono, de 
sentido, y la composiciön de una obra de arte musulmana, repleta también 
de sorpresas que rebasan lo que la razön podria esperar. Asi se expresa 
Titus Burckhardt: 


El arte plästico del Islam es en cierto modo reflejo de la palabra del Corän. 
Indudablemente es muy dificil captar el principio por el que este arte se vincula al 
texto del Corän, no en su aspecto narrativo, que no cumple funciön alguna en el arte 
habitual en el Islam, sino en el de las estructuras formales, pues el Corän no sigue 
ninguna ley de composiciön, ya se trate de la extrafia desconexiön en el 
encadenamiento de sus temas, ya de su formulaciön verbal, que escapa a todas las 
reglas de la métrica. Su ritmo, aunque potente y penetrante, no sigue ninguna medida 
fija: totalmente imposible de predecir, mantiene a veces una rima insistente como un 
redoble de tambor, y de repente varía su amplitud y su compás, cambiando la 
cadencia de forma tan inesperada como sorprendente. [...]. El arte árabe -tanto la 
poesía y la müsica como las artes plásticas- gusta de repetir ciertas formas y de 
intercalar variantes repentinas e imprevistas sobre este fondo repetitivo46 


Y hay numerosos ejemplos de este carácter sorpresivo, del arte árabe 
con el que la razón se ve constantemente asaltada por inesperados 
resultados que sólo la imaginación es capaz de captar y disfrutar. Uno, 
tomado al azar, es todo el conjunto de pasillos que conducen a amplios 
patios desde los cuales se aboca a estrechos conductos que se abren luego 
a enormes estancias para terminar inesperadamente en el gran e intrincado 
zoco o mercado de la Mezquita del Viernes de Isfahan. 

Para terminar este primer aspecto de la imitación imaginativa de la 
naturaleza, no quiero dejar de apuntar solamente, explicarlo con detalle 
nos llevaría fuera de los límites de esta intervención, un aspecto bastante 
estudiado y de sumo interés estético, a saber, el paralelismo que hay entre 
la lengua y escritura árabes y el arte y la belleza. La lengua árabe, con su 


46 T. BURCKHARDT, El arte del Islam, Ediciones de la Tradición Unánime, 
Barcelona, 1988p. 56-57. 
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estructura consonäntica trilitera, vive la existencia, no de un modo regido 
en exclusiva por la razön, sino al ritmo vital que las necesidades que la 
existencia le va imponiendo. De este modo, la lengua, la escritura, se 
desarrollan como un mundo infinito de posibilidades que, aun 
manteniendo una base semäntica en su lenguaje, lo que predomina es la 
creatividad, la imaginaciön, el poder del hombre frente a la realidad que le 
rodea. De esta manera, no se trata de un orden racional en que el Aóyoc, 
la palabra, tenga un contenido racional fijo al que el hablante se haya de 
someter, como en Grecia y en las lenguas de origen indoeuropeo. En éstas, 
la palabra lleva al concepto y de éste a la acción. En árabe, en cambio, 
cuando se habla se ve el hombre comprometido directamente en la acciön, 
en la praxis, sin abandonar, claro estä el significado pero dejändolo en 
segundo término. Las puertas de la imaginaciön de la creatividad humana 
están de este modo abiertas de par en par. Es el poder de la imaginaciön 
lo que hace que la lengua árabe, para el que habla, se constituya en la 
plataforma desde la que vive, razön por la cual, el hablar resulta ser más 
flexible, ágil, movible y, por tanto, bello. El paralelismo de la lengua árabe 
con la concepción de la naturaleza y el arte, es claro, tal como lo han 
mostrado autores como Kamal Bulläta en su estudio «Geometría de la 
lengua y gramática de la geometria»47. Todo ello, sin contar con las 
posibilidades estéticas que ofrece la escritura árabe las cuales fueron tan 
notorias desde el primer momento que merecieron la atención de los 
grandes teóricos del lenguaje y de la estética y que los buenos calígrafos 
gozasen de un especial prestigio. Podemos contemplar, como ejemplo, los 
maravillosos textos escritos con un arte consumado, en los paramentos y 
muros de las mezquitas y palacios antiguos y actuales, tal como hace un 
momento he hablado de la Alhambra de Granada, por ejemplo. 

Un detalle más sobre la lengua árabe y la estética. Bien sabido es que 
el árabe carece del verbo «ser» copulativo. Los enunciados judicativos se 
resuelven por medio de una yuxtaposición de sujeto y predicado y 
utilizando diversos recursos lingüísticos que no vienen al caso. El 
resultado es un conjunto de estructuras cristalinas, claras, diáfanas, 


47 Kamal Bullata, «Geometría de la lengua y gramática de la geometría», en 
Cuadernos de la Alhambra, Granada, n. 27 (1991), p. 11-26. Puede verse también M. 
CHELLI, La parole arabe. Une théorie de la relativité des cultures, Sindbad, Paris, 1980; J. 
LOMBA, «Palabra y pensamiento. Ensayo de diálogo intercultural», en Humanitas, ` 
Monterrey (Méjico), 2002, pp. 127-153. 
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lapidarias que recuerdan el brillo, el resplandor, la nitidez de los colores y 
reflejos del arte arabe. 

Basten estas breves alusiones a un tema tan apasionante y rico como 
son las relaciones entre la lengua y escritura ärabes y la estética. 


5.2. El tratamiento de la luz. 


Por fin, quisiera decir algo sobre el segundo punto que me proponia 
exponer, el de la capacidad expresiva, imaginativa y no racional del 
tratamiento de la luz en la estética árabe, cosa que he anunciado varias 
veces anteriormente. Es curioso recordar aquel texto de Aristöteles en su 
Poética en que al hablar de la tragedia dice que en ella: 


sucede aproximadamente como en la pintura; pues, si uno aplicase confusamente los 
más bellos colores, no agradarfa tanto como dibujando una figura en blanco48 


Es que en Grecia, lo primero es el conocimiento racional, la 
definición, el ÓpiCew, y, en arte, el dibujo perfectamente delimitado, al 
que luego se añadirán los colores. El protagonista estético, en este caso, es 
el diseño realizado escrupulosamente con la retícula de la matemática 
racional. En el arte islámico, pese a todo lo dicho de los trazados 
geométricos perfectamente calculados y precisos racionalmente, parece 
como si el color hubiese de ocupar un protagonismo especial, de primer 
orden. Es que la geometría, que da la impresión que es el factor principal 
del arte, está hecha para servir de canal a las coloraciones. No es la 
pincelada difusa impresionista de un Manet o de un Van Gogh en la que el 
color es el único protagonista. Se trata de un entrar por los ojos el color 
encerrado en unos contornos perfectamente geometrizados. La geometría 
está al servicio de la luz y del color, no al revés. 

Ya no se trata del resultado de una experiencia puramente estética y 
práctica. Es que en el orden teórico, la vista y el color ocupan un lugar 
privilegiado, como ocurrirá luego, tal como veremos, con la luz. Y ello por 
razones estrictamente metafísicas y religiosas. 

Así Ibn Hazm se exprese de esta manera hablando de las virtudes de 
la vista y de su primacía sobre los demás sentidos: 


48 Aristóteles, Poética, 1450 a. 
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Los ojos son a veces mensajeros y se percibe con ellos lo que se desea, Los cuai.o 
sentidos son puertas abiertas al corazön y ventanas hacia el alma, pero la vista es la 
más fiable y penetrante guia y la que actúa con mayor lucidez. Es conductora certera 
del alma, su direcciön orientadora y su diäfano espejo en el que se le muestran las 
verdades, discierne los atributos y comprende las percepciones sensibles. Se dice que 
lo que se cuenta no es como lo que se ve49. 


Y, respecto a los colores que perciben los ojos, de acuerdo con el 
mismo Ibn Hazm, aunque carecen de entidad al margen del soporte 
corpóreo en que se manifiestan, son fundamentales pues, según él, nos 
dan a conocer las formas/figuras y limites de los cuerpos, el movimiento, 
el reposo, las dimensiones y demás características sustanciales y 
accidentales de los mismos. Los colores son para él el zähir o lo externo 
y aparente del mundo, a través del cual se nos manifiesta la belleza oculta, 
batin, de éste, lo mismo que por el zähir del lenguaje de la Escritura se nos 
manifiesta e] contenido de la Revelación. Y si ello es así en general, lo es 
más esencial aün para el conocimiento y para la percepción estética en 
general50. Más aün, junto a toda la escala cromätica, Ibn Hazm admite, 
como aditamento de los colores, el brillo y el mate, lo cual explica su 
clasificación de los grados de belleza que hemos visto antes, en los cuales, 
junto a la luz aparecía el brillo de las expresiones y de las formas. Por eso 
existe para él un negro brillante y un negro mate; no porque el negro sea 
un color, que no lo es (el negro es la simple ausencia de color, la 
oscuridad), sino porque el brillo y su opuesto son una especie de colores 
por sí mismos. Recordemos que decía: 


El brillo (baha” ) de los miembros externos va con la hermosura que hay en ellos y 
es la vivacidad o soltura. 


El filósofo zaragozano Ibn Baya o Avempace (h. 1170-1139), el 
primer comentador de Aristóteles sólo que bastante influido todavía por el 
neoplatonismo al uso, pone también en primer lugar a la vista entre todos 
los demás sentidos, dado que su percepción primaria y fundamental es el 
color. A él dedica una gran parte del magnífico capítulo cuarto que versa 
Sobre la visión, de su tratado Fi al-nafs Sobre el alma: 


49 lbn Hazm, El Collar de la paloma, cop. cit., p. 137. 

50 lbn Hazm, Kitab al-fisal wa-l-nihäl, Libro de las soluciones divinas [acerca de 
las religiones, sectas y escuelas, Trad. Asin Palacios con el titulo Abenhäzam de Cördoba 
y su Historia critica de las ideas religiosas, Tip. de la Rev. de Archivos y Bibliotecas, 
Madrid, 1927-1932, V, p. 67. 
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la percepción primaria de la visión es el color; únicamente la vista puede percibirlo51. 


Y, cuando Hayy ibn Yaqzän contempla desde su isla la ültima esfera 
incorpórea que es reflejo directo de la Esencia del Ser Unico y Verdadero, 


dice Ibn Tufayl (1110-1185) en su EI filósofo autodidacto que: 


Vio que la esencia separada de esta esfera, esencia separada, tenía una perfección, 
esplendor y belleza demasiado grandes para que las pueda describir la lengua 
humana, y demasiado sutiles para revestir la forma de letras o sonidos. Y la vio en el 
colmo del placer, de la alegría, de la felicidad y del contento, causados por la 
contemplación intuitiva de la esencia de la Verdad52. 


Todo lo dicho nos lleva a considerar en la psicología y estética 
musulmanas la primacía que ocupa el sentido de la vista. Para concluir lo 
cua] bastaría releer los textos antes citados y la contemplación de cualquier 
obra de arte musulmana, llena de luz, colores, brillos que lo que hacen es 
invadir inmediatamente la vista, atrayéndola con una fuerza especial y 
seductora. 

Sería una grave omisión el no citar aunque sólo sea muy 
someramente a la gran personalidad del óptico al-Hasan ibn al-Haytam (h. 
965-1039), el Alhazen de los cristianos, de Basora, el cual con su obra 
Kitab al-manäzir, Libro de la óptica o de la perspectiva, nos da un 
ejemplo de teoría científica y racional a la vez que psicológica y estética 
de la luz y del color, muy expresiva del arte y concepción de la belleza 
árabes del momento y que influirá poderosamente en el Renacimiento 
europeo gracias a la traducción de su obra hecha por Witelo a finales del 
XII o comienzos del XIII. 

Para empezar, segün Ibn al-Haytam la percepción estética se da, ante 
todo y de forma natural, en un estadio prerracional, prelógico, al margen, 
por tanto, de la razón discursiva y consciente, ya que, por ejemplo, el 
nifio, puesto ante la contemplación de dos objetos, uno bello y otro feo, 
elegiría instintivamente, el bello. Luego viene Ia consideración científica 
y racional del mismo. 

Después, ya desde el punto de vista científico, afirma que la vista es 


51  Avempace, Sobre el alma, VI, c. 4. 


52 ]bn Tufayl, Filósofo autodidacto, Trad. A.G. PALENCIA revisada y con 
introducción de E. TORNERO, Trotta, Madrid, 1995, p. 211. 
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el órgano más preciso de conocimiento, el cual percibe las cosas mediante 


la captación de unos ma‘äni, «contenidos»53, dentro de los cuales 
distingue veintidös clases, que son las siguientes: luz, color, distancia, 
posiciön, volumen, figura, tamafio, dispersiön, concentraciön, nümero, 
movimiento, reposo, aspereza, lisura, transparencia, opacidad, sombra, 
oscuridad, belleza, fealdad, semejanza, diferencia, ademäs de lo recto, lo 


inclinado, lo cóncavo, la risa y el llanto. Pero, sobre todo, estos ma ‘ani 
nos proporcionan belleza, una belleza objetiva que está ahi, en la cosa, que 
no es producto de nuestra subjetividad, y que impresionan nuestros 
sentidos y alma: 


En cuanto a la belleza percibido por el sentido de la vista, hay que decir que la vista 
la percibe al percibir los ma ‘ani particulares cuyos modos de percepción visual ya han 
sido explicados. Cada uno de dichos ma ‘ani particulares produce por sí solo una clase 
de belleza, como también producen distintas clases de belleza al unirse unos con 
otros. La vista percibe la belleza a partir de las formas de los objetos visuales que 
capta el sentido de la vista 


Y, un poco más adelante: 


Las clases de belleza que percibe la vista a partir de las formas de los objetos 
contemplados, son abundantes: una de ellas es la belleza causada por uno de los 
ma‘ani particulares existentes en la forma, así como la belleza derivada de numerosos 
ma'àni particulares en la forma, otra, la que depende de la unión de unos ma ‘ani con 
otros y no de los propios ma‘äni y, finalmente, la belleza producida por la 
combinación y composición de distintos ma ani 54. 


Y, a pesar de la racionalización científica y óptica de la vista que hace 


Ibn al-Haytam, sin embargo sostiene que la captación estética, en realidad 
y en su esencia más profunda, es inmediata, irreflexiva, indemostrable 
racionalmente, gracias a la luz y al color de los distintos ma ‘ani. De este 
modo, la captación estética se halla entre dos extremos extrarracionales: el 
preobjetivo e instintual del nifio y el definitivo del adulto, una vez que ha 
hecho el análisis racional de la vista, el color y Ja belleza. Basten estas 


53 Prefiero, en adelante, no traducir esta palabra, ma ‘ani, y dejarla en árabe pues 
contiene mültiples sentidos, de entre los cuales he elegido éste, que me parece el más 
adecuado para el tema presente, «contenidos». 

54 Ibnal-Haytàm, Kitab al-manazir, ed. A. al-Hamid Sabra, al-Maylis al-Qawmi li- 
Taqafa wa-1-Funún wa-l-Adab, Kuwait, 1983, II, p. 308. 
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sumarias indicaciones para subrayar la importancia de uno de los mayores 
ópticos de la historia, predecesor, en muchos puntos de Newton. 

Sirvanos de ejemplo paradigmätico de todo lo dicho, el conjunto de 
luz, color y vista que nos ofrece el Patio de los Leones de la Alhambra de 
Granada. Por el dia esta iluminado el patio quedando en la penumbra las 
alcobas adjuntas (las llamadas de las Dos Hermanas y Abencerrajes) y los 
pórticos, variando las luces y las sombras de éstas según las tonalidades 
que adquiere el patio. Por la noche, en cambio, ocurre al revés: el mismo 
patio queda iluminado sélo por la tibia luz natural y cambiante de la luna 
y por las luces artificiales del interior de las estancias. 

Y repito lo ya dicho antes a propösito de los estanques que reflejan la 
luz. Es el caso de las fachadas y, sobre todo, de las cüpulas (recuérdense, 
por ejemplo, las iranfes) que van cambiando de tonalidad, de matices, 
conforme va saliendo el sol hasta que se pone y se sumerge en la 
oscuridad. Sus superficies, azules, doradas, o del color que sean, son un 
verdadero arsenal de matices luminicos que contiene el precioso tesoro de 
una gama casi infinita de luces y reflejos. 

Todo ésto nos lleva a considerar brevemente el sentido metafisico y 
teolégico que para el pensamiento musulmän Genen la luz y el color. En 
efecto, los colores para el Islam manifiestan la luz porque ésta, en si 
misma, es cegadora al igual que Dios, del cual y de cuyo misterio es 
expresiön indirecta. El, en Si mismo, no se puede percibir en su grandeza, 
es cegador como la luz, pero puede captarse de algün modo a través de la 
Creaciön. Por ello, esa luz y esos colores fisicos que vemos tienen como 
misiön la de invadir los sentidos al maximo para producir sensaciones que 
nos remitan a un nivel superior, al de Dios. 

Porque, además, la realidad es que la luz es símbolo verdadero de la 
Creación de Dios y de la donación del ser al mundo, pues con un solo acto 
creador (con una sola luz) hace las cosas múltiples: «Dios es luz de los 
cielos y de la tierra»55. Es lo que hace la luz: con un solo haz de rayos nos 
ofrece a la vista multitud de objetos y de colores. Y, abundando en el tema, 
para los sufíes, la luz es el símbolo, además, de la «unidad de la 
existencia» (wahdat al-wu$üd) de la experiencia mística. 

Por otro lado, no hay que olvidar la llamada «sabiduría iluminativa» 
o «sabiduría oriental», que de ambas maneras se suele traducir el término 


55 Corán, 25, 35. 
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árabe al- hikma al-masriqiyya y que Ibn Sina cristalizó en una «metafísica 
de la luz» que luego heredó el Occidente Cristiano Medieval teniendo sus 
consecuencias no sölo en la teologia y filosofia, sino también en el arte. 
Segün muchos expertos, entre otros Nieto Alcaide, el verdadero 
protagonista del arte götico medieval es la luz56, no los muros y el 
espacio. Y ello se debe en gran medida al influjo recibido en Europa de la 
filosofia de la luz del mundo ärabe. 

Como consecuencia de todo lo dicho, en el orden präctico del arte, las 
diferencias de tratamiento y de sentido de la luz en el Islam, contrastan 
con los que hace, por ejemplo, Grecia. En las obras de arte griegas se trata 
simplemente de la luz solar natural y de los colores de la naturaleza, sin 
remitir a nada que sea superior y transcendente. Solo se utilizarä la luz 
como simbolo literario para aclarar ciertas concepciones filosöficas. Por 
ejemplo, la comparación que hace Platón de la Idea del Bien con la luz de 
sol: tanto una como otra son incognoscibles en si mismas y sölo las 
podemos vislumbrar a través de las cosas ilurninadas57. Igualmente 
Aristöteles, a la hora de explicar la acciön del Intelecto Agente en el 
hombre echa mano de la iluminación para aclarar de algún modo su teoría 
del conocimiento. Pero ni en un caso ni en otro se trata de una luz que 
represente alguna entidad superior, transcendente, mistérica, sino de un 
simple recurso literario. 

En el arte del Medievo cristiano se trata de una luz coloreada que se 
convierte de solar en sobrenatural porque, venida de Dios, invade el 
intelecto humano y le ensefia a través de las vidrieras, rosetones, 
ventanales, pinturas murales debidamente iluminadas. En el 
Renacimiento y artes posteriores (herreriano, barroco, por ejemplo) la luz 
queda blanca, limpia, nítida, tal como sale del sol, simbolizando la luz 
natural de la razön y las ideas claras y distintas del racionalismo 
cartesiano naciente58. En el Islam, finalmente, como acabamos de ver, la 
juz es la natural, la cual, sin dejar de ser natural y solar, tiene un sentido 
mucho mas religioso, mistico y metafisico, tal como se plasma en la 
naturaleza y, por supuesto, en el arte. 

Ahora bien, simultäneamente a la consideraciön de la vista habria que 
abordar también la de otro sentido, el del tacto. Y este aspecto, aunque 


56 VN. ALCAIDE, La luz, símbolo y sistema visual, Cátedra, Madrid, 1989. 
57 Platón, Repüblica, 507 c. 
58 V.N. ALCAIDE, La luz, símbolo y sistema visual, op. cit. 
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parezca extrafio, es por completo pertinente como podremos ver. Ya 
Aristöteles habia dicho que «El hombre es el animal de tacto mäs fino y, 
por ello es el más inteligente»59. Lo cual queda perfectamente justificado 
dentro de su psicologia y pensamiento, pudiéndose deducir, como he 
mostrado en otro lugar, que el tacto era para los griegos un sentido 
primordial y marcado con un profundo caräcter metafisico, psicolögico y 
estético, precisamente por su ligazön con la vista60. El griego vefa como 
«tocando» con los ojos, e introducia elementos tactiles en sus obras de arte 
que, sin precisar la intervenciön de las manos y de los dedos para su 
disfrute, sin embargo podfa afirmarse que tenfan tales obras un muy 
importante elemento täctil, proporcionado por la ausencia de vanos, por la 
intensidad y fuerza de los colores, por los volümenes empleados. 

De modo parecido podrfamos hablar del arte islámico: la densidad de 
los colores, las superficies lisas, brillantes, multicolores, los finos trazados 
de los arabescos parecen invitar al contemplador a tocarlos o, al menos, a 
mirarlos como si en los ojos hubiera unos dedos que gozasen de aquellas 
masas coloreadas. La contemplaciön visual de tales encajes de colores y 
formas parece como si se tratase de un tapiz al cual, ademäs de verlo, 
habria que tocarlo para apreciar su finura, la calidad de sus hilos, el 
apretado encaje de sus elementos. 

Incluso en el orden teórico, podemos aducir el testimonio de Ibn Hazm 
para el cual toda su teorfa del color tiene un componente täctil, porque, 
para él, ver es entrar en contacto el ojo con el color a través del contacto de 
la luz, tal como lo expone en su Kitab al-fisal wa-l-nihäl, Libro de las 
soluciones divinas [acerca de las religiones, sectas y escuelas], lo cual es 
patente, sobre todo, en este texto en el que identifica luz y color y en el que 
afirma que el color sélo es perceptible en contacto con la luz (no puede 
haber, por tanto visiön sin luz en contacto y, ademäs, la mayor o menor 
intensidad de los colores depende de la intensidad de la luz): 


La luz es el color capaz por naturaleza de dilatar la potencia del observador y extraer 
las potencias de la vista hasta el punto que si se topa con un órgano visual débil por 
su naturaleza o por algün accidente, extrae toda su potencia visual y se la roba y 
arrebata completamente. Segün la mayor o menor intensidad de la luz que hay en un 
color visto, serä también mayor o menor la visi6n de dicho color. Por experiencia se 
sabe que a menor cantidad de luz en un color, más débil es su visión, hasta el punto 


59 Aristóteles, Sobre el alma, 1. XI, c. 9. 
60 J. LOMBA, Principios de filosofía del arte griego, op. cit., p. 185 y ss. 
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de que si falta por completo y no queda nada de luz en el color, los rayos visuales no 
pueden dilatarse hasta él y el ojo no puede verlo, porque falta en ese color la luz. 
Ningün sentido en el mundo disentirä en que el negro puro carece completamente de 
luz y, si no hay duda en ésto, tampoco la hay en que es invisible61. 


VI. UNA ESTÉTICA QUE EXIGE UNA NUEVA ANTROPOLOGIA HOLÍSTICA 


En todo caso, podríamos decir que en el arte musulmán, del mismo 
modo que se presupone la Unidad de Dios como a priori fundamental que 
da sentido a la inmensa variedad de formas y colores, también se está 
presuponiendo la unidad antropológica del ser humano, la cual, en todo 
momento, está exigiendo la intervención de todos los sentidos a la vez en 
la fruición estética. Volviendo a la Alhambra de Granada, Puerta Vilchez 
lo expresa muy bien con estas palabras: 


Con la expresión de códigos sensitivos hacemos referencia a la integración que se 
produce dentro del espacio arquitectónico de la Alhambra, de elementos que no 
podemos encuadrar en las codificaciones de la decoración o exclusivamente visuales, 
ni mucho menos en las del lenguaje, ni siquiera en las espaciales. Nos referimos, 
como antes sefialamos, a elementos tales como el empleo consciente del sonido (en 
el rumor del agua, el canto de los pájaros, por ejemplo...), del aroma de las plantas y 
del gusto del paladar, con el que podemos asociar la frescura del agua o los frutos de 
las plantas de los jardines. También podríamos hablar de la tactilidad de los estucos, 
de la propia agua o de los tapices y telas allí situados. Los códigos visuales son 
también códigos sensitivos y viceversa, los elementos antes citados como productores 
de estimulaciones de los sentidos poseen un grado elevado de participación en la 
visualidad global del espacio de la Alhambra62. 


Lo cual concuerda con la unidad antropológica del ser humano como 
«microcosmos», que, al igual que el «macrocosmos», tiene su unidad, por 
encima de las cuales está la Unidad por excelencia de Dios, que escapa a 
todo ejercicio de la razón, mientras que las dos primeras, la del 
«microcosmos», yla del «macrocosmos», son alcanzables por ésta. De 
tal unidad del ser humano es buen testimonio este texto del pensador 
marroquí Lahbàbi que afirma lo siguiente desde una perspectiva del 
personalismo musulmán: 


61 Ibn Hàzm, Fisal, op. cit., V, p. 67. 
62 J.M.P. VILCHEZ, Los códigos de la utopía de la Alhambra de Granada, 
Diputación Provincial, Granada, 1990, p. 2 
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Testimoniar que Dios es Uno es afirmarse a si mismo también como unidad. Pues, 
reconocer la omnipotencia divina, es al mismo tiempo, reconocerse su propio poder 
de juzgar y de apreciar en el acto mismo de testimoniar. El musulmän, en la oraciön, 
se presenta sólo ante Dios, a distancia, pero en una comuni6n63. 


VII. CONCLUSION 


Podrian hacerse muchísimas más reflexiones sobre el arte árabe y 
musulmän, analizando el supuesto aniconismo musulmän, la manera 
que tienen de tratar el movimiento los artistas islamicos, el manejo de la 
centralidad de las obras arquitectönicas y pictöricas, y otros puntos mas 
que, por un lado, diferencian radicalmente al arte musulmän del occidental 
(griego, romano y cristiano medieval) y, por otro, inciden por todas partes 
en el papel primordial que ocupa la imaginaciön, en lugar de la razón. La 
uavia Hein griega deja de ser una fuente de inspiración y genialidad, a 
la manera de un deus ex machina, para explicar fenömenos puramente 
sociales relacionados con el arte, para convertirse la imaginaciön en la 
pieza clave de la estética, quedando la razön solamente para los niveles 
puramente técnicos y matemäticos y para juzgar lo bueno y lo malo, lo 
auténticamente bello y lo engafiosamente bello y hermoso. 

Por lo demás, ha quedado abierta la puerta a la consideración de un 
posible modelo antropológico que se propone desde muchos ángulos del 
islam pero, en este caso, se hace desde la estética. Y la pregunta 
fundamental es cómo se debería definir al hombre, si como un ¿Wov 
Aoytkóv, «animal racional», o como un ser mucho más complejo en el 
que simultáneamente entran en funcionamiento en una fusión misteriosa 
los sentidos, la imaginación, las pulsiones, la reflexión racional, sin. 
reducir al ser humano a una simple máquina, casi tecnológica, de pura 
racionalidad, sobre todo, en este mundo actual en que los ordenadores, el 
cálculo, la tecnología parecen matar los sentimientos, la imaginación más 
creadora y profunda que pueda tener el hombre. 

Sirva, pues, esta exposición, no sólo para una mejor intelección de la 
estética árabe, sino también del ser humano que la protagoniza, como 
creador y como contemplador de la belleza. 


Universidad de Zaragoza. Espana 


63 M.A. LAHBABI, Le personalisme musulman, P.U.F., Paris, 1967, p. 22. 
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THE TRIAD «TRUE-GOOD-BEAUTIFUL». THE PLACE OF 
BEAUTY IN THE MIDDLE AGES 


I. INTRODUCTION 


The question of beauty, its essence and place, has occupied 
philosophers throughout the ages from Plato, in his early dialogue Hippias 
Maior, until the German philosopher Hans-Georg Gadamer (12002), who 
published a study on the «topical interest of the beautiful»!. In my lecture 
I want to examine the contribution of the Middle Ages, which stand, as it 
were, between the Platonic heritage and the rise of the new science of 
aesthetics in modern thought. I will approach this broad theme from a 
specific point of view, namely the claim that the question of beauty 
belongs to a fixed number of «classical» questions in philosophy. 

In the nineteenth century, the French philosopher Victor Cousin wrote 
a work entitled Du Vrai, du Beau et du Bien. The book had a tremendous 
success (it had 29 editions) and a wide influence through its translation 
into English?. The title of Cousin’s book expresses his conviction that 
philosophy in every age is centered on the basic ideas of the true, the good 
and the beautiful. These ideas cover all domains of philosophy: the idea of 
the true, he explains, that is psychology, logic and metaphysics; the idea of 
the good, that is private and public morality; the idea of the beautiful is 
that science which is called «Aesthetics» in Germany — Cousin had been 


! HG. GADAMER, Die Aktualität des Schönen. Kunst als Spiel, Symbol und Fest, 
Stuttgart, 1977; also in Gesammelte Werke vol. 8, Tübingen, 1993, pp. 94-142. 

2 V. Cousin, Du Vrai, du Beau et du Bien, Paris, 1836 (29% ed. 1904). We used the 
7% ed., Paris, 1858. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 415-435. 


416 JAN A. AERTSEN 


a student of Hegel —, but whose principles have always occupied a place 
in philosophical reflection since Plato and Aristotle). Cousin's work 
conveys a commonly held view: The classical triad «True-Good- 
Beautiful» expresses a constant philosophical concern. From Plato, who — 
it has been claimed — was the first to conceive the triad in his Phaedrus, 
until the present philosophers have linked the discussion of beauty with 
the two other «cardinal» human values of truth and goodness. 

The persistence of the classical triad is confirmed ex negativo, when the 
interweaving of the true, the good and beautiful was questioned and criticized 
by Friedrich Nietzsche. In an aphorism from the year 1885/6, «the philosopher 
with the hammer» emphasizes the «antagonism of the true, beautiful and 
good». According to Nietzsche «it is a futility for a philosopher to say that “the 
good and the beautiful are one‘; when he even adds ‘the true too is’, he should 
be beaten»4. In reaction to Nietzsche’s «revaluation of all values» we can 
notice a revitalization of the so-called «classical» triad in present philosophy. 
A recent overview of the concept of beauty in the Encyclopedia of Aesthetics 
concludes that even after Nietzsche many twentieth-century philosophers and 
artists continued «to pursue the traditional link of beauty with truth and the 
good». Apparently, in the 2500 year history of philosophy, there are 
continuous questions and invariable themes. 

But it would be wrong to interpret the continuity in the sense of a 
conceptually determined philosophia perennis. Such an interpretation 
would ignore the historical character of human reason and deny the 
discontinuity in philosophical discussions, which often remains hidden 
under the same terminology. How perennial is in fact the triad? We have 
to inquire into its historical conditions and presuppositions. 

Why were just the notions of the «true», «good» and «beautiful» brought 
together into a triad? The reason for that is not immediately evident, for the 


3 V. Cousin, (Nt. 2), pp. 11-12. 

4 F NIETZSCHE, Nachgelassene Fragmente 1885-1887, in Kritische Studienausgabe 
vol. 12, G. COLLI and M. MONTINARI (eds.), München-Berlin-New York, 1988 (2. ed.), p. 
126: «Antagonismus von ‚wahr‘ und ‚schön‘ und ‚gut‘». Id., Werke in drei Bänden vol. III, 
ed. K. SCHLECHTA, Darmstadt, 1960 (2. ed.), p. 832: «An einem Philosophen ist es eine 
Nichtswürdigkeit zu sagen, das Gute und das Schöne sind eins‘; fügt er gar noch hinzu 
‚auch das Wahre‘, so soll man ihn prügeln. Die Wahrheit ist häßlich». 

5 S.D. Ross, «Beauty: Conceptual and Historical Overview», in M. KELLY (ed.), 
Encyclopedia of Aesthetics I, New York-Oxford, 1998, pp. 237-244; 243. 
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history of philosophy shows that there are still other basic questions, such as 
the question of «being» and the idea of «unity». It is striking that in Cousin’s 
triad metaphysics (together with psychology and logic) is related to the idea 
of the true. He sees this connection as «the heritage of Descartes»; «the 
whole of modern philosophy is the achievement of this great man»$. In a 
famous essay, «The Modern System of the Arts», Paul Kristeller maintains 
the view that the triad of Truth, Goodness and Beauty is a modern invention, 
a discovery ofthe nineteenth century. Cousin’s book provides support for his 
view, insofar as it relates the idea of beauty to aesthetics". Cousin’s triad 
presupposes the recent development of aesthetics as an autonomous 
philosophical discipline. He has a proven claim to have formulated for the 
first time the adage «l'art pour I’ art». 

The recognition of the autonomy of aesthetics was Kant’s achievement 
in the project of his three Critiques. Against the theoretical concept (the 
domain of science) and the practical end (the domain of ethics), he 
defends, in his analysis of the aesthetical judgment, the autonomy of the 
beautiful, characterised by a «disinterested liking»?. Kant himself suggests 
that the objects of theoretical, practical and aesthetical knowledge can be 
signified as transcendental truth, goodness and beauty respectively!0. The 
presupposition that underlies the modem triad «True-Good-Beautiful» is 
that human reason is related to reality in three different ways: theoretical, 
practical and aesthetical. 

It is not my intention to deny Kristeller’s view, but to modify it. The 
thesis of my paper is that in the Middle Ages the triad was explicitly 
formulated for the first time. The meaning of the medieval triad is different 
from the modern version, although its common interpretation was heavily 
influenced by the latter. The main difference is, of course, that the question 
of beauty in the Middle Ages is not an «aesthetical» problem. It is not 
superfluous to note this, because in modern studies it is not unusual to 


6 V. Cousin, (Nt. 2), p. 2. 

7 P.O. KRISTELLER, «The Modern System of the Arts», in ID., Renaissance Thought 
and the Arts. Collected Essays, Princeton, 1990, pp. 163-227; 203-4. 

8 Cfr. S. BANN, «Cousin, Victor», in M. KELLY (ed.), Encyclopedia of Aesthetics 1 
(Nt. 5), pp. 448-450. 

9 L KANT, Kritik der Urteilskraft, B 3-17. 

10 Cfr. O.D. DUINTIER, De vraag naar het transcendentale, vooral in verband met 
Heidegger en Kant, Leiden, 1966, p. 132, Nt. 172. 
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speak of a «medieval aesthetics»!!. Umberto Eco, for instance, advances 
the thesis that there has been a «specifically medieval aesthetic thought»!2. 
A historically more appropriate term would be «kallistics», a term that was 
proposed by Hegel (in his Lectures on Aesthetics) and rejected, because he 
regards it as too wide. His object is not the beautiful in general, but the 
beauty of art!3. But Hegel's objection does not apply to medieval thought, 
since the notion of the «fine arts» was unknown in the Middle Ages!4. 


II. PLATO AND THE «CLASSICAL» TRIAD 


The Platonic heritage was fundamental for Western thought on 
beauty!5. Plato's dialogue Symposium, in which beauty is presented as 
paradigm for his theory of Ideas, was commented upon by Marsilio Ficino 
(1468/9) and strongly influenced the Renaissance conception of beauty. 
Ficino gave his commentary the title De amore, and with good reason, for, 
in the Symposium, beauty is discussed in close connection with Eros. Love 
always is love for something. That towards which Love is intentionally 
directed is the beautiful. The «demonic» power of love, the erotic, 
manifests itself in the ascent of the soul from the beautiful bodies to the 
knowledge of the «Beautiful itself», the absolute Beauty that is uniformly 
(monoeides) always beautiful (211 B). 


u On this subject, see the critical study by A. SPEER, «Kunst und Schönheit. 
Kritische Uberlegungen zur mittelalterlichen Asthetik», in I. CRAEMER-RUEGENBERG and 
A. SPEER (eds.), ‚Scientia‘ und ‚ars‘ im Hoch- und Spätmittelalter (Miscellanea 
Mediaevalia vol. 22), Berlin-New York, 1994, pp. 945-966. 

1 U. Eco, Kunst und Schönheit im Mittelalter, München, 1993, p. 222 (German 
translation of Arte e bellezza nell' estetica medievale, Milano, 1987). The statement is not 
found in the English translation Art and Beauty in the Middle Ages, New Haven-London, 
1986, because it is based on an earlier version (1959) of the Italian original. 

5 G.W.F HEGEL, Vorlesungen über die Aesthetik I, in H GLOCKNER, (ed.), 
Sümtliche Werke XII, Stuttgart, 1927, p. 19. 

14^ Cfr. W. PERPEET, Das Kunstschöne, Sein Ursprung in der italienischen 
Renaissance, Freiburg-München, 1987. 

15 On Plato's conception of beauty, see J.G. WARRY, Greek Aesthetic Theory. A 
Study of Callistic and Aesthetic Concepts in the Works of Plato and Aristotle, London, 
1962. E. Grassi, Die Theorie des Schönen in der Antike, Köln, 1980 (2. ed.). W. 
BEIERWALTES, Marsilio Ficinos Theorie des Schönen im Kontext des Platonismus, 
Heidelberg, 1980. 
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A characteristic teaching of the Symposium is that the beautiful always 
implies the good (201C); it is a manifestation of the good. A human being 
who has seen Beauty itself is able to produce «true virtue» (arete) (212 A); 
(s)he is good. For Greek thought, in contrast to modern thought, the 
beautiful does not primarily have aesthetical significance — Plato adopts a 
very critical attitude towards art —, but an ethical one!6. That also comes to 
expression in the typically Greek concept of the kalokagathia, in which, as 
the comprehensive notion of spiritual perfection, the beautiful (kalos) and 
the good (agathos) are brought together". 

It seems that for Plato the beautiful constitutes a special paradigm for 
the metaphysics of the Ideas. In the Phaedrus, where the human fall from 
the world of Ideas is described in a mythical manner, he attributes a key 
function to the beautiful in the way back to our heavenly home. «Beauty 
alone has this destiny that it is the most manifest (ekphanestaton) and most 
lovely (erasmiotaton)» (250 D 6-8). Modern scholars have interpreted 
Plato’s statement as the first formulation of the triad «True-Good- 
Beautiful»!8, but that is an overinterpretation. The Phaedrus does not 
contain an explicit formulation of the «classical» triad, nor do we find in 
any other work a clear confirmation of it. That does not seem to be a 
coincidence. 

In Plato’s late dialogue Philebus, the impossibility of the «classical» 
triad becomes apparent. The subject of the work is the question of the good 
life: Does it consist in delight or in reason? In the course of the discussion 
another alternative is considered: does the good perhaps consist in a 
mixture of both? The cause of a good mixture is the measure of the parts, 
the symmetry, which is constitutive of beauty. Whereas the concept of 
beauty remains in the Symposium rather vague and indefinite, Plato here 
presents a further determination that became an essential feature of the 
concept of beauty in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance. Another 
requirement of a good mixture is «truth» (aletheia). Plato concludes: 
«Then if we are not able to hunt the good with one Form (Idea) only, we 
may catch it with three: beauty, symmetry and truth» (65 A). This triad is 
the «substitute» for the good. It turns out that, in Plato’s view, the values 


16 Cfr. W. BEIERWALTES (Nt. 15), pp. 9-10. 
7 H WANKEL, Kalos kai Agathos, diss. Würzburg, 1961. 
13 W. BEIERWALTES (Nt. 15), pp. 16; 55. 
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«true», «beautiful» and «good» are not equivalent; the «truly beautiful», 
he observes, is in the «hall» of the house of the «good»!9. 


II. DIONYSIUS THE AREOPAGITE: THE GOOD AND THE BEAUTIFUL 


The Platonic tradition of thought on beauty was transmitted to the 
Middle Ages along two avenues which go back to Augustine and to 
Dionysius the Areopagite. Characteristic of Augustine’s conception is that 
«unity» is the place of beauty2. «Unity» is the central note in the various 
terms, with which he describes the beauty of a thing: the «likeness» of its 
parts, «equality», «consonance» and «symmetry». Because the one, as the 
measure of beauty, at the same time is the principle of numbers, Augustine, 
in the sixth book of De musica, is able to connect beauty with a theory of 
numbers. That the beauty of a thing is determined by number means that 
it possesses a multitude in unity, that is, equality or consonance. Augustine 
therefore defines beauty as «numbered equality» (aequalitas numerosa)?!, 
a definition that was adopted by Bonaventure in his Itinerarium mentis in 
Deum?2. Because the Augustinian conception relates beauty to unity and 
our analysis is focussed on the triad «True-Good-Beautiful» (which is not 
to be found in Augustine), the Dionysian avenue of the Platonic tradition 
is more important for our inquiry. 


In his work De divinis nominibus, Dionysius intends to explain those 
divine names that signify God’s causality with respect to creatures, such as 
the «Good», «Beautiful», «Being», «Life» and «Wisdom». Primary 


19 Cfr. G. VAN RIEL, «Beauté, proportion et verité comme ,vestibule‘ du bien dans 
le ,Philébe‘», in Revue philosophique de Louvain 97 (1999), 253-267. 

20 On Augustine's conception of beauty, see K. SVOBODA, L'esthétique de St. 
Augustin et ses sources, Brünn, 1933. J. TSCHOLL, Gott und das Schöne beim Hl. 
Augustinus, Heverlee-Leuven, 1967. W. BEIERWALTES, «Aequalitas numerosa. Zu 
Augustins Begriff des Schönen», in: Wissenschaft und Weisheit 38 (1975), 140-157. C. 
HARRISON, Beauty and Revelation in the Thought of Saint Augustine, Oxford, 1992. 

21 Augustine, De musica VI, 13, 38. Cfr. A. SCHMITT, «Zahl und Schönheit in 
Augustins De musica, VI», in Würzburger Jahrbücher für die Altertumswissenschaft, Neue 
Folge 16 (1990), 221-237. 

22 Bonaventure, Itinerarium mentis in Deum c. 2, 5 (Opera omnia V, Quaracchi, 
1891, p. 300). - 

23 Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus, cap. 2,3 (Corpus Dionysiacum I, 
ed. B.R. SUCHLA, Berlin-New York, 1990, p. 125). 
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among these names for Dionysius is the «Good»; it is prior even to 
«Being», because goodness is the proper source of the divine creative 
power and the name «Good» expresses most fully the processions of 
creatures from God — the causality of the Good extends to what is and to 
what is not. Dionysius therefore first considers the «Good» in his work. In 
placing the «Good» before «Being», he follows, Thomas Aquinas 
observes, the Platonic way of thought (via). Dionysius’s De divinis 
nominibus offers an account of the divine names on the basis of a 
metaphysics of the good. 

In close connection with the «Good», Dionysius deals with three 
other divine names: «Light», the «Beautiful» and «Love» (Eros and 
Agape). The relationship between these names is not expressly discussed, 
but is self-evident in the horizon of Platonism. The locus classicus for the 
connection between the «Good» and «Light» is Plato’s famous analogy of 
the sun in the Republic. Determinative for the relation between the 
«Beautiful» and «Love» is the Symposium. The direct influence of this 
work on Dionysius’s account in De divinis nominibus is evident. In the 
Symposium (211 A-B), the conditions of transience and relativity, which 
are characteristic of the beauty of things in our world, are denied as 
regards the highest Beautiful. It «does not come to be and pass away», «is 
not beautiful in one respect and ugly in another», but is uniformly always 
beautiful. This passage is reproduced verbatim by Dionysius in his 
explanation of the name «Beautiful», without indicating his source. 
Plato’s description of the Idea of the Beautiful was eminently suited to 
show the uniqueness and transcendence of the divine beauty. 

Dionysius presents three reasons for the attribution of the name 
«Beauty» to God”. (1) He confers beauty to all beings according to their 
natures, since he is «the cause of the consonance and splendor in 
everything». (ii) He calls everything to him, whence he is called kallos. 
Dionysius relies on an etymology that goes back to Plato, according to 
which the name «Beauty» (kallos) is derived from the Greek term for «to 


^ Ip., De divinis nominibus, cap. 3,1 (ed. SUCHLA, p. 138). 

3 Thomas Aquinas, De malo q. 1, a. 2: «Et hanc viam videtur sequtus Dionisius in 
libro De divinis nominibus, bonum preordinans enti». 

26 Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus, cap. 4,7 (ed. SUCHLA, p. 151). 

7 Ip, De divinis nominibus, cap. 4,7 (ed. SUCHLA, p. 151). 
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call» (Kalein)?8. (111) Finally, he gathers everything in everything; every 
concord and harmony originates from him. 

What is noteworthy in this account is that Dionysius mentions two 
features of beauty: «consonance» and «splendor». The former condition 
was advanced by Plato in his Philebus, but Plotinus, in his treatise «On 
Beauty» (Enneads I, 6), had criticized the view that the beauty of a thing 
consists solely in its symmetry or harmony. This doctrine implies that 
beauty can be found only in things that possess parts and are composed. 
Then, are colours and the sun, although they are simple, not beautiful? In 
his explanation, Dionysius reckons with this criticism and mentions 
«splendor» or «clarity» as another characteristic of beauty; it is closely 
connected with the immediately preceding discussion of the name 
«Light»? Dionysius’s twofold determination of the essence of beauty 
became the authoritative text for the Scholastic doctrine of beauty. 

Still another Dionysian conception, that of the place of beauty, became 
directive for medieval discussions. Unlike Plato, Dionysius concludes that 
«the good and the beautiful are the same» and adduces arguments for this 
identity. The first one is based on the causality of the good and beautiful; 
they are the cause of all things in a threefold sense: as arche, telos and 
paradigma. «All things desire the good and beautiful in every causal 
respect». The second argument for the identity concerns the commonness 
of the two determinations: There is «nothing that does not participate in 
the beautiful and the good»?0. 


IV . THE RECEPTION OF DIONYSIUS: THE GOOD, THE BEAUTIFUL AND THE 
TRUE 


Medieval thought on beauty was part of the reception of Dionysus. 
«Doing philosophy» in the Middle Ages consisted in the first place in 
commenting on authoritative texts. Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas, 


28 Plato, Cratylos, 416 C. Cfr. Proklos, Theologia Platonis I, c. 24 (H.D. SAFFREY 
and L.G. WESTERINK (eds.), Paris, 1968, vol. I, p. 108). 

29 On Dionysius’s conception of beauty, see C.C. PUTNAM, Beauty in the Pseudo- 
Denis, Washington, D. C., 1960. UR JECK, «Philosophie der Kunst und Theorie des 
Schönen bei Ps.-Dionysius Areopagites», in Documenti e Studi sulla tradizione filosofica 
medievale 7 (1996), 1-38. 

30 Dionysius Areopagita, De divinis nominibus, cap. 4,7 (ed. Suchla, p. 152). 
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who played a prominent role in the reception of Aristotle’s works, also 
intensively occupied themselves with the corpus dionysiacum. Their 
commentaries on De divinis nominibus bear witness to this process of 
assimilation. 

Dionysius’s views were also discussed and integrated in independent 
works. Concerning the question of beauty, four works are of particular 
interest: (1) The so-called Summa Halensis, a theological summa that is 
attributed to Alexander of Hales, but, in reality, was edited by several 
Franciscan authors. (ii) The work De summo bono, composed by Alberts’ 
favourite student Ulrich of Strasbourg (11277). It presents a systematic 
account of theology on the basis of Dionysius’s De divinis nominibus, that 
is, centered on the «Good». This work also contains an exposition of the 
«Beautiful», on which Martin Grabmann, the first editor of the text, made 
the comment: «Nowhere in High Scholasticism (...) have I found such an 
extensive, coherent and systematic account of the theory of beauty»?!. (111) 
The sermon by Nicholas of Cusa on a text from the Song of Songs (4,7): 
Tota pulchra es, amica mea. This sermon (from the year 1456) actually is 
a small treatise on beauty: its first part is a paraphrase of Albert’s 
explanation of the beautiful in his commentary on De divinis nominibus, 
the second part Nicholas’s own analysis of «the realm of beauty»32. (iv) 
The reception is concluded by someone, who calls himself «a minor 
Dionysius», Dionysius the Carthusian. For him Dionysius the Areopagite 
is the princeps theologorum and the princeps philosophorum. He wrote 
the treatise De venustate mundi et pulchritudine Dei, which gives a 
synthesis of Scholastic thought on beauty. The work begins with the 
statement: «What the beautiful and its ratio is, is principally to be taken 
from Saint Dionysius’s contemplative writings»33. 


31 Ulrich of Strasbourg, De summo bono II, tract. 4 (ed. A. DE LIBERA, Corpus 
Philosophorum Teutonicorum Medii Aevi I, 2, pp. 54-63). Cfr. M. GRABMANN, «Des Ulrich 
Engelberti von Strassburg O. Pr. (11277) Abhandlung De pulchro», in Gesammelte 
Akademieabhandlungen, Paderborn, 1979, p. 210. 

? Nicolaus de Cusa, Tota pulchra es, amica mea (Sermo de pulchritudine), ed. G. 
SANTINELLO, Padua, 1959. Cfr. G. SANTINELLO, /! pensiero di Nicolò Cusano nella sua 
prospettiva estetica, PADOVA, 1958. 

5? Dionysius Cartusianus, De venustate mundi et pulchritudine Dei, art. 1 (Opera 
omnia vol. 34, Tournai, 1907, p. 227): «Quid autem sit pulchrum, et quae ratio ejus, 
originaliter sumitur ex theoricis S. Dionysii documentis». 
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In the reception of Dionysius, two aspects of his explanation of 
beauty were thoroughly discussed. They concern his description of the 
essence of the beautiful and his determination of its place. We will 
consider both aspects more closely. 


(1) In his commentary on De divinis nominibus, which mainly is a 
commentary in the form of questions, Albert the Great asks how the two 
features of the beautiful that were mentioned by Dionysius - 
«consonance» and «clarity» — work together (concurrant) for the being of 
beauty*4. Thus, he deals with the question of their mutual relationship 
which the Areopagite had not discussed. Albert explains that the essential 
note of the beautiful is «the splendour of the substantial or accidental form 
on the proportionate and terminated parts of matter»35. He evidently 
interprets the relationship of the two features according to the scheme of 
form and matter: the formal aspect of beauty is the illuminating splendour, 
its material aspect the proportioned. The proper ratio of the beautiful is the 
resplendence (resplendentia) of the form on the proportioned parts of 
matter. This clarification of the essence of the beautiful has, as we shall 
see, consequences for the determination of its place. 


(2) Thomas Aquinas’s commentary on De divinis nominibus, although a 
«literal» commentary, clearly goes beyond the littera with respect to the 
Dionysian thesis of the identity between the good and the beautiful. 
Thomas modifies this thesis: the beautiful and the good are indeed the 
same in reality (idem subiecto), but nevertheless there exists a conceptual 
difference between them. The ratio of the «beautiful» is not identical with 
that of the «good», for the «beautiful» adds something to the «good» 
conceptually, namely, an ordering to the cognitive power?6. 


34 Albert the Great, Super Dionysium De divinis nominibus, cap. 4, n. 76 (ed. P. 
Simon, Opera omnia, editio Coloniensis vol. 37,1, pp. 185-186). 

35 Ip. Super Dionysium De divinis nominibus, cap. 4, n. 72 (SIMON (ed.), p. 182): 
«(...) scilicet splendorem formae substantialis vel accidentalis super partes materiae 
proportionatas et terminatas, sicut corpus dicitur pulchrum ex resplendentia coloris supra 
membra proportionata, et hoc est quasi differentia specifica complens rationem pulchri». 
Cfr. J.A. AERTSEN, «‘Uber das Schöne‘ — Alberts des Großen Kölner Vorlesungen zu 
Dionysius Areopagita», in L. HONNEFELDER, N. TRIPPEN and A. WOLFF (eds.), Dombau und 
Theologie im mittelalterlichen Köln, Köln, 1998, 417-427. 

36 Thomas Aquinas, In De divinis nominibus, c. 4, lect. 5, 356: «Quamvis autem 
pulchrum et bonum sunt idem subiecto, quia tam claritas quam consonantia sub ratione 
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The relation of the beautiful to cognition is also expressly stated in 
Thomas’s often cited definition in his Summa theologiae (1, 5, 4 ad 1): 
«Those things are called beautiful which please when they are seen» (quae 
visa placent)?’. The beautiful is that which pleases and delights, it is that 
in which the appetite comes to rest. The beautiful is thereby set in close 
relation to the good, for the good is the proper object of appetite, as 
Aristotle’s definition «the good is that which all desire» indicates. Yet at 
the same time Thomas’s definition relates the beautiful to seeing, by which 
is not exclusively meant knowledge by sense. Typical of the beautiful, he 
emphasizes, is its relation to the cognitive power (vis cognoscitiva)?8. 

Thomas Aquinas was not the first to modify the Dionysian identity 
thesis. The origin of his argument can be traced back to the Summa 
Halensis, which, in treating of the «good» as a (transcendental) 
determination of being, includes an article on the relation between the 
good and the beautiful: «Whether the good and the beautiful are the same 
in concept (secundum intentionem)?»?? The Summa leaves no doubt about 
the perspective from which this question arises, for in the arguments pro, 
a number of statements of Dionysius are cited which affirm the identity. 

The Summa Halensis concludes that the good and the beautiful are 
the same, but differ conceptually. It works out this difference with respect 
to the threefold causality that Dionysius had attributed to the beautiful: it 
is the efficient, final and exemplary cause of all things. The most important 
difference in terms of its historical effect is that concerning the final cause. 
According to the Summa «the beautiful is a disposition of the good insofar 
as it pleases the apprehension, whereas the good relates to the disposition 
insofar as it delights our affection»40. This differentiation, in which the 
«beautiful» is characterized by the delight of the apprehension, had a 
lasting influence on later authors. 


boni continentur, tamen ratione differunt: nam pulchrum addit supra bonum, ordinem ad 
vim cognoscitivam illud esse huiusmodi». 

37 The definition was quoted by James Joyce in his novel A Portrait of the Artist as 
a Young Man, London, 1972, p. 211. 

38 "Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae I, 5, 4 ad 1: «Pulchrum autem respicit vim 
cognoscitivam: pulchra enim dicuntur quae visa placent». 

3º Alexander of Hales, Summa theologica I, tract. III, q. 3, art. 2, n. 103 (ed. 
Quaracchi I, pp. 162-163). 

4 TD., Summa theologica I, tract. III, q. 3, art. 2 ad 1 (ed. Quaracchi I, p. 163). 
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In the fifteenth century, Dionysius the Carthusian proposes a 
definition of beauty, in which the cognitive moment is decisive. He argues 
that, although the beautiful and the good really coincide, they nevertheless 
differ conceptually, for, according to Thomas Aquinas, the «good» is said 
in relation to the appetite, but the «beautiful» in relation to the cognitive 
power. Just as the «good» is consequently described as «that which all 
desire», so some describe the «beautiful» as «that which all behold or 
know» (quod omnia adspiciunt vel cognoscunt). That is to say that the 
beautiful, by its actuality, can move or attract the look of the knower to its 
knowledge (notitia) or sight*!. The modification of the Dionysian identity 
thesis, started in the thirteenth. century, leads up to an almost purely 
cognitive definition of beauty in the «other» Dionysius. 


(3) The emphasis on the relation of the beautiful to knowledge is, 
compared with Dionysius’s thought, a new element and an original 
contribution of medieval philosophy. The emphasis on the cognitive aspect 
leads to a shift of the location of beauty in the direction of «truth». Its 
closer connection with the «true» is reinforced by the notion of «clarity» 
or «splendor», which Albert the Great considers as the formal feature of 
beauty. Thomas Aquinas identifies «clarity» with «truth» and the 
knowability of things*. Clarity is the property, through which a thing is 
able to manifest itself. 

A sign of the shift in the location of beauty is the fact that, in the 
Summa Halensis, the triad «True-Good-Beautiful» was formulated for the 
first time and the distinction between the beautiful and the true was 
discussed“. Although this medieval triad originated from the modification 


^ Dionysius Cartusianus, De venustate mundi, art. 1 (Opera omnia vol. 34, p. 227): 
«Quamvis igitur pulchrum et bonum realiter convertantur atque coincidant, tamen 
formaliter distinguuntur: quoniam juxta Thomam in prima parte, bonum dicitur in ordine 
seu per comparationem ad potentiam appetitivam, pulchrum vero per comparationem ad 
cognitivam potentiam. Quemadmodum ergo bonum describitur esse quod omnia appetunt 
(...); sic pulchrum quidam esse describunt quod omnia adspiciunt vel cognoscunt, hoc est, 
quod sua actualitate, cognoscentis intuitum ad suam notitiam aut ad adspectum movere 
sive allicere potest». 

42 Thomas Aquinas, In Iob, c. 40: «Deus enim non habet circumdatum decorem 
quasi superadditum eius essentiae sed ipsa essentia eius est decor, per quem intelligitur ipsa 
claritas sive veritas». In IV Sent., 49, 2,3 ad 7: «claritas dei dicitur veritas suae essentiae, 
per quam cognoscibilis est, sicut sol per suam claritatem». 

55 Alexander of Hales, Summa theologica II, n. 75 (ed. Quaracchi II, p. 99). 
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of the Dionysian identity thesis, the meaning of its construction cannot 
simply be reduced to the reception of Dionysius. 

The philosophical background of the triad is a new doctrine that was 
conceived in the thirteenth century, the doctrine of the transcendentia, to 
which «being», «one», «true» and «good» belong. They are called 
«transcendentals», since, because of their commonness, they «transcend» 
the categories in the sense that they are not restricted to one of them. 
Transcendental terms signify determinations that belong to everything. 
Because transcendentals are the communissima, they are convertible with 
one another; yet they are not synonyms, for they differ conceptually: the 
other transcendentals add to the first transcendental, «being», something in 
concept“. 

A statement on beauty by Dionysius himself suggests a possible 
connection with the transcendental perspective. One of his arguments for 
the identity of the good and the beautiful is that «there is nothing that does 
not participate in the good and the beautiful». The Areopagite affirms the 
universal extension of the beautiful to all being, that is, its commonness. 
Furthermore, Thomas Aquinas modifies the Dionysian identity thesis 
according to the model of a real identity and a conceptual difference, 
which is characteristic of the relation between the transcendentals. The 
ultimate question therefore is whether the place of the beautiful is that 
which is transcendental45. 


V. THE STATUS OF BEAUTY: A DISTINCT TRANSCENDENTAL PROPERTY? 


(1) A number of prominent scholars have maintained the view that the 
beautiful did not only acquire a distinct place in the theory of the 
transcendentals, but even had a special, synthetic function. I give three 


^ For the philosophical significance of the doctrine of the rranscendentia, see L.A. 
AERTSEN, Medieval Philosophy and the Transcendentals. The Case of Thomas Aquinas, 
Leiden-New York-Köln, 1996. 

45 Determinative for the study of this question is H. POUILLON, «La beauté, 
propriété transcendantale chez les Scolastiques (1220-1270)», in Archives d’Histoire 
Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age 21 (1946), pp. 263-329. I myself critically dealt with 
this question in two essays: «Beauty in the Middle Ages: A Forgotten Transcendental?», in 
Medieval Philosophy and Theology 1 (1991), pp. 68-97. «Die Frage nach der 
Transzendentalitát der Schönheit im Mittelalter», in B. MoJsiscH and O. PLUTA (eds.), 
Historia Philosophiae Medii Aevi, Festschrift für Kurt Flasch, Amsterdam, 1991, pp. 1-22. 
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examples. In his influential book Art and Scholasticism, Jacques Maritain 
holds that the beautiful belongs to the order of the transcendentals. «It is 
in fact the splendor of all the transcendentals together». Hans-Urs von 
Balthasar composed an impressive trilogy, in which the whole of theology 
is considered in the light of the triad «verum — bonum — pulchrum». The 
last transcendental is for him the most important one, because the beautiful 
maintains the others: it confers upon the good its attraction and upon the 
true its conclusiveness?’. Von Balthasar speaks of «the birth of 
transcendental aesthetics» in the thirteenth century, when, for the first time 
in metaphysics, the Franciscans formulated the view that being as such is 
beautiful“. In his studies Art and Beauty in the Middle Ages and The 
Aesthetics of Thomas Aquinas, Umberto Eco pays much attention to a 
question he calls «one of the main problems of Scholastic aesthetics», 
namely, «the problem of integrating, on the metaphysical level, beauty 
with other forms of value». Scholastic philosophy solved the problem by 
the doctrine of the transcendentia, because this doctrine tried to allow both 
for the autonomy of values and for their place within a unitary vision of 
the transcendental aspects of being*. According to Eco, the Summa 
Halensis «decisively solved the problem of the transcendental character of 
beauty, and its distinction from other values». 

The dominant picture in recent literature seems to be confirmed by 
Dionysius the Carthusian’s summary of medieval kallistics. In De 
venustate mundi, he claims that «according to the commentators on 
Dionysius, just as the good, the true and the one are convertible with 
being, the beautiful is convertible with being, so that every being is 
beautiful»5!. But what evidence can we find in medieval texts for the claim 
that the beautiful is a transcendental property of being? 


4 J. MARITAIN, Art and Scholasticism, London, 1939, p. 30. 

4 HU. von BALTHASAR, Herrlichkeit. Eine theologische Aesthetik IV], 
Einsiedeln, 1965, p. 39. Cfr. M. SAINT-PIERRE, Beauté, bonté, verité chez Hans Urs von 
Balthasar, Qu&bec-Paris, 1998. 

458  [d., Herrlichkeit DUT (Nt. 47), pp. 334; 340. 

# U. Eco, Art and Beauty (Nt. 12), pp. 16, 19. Cfr. The Aesthetics of Thomas 
Aquinas, Cambridge, Mass., 1988, pp. 20-48. 

55 U. Eco, Art and Beauty (Nt. 12), p. 23. 

531 Dionysius Cartusianus, De venustate mundi, art. 1 (Opera omnia vol. 34, p. 227): 
«Itaque, secundum B. Dionysii commentatores, quemadmodum bonum et verum ac unum 
convertuntur cum ente, ita et pulchrum: ita quod omne ens est pulchrum, sicut omne ens 
dicitur bonum et verum ac unum». 
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(2) Most medieval authors are silent about beauty as a distinct 
transcendental. In his commentary on De divinis nominibus, Albert the 
Great twice presents a systematic account of the transcendentals, but he 
completely ignores the beautiful??. Although Thomas Aquinas, in his 
commentary, assures us that «the beautiful is convertible with the good», he 
does not make room for the beautiful in his classic exposition of the 
transcendentals in De veritate q. 1, a. 1. In view of this omission, it is difficult 
to understand how Francis J. Kovach can conclude that in Thomas the 
beautiful is «the richest, the most noble and the most comprehensive of all 
transcendentals»3. The first book of the Summa Halensis gives an extensive 
account of the «first determinations of being», namely, «the one», «the true» 
and «the good», but does not incorporate «the beautiful» into this list54. Eco’s 
observation that this Summa «decisively solved the transcendental character 
of beauty» seems unfounded. A similar picture arises from other texts: 
Neither Bonaventure nor Henry of Ghent nor Duns Scotus gives the beautiful 
a distinct place in their ordering of the transcendentals. 

There are in fact only two writings that explicitly contend the 
transcendentality of the beautiful, although in different manners. The first 
work is an anonymous treatise, found in the library of Assisi55. It concerns 
an excerpt from the Summa Halensis to which the author, probably a 
student of Alexander of Hales's, attaches his own conclusions. The chapter 
on the transcendentals begins with the statement that there are four general 
«conditions» of being, «the one, the true, the good and the beautiful». All 
four add something to «being»: «the one» adds the relation to the efficient 
cause, «the true» to the formal cause, «the good» to the final cause. «The 
beautiful» encompasses all these causes and is common to them?6. 


52 Albert the Great, Super Dionysium De divinis nominibus, cap. 4, n. 5 (ed. SIMON 
[Nt. 34], p. 116) and cap. 5, n. 20 (ed. Simon [Nt. 34], p. 314). 

53 FJ. KovACR, Die Ästhetik des Thomas von Aquin, Berlin-New York, 1961, p. 
214; id., «The Transcendentality of Beauty in Thomas Aquinas», in P. WILPERT (ed.), Die 
Metaphysik im Mittelalter (Miscellanea Mediaevalia vol. 2), Berlin, 1963, p. 392. 

54 Alexander of Hales, Summa theologica 1, tract. III, nn. 72-110 (ed. Quaracchi I, 
pp. 112-200). 

55 D. HALCOUR, (ed.), «Tractatus de transcendentalibus entis conditionibus (Assisi, 
Biblioteca Communale, Codex 186)», in Franziskanische Studien 41 (1959), pp. 41-106. 
The title which Halcour has given to the treatise is anachronistic. The term transcendentalis 
ist unknown iri the thirteenth century. 

56 Tractatus de transcendentalibus 1,1 (HALCOUR (ed.) [Nt. 55], p. 65): 
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In this treatise the beautiful is thus given a place of its own in virtue 
of its synthesising function. This function is not further explained or 
grounded. I suspect that the author arrived at his thesis by bringing two 
ideas together. The first idea, derived from the Summa Halensis, is that the 
transcendentals are differentiated according to their relation to the divine 
cause. «One», «true», and «good» differ because each expresses a distinct 
aspect of the divine causality, namely, the efficient, exemplary and final 
causes, respectively. The second idea is Dionysius’s statement that the 
beautiful is the cause of all things in three respects. In Dionysius this 
applies to the good as well, on the basis of which the Areopagite concludes 
that the good and the beautiful are identical. But the anonymous writer 
seems to have drawn from this statement the conclusion that the beautiful, 
unlike the other transcendentals, is related to all three causes. 

Modern scholarship sometimes conveys the impression that the 
synthesising view of the Assisi-treatise is the medieval answer to the 
question as to the transcendentality of the beautiful. Against this it must be 
emphasized that its claim remained an isolated statement. No other 
medieval writing maintains the synthesising function of the beautiful. 

Another attempt to establish beauty as a transcendental property of 
being was made in the work De summo bono by Ulrich of Strasbourg. 
After having shown the difference between the notions of the «good» and 
the «beautiful» by adopting Albert the Great’s definition of beauty, he 
makes an explicit remark on the relation of the beautiful to being. Ulrich 
refers to Augustine for the idea that they are convertible with each other: 
Every creature stems from the divine art that is the exemplary cause of all 
things. It therefore possesses a species or form and is as such speciosus, 
that is, «beautiful». The form in the sense of species expresses the ratio 
which the «beautiful» adds to «being», namely, the shining of the form on 
matter”. Ulrich’s argument for the convertibility, however, is unsatis- 


«Dicendum, quod istae conditiones fundantur supra ens, addunt enim aliquam rationem 
(...). Sed pulcrum circuit omnem causam et est commune ad ista». 

57 Ulrich of Strasbourg, De summo bono II, tract. 3, c. 4 (A. DE LIBERA (ed.) [ Nt. 
31], p. 57): «Quia etiam omne quod arte divina factum est, speciem aliquam habet, qua 
formatur, ut dicit Augustinus in VI De Trinitate, sequitur, quod pulchrum sicut et bonum 
convertitur cum ente secundum supposita, sed secundum essentiam addit super ipsum 
supradictam rationem formalitatis» [sc. «lumen formale et intellectuale splendens super 
materiam»]. 
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factory, insofar as it transfers that which originally constituted the 
conceptual difference between the beautiful and the good to the difference 
between the beautiful and being. 

The conclusion of our analysis is that there exists a strong 
discrepancy between the medieval texts and the picture sketched of the 
transcendentality of the beautiful in modern scholarship. Most medieval 
authors are silent on the place of beauty in the order of transcendental 
properties and restrict themselves to the triad «unum — verum — bonum». 
Is beauty, to use an expression of Etienne Gilson, a «forgotten» 
transcendental ?58 

Umberto Eco acknowledges the fact that the Summa Halensis gives 
the beautiful no place in the «first determinations of being», but advances 
in explanation «the caution and prudence with which the medievals 
engaged in innovation». There was, after all, a traditional number of 
transcendentals, and it was no small thing to alter it. «The boldness of the 
innovation required caution in its implementation»59. This argument is 
very weak, in light of the facts that the doctrine of the transcendentals 
itself was a philosophical innovation, and ten years after the Summa 
Halensis Thomas Aquinas in De veritate 1, 1 presents six transcendentals. 

If the beautiful were «the splendor of all the transcendentals 
together», as Jacques Maritain suggests, why does Thomas omit it in his 
account? Maritain’s explanation is that the «classic table» in De veritate 1, 
1 «does not exhaust all transcendental values». The reason that the 
beautiful is not included is «that it can be reduced to one of them», namely, 
to the good. This argument is not convincing: If the beautiful is a distinct 
transcendental, then it must add a value to being conceptually that cannot 
be reduced to another transcendental. 

In the studies by Maritain and von Balthasar, a doctrinal motive 
becomes apparent that can explain the importance they attach to the 
beautiful. Their reading of the medieval texts is certainly influenced by the 
modern triad «True — Good — Beautiful» that was linked with the birth of 


58 E. GILSON, Elements of Christian Philosophy, New York, 1960, pp. 159-63: «The 
Forgotten Transcendental: Pulchrum». 

59 U. Eco, The Aesthetics of Thomas Aquinas (Nt. 49), p. 44. Cfr. Art and Beauty 
(Nt. 12), p. 24. 

60 J. MARITAIN, Art and Scholasticism (Nt. 46), p. 172, n. 63b. 
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aesthetics as an autonomous philosophical disciplineó!. In search of an 
aesthetics based on Scholastic principles, modern scholarship gives a 
weight to the beautiful that it never had in the Middle Ages. The modern 
triad, an achievement of Kantian transcendental philosophy, is projected 
backward into the past, with the effect that the beautiful has to acquire a 
distinct place in the medieval doctrine of the transcendentals. 


(3) The incorporation of the beautiful into the doctrine, however, is faced 
with inner, philosophical difficulties. A first difficulty is that this 
incorporation requires the integration of two different philosophical 
perspectives. 

Medieval discussions on «beauty» generally take place within the 
framework of the «good». Its treatment is determined by the Platonic- 
Dionysian perspective of a metaphysics of the good. The transcendental 
perspective, on the other hand, is dominated by the Aristotelian— 
Avicennian metaphysics of being. «Being» is the first transcendental; the 
other transcendentals add something to it conceptually, they express 
general modes of being. The question whether the beautiful is a distinct 
transcendental is therefore not resolved until it has become clear what 
general mode of being the beautiful expresses that is not yet expressed by 
the other transcendentals®. 

As we have seen, medieval authors maintain a conceptual non- 
identity between the beautiful and the good: the «beautiful» adds to the 
«good» a relation to the cognitive power. This differentiation is a new 
element in comparison with Dionysius, but it does not provide a sufficient 
basis for the distinctive transcendentality of the beautiful. If one should 
object that the good is convertible with being and that an addition to the 
good therefore implies an addition to being, then the place of the beautiful 
remains problematic in this argumentation: That which the «beautiful» 
adds to the «good» is just that which the «true» adds to «being». One can 
therefore not interpret the addition of the beautiful to the good in such a 
way that this addition would be equivalent to an addition to being. The 
transcendental status of the beautiful remained unclear in the Middle Ages, 
because the Platonic-Dionysian perspective and the transcendental- 


61 Cfr. Maritain’s discussion of Kant’s Aesthetics in Art and Scholasticism, pp. 161 ff. 
62 Cfr. J.A. AERTSEN, «Die Frage nach der Transzendentalität der Schönheit» [Nt. 
45], pp. 2-8. 


THE TRIAD «TRUE-GOOD-BEAUTIFUL» 433 


ontological perspective were never fully integrated. The beautiful was 
only incidentally determined in relation to the transcendental «being». 

Another difficulty for the incorporation of the beautiful into the 
doctrine of the transcendentals concerns their foundation. Medieval 
thinkers present different accounts of it. In the Franciscan tradition, the 
transcendentals are considered in relation to the first, universal cause. The 
«one», «true» and «good» express the three aspects (efficient, exemplary 
and final) of this cause. The only way in which the Assisi treatise could 
introduce the beautiful as a fourth transcendental property therefore was 
by claiming its synthesising function. An important innovation in 
Aquinas’s derivation of the transcendentals in De veritate 1, 1 was the 
correlation he introduced between being and the human soul which «is in 
a sense all things» (quodammodo omnia). He understands the 
transcendentals «true» and «good» in relation to the human faculties of 
intellect and will. The problem for the incorporation of the beautiful is 
then obvious. Since there does not exist another human faculty that has a 
universal extension, there is no room for another distinct relational 
transcendental. 


(4) By way of conclusion we will look more closely into the medieval 
version of the triad «True — Good — Beautiful» that is the focus of our 
lecture. Its first formulation is to be found in the second book of the 
Summa Halensis. The author says that he wants to restrict the discussion 
of the triad to the distinction between the «beautiful» and the «true», 
because the difference between the «good» and the «beautiful» had 
already been explained in the first book. As we have seen, the mark of this 
difference consists in the emphasis on the relation of the beautiful to 
knowledge, which leads to a shift of the place of beauty in the direction of 
«truth». The discussion in the Summa is an indication of this shift. 

The author observes that the beauty of a thing is derived from its 
form, but that the same holds for truth. Yet they differ from each other, 
because «truth is a disposition of the form that is related to the interior (of 
a thing), whereas beauty is a disposition of the form that is related to the 
exterior». The Summa accounts for the difference between truth and 


63 Alexander of Hales, Summa theologica II, n. 75 (ed. Quaracchi II, p. 99): 
«Veritas est dispositio ex parte formae relata ad interius, pulchritudo vero est dispositio ex 
parte formae relata ad exterius». 


434 JAN A. AERTSEN 


beauty by the opposition between «inner» and «outer» — an explication 
that was literally taken over by Dionysius the Carthusian in his treatise. 
The opposition is hardly worked out; it seems that the author has different 
types of knowledge in mind. «Truth» concerns the consideration of the 
intellect that is directed to the inner nature of a thing; «beautiful» is called 
that which manifests itself to the knower as fitting. 

We find a more elaborated and highly remarkable reflection on the 
triad «True — Beautiful — Good» in Albert the Great's commentary on De 
divinis nominibus. Two centuries later, Nicholas of Cusa was obviously 
struck by Albert’s comments and cites them verbatim in his sermon on 
beauty. 

One of Albert’s main concerns in his commentary is Dionysius’s 
order of the divine names. So the first dubitatio in his exposition of the 
«Beautiful» bears upon the order of the names «Light», «Beautiful» and 
«Love». Why does Dionysius, after his treatment of the «Good», follow 
just this order in ch. 4 of De divinis nominibus? 

Albert argues that this order must be understood according to the 
order of the processes in the mind. The first process is the apprehension of 
the true —it is the knowledge of theoretical reason, which is directed at 
truth as such. Next, the true «incandesces» (excandescit) and takes the 
character of good; it is the knowledge of practical reason, which arises 
through the «extension» (extensio) of the true to the good. This knowledge 
finally sets desire in motion, for desire is not moved unless directed by a 
prior apprehension®. To these processes there corresponds, according to 
Albert, Dionysius’s order of the names. To the apprehension of the true in 
the absolute sense there corresponds «Light»; to the apprehension of the 
true insofar as it has the character of the good there corresponds «the 
Beautiful»; to the movement of desire there corresponds «Love»%6, 


64 Nicolaus de Cusa, Tota pulchra es, amica mea (ed. SANTINELLO IN 32], p. 32). 

65 Albert the Great, Super Dionysium De divinis nominibus, cap. 4, n. 71 (SIMON 
(ed.) [Nt. 34], p. 181): «Prima autem processio, quae est in mentem, est secundum 
apprehensionem veri. Deinde illud verum excandescit et accipitur in ratione boni, et sic 
demum movetur desiderium ad ipsum; oportet enim motum desiderii antecedere duplicem 
apprehensionem, unam quae est in intellectu speculativo, quae est ipsius veri absolute, et 
alteram quae est in intellectu practico per extensionem de vero in rationem boni, et tunc 
primo erit motus desiderii ad bonum». 

66 Id., Super Dionysium De divinis nominibus cap. 4, n. 71 (SIMON (ed.) [Nt. 34], p. 
181): «Apprehensioni igitur ipsius veri absolute respondet processio luminis, 
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Albert’s account, in which the beautiful is positioned as the true that 
has acquired the character of good, has three features that are characteristic 
of the medieval triad. First, this determination reflects the fact that the 
beautiful is not a distinct transcendental; it also makes this fact 
understandable, since the beautiful is implied in the order of truth and 
goodness. Second, in this determination the beautiful retains its Platonic- 
Dionysian relation to the good. The beautiful has an appetitive moment; it 
is that which pleases us. Third, this determination does justice to the fact 
that in the Middle Ages the place of beauty shifts in the direction of truth. 
Albert gives an important specification of his shift. He links the beautiful 
with the true, not however with the true as such but with the true that 
becomes good per extensionem, a distriction that is founded in the 
difference between the theoretical and the practical intellect. By relating 
the beautiful to practical reason that is directed at a work, Albert’s account 
is the most significant determination of the place of beauty in the Middle 
Ages. 


Thomas-Institut, University of Cologne 


apprehensioni vero veri, secundum quod habet rationem boni, respondet processio pulchri, 
motui vero desiderii respondet processio diligibilis; et ideo primo de lumine, secundo de 
pulchro, tertio de diligibili erat determinandum». 


GILBERT DAGRON 


IMAGE, IMAGINATION, IMAGINAIRE DANS 
L’ART DE LICONE 


À quoi servent les «spécialités»? Peut-être tout simplement à donner 
plus de relief aux grands problémes de la philosophie ou de l'histoire en 
les étudiant d'un point de vue particulier et pour ainsi dire excentré, et à 
affiner quelques vérités générales en les réinterprétant à partir d'une 
documentation plus limitée, donc mieux maîtrisée. Sur le théme de 
l'imagination dans l'art, le christianisme oriental n’ apporte sans doute rien 
de totalement neuf et d'irréductible aux analyses occidentales, mais il a 
poussé jusqu'à ses extrémes conséquences le probléme de la légitimité de 
l’image et peut ainsi nous aider à mieux comprendre, par similitude ou 
contraste, le röle de l'imagination dans les rapports intéractifs entre les 
trois personnages que sont le peintre, le modéle et celui qui regarde la 
peinture. Sans doute l'icóne représente-telle un cas limite où la personne 
représentée est Dieu ou un saint, oü le spectateur est un fidéle et oü le 
panneau peint est l'objet d'un culte; mais, ce cas limite est aussi un cas 
exemplaire, et non pas une exception, s'i] est vrai que figurer Dieu, sous 
quelque que forme que ce soit, a été la grande affaire de l'art 
«symbolique», au sens oü l'entend déjà Hegel, et si l'on comprend que les 
apories théologiques de la représentation, mises en évidence lors de la 
crise iconoclaste, cernent avec précision, en prétendant le réduire à 
presque rien, le vaste champ de l'imagination: imagination de l'artiste, 
imagination du spectateur, imaginaire du monde d'images qui s'organise à 
l'intérieur d'une conscience individuelle ou collective et conditionne le 
regard. 


Deux äges de la peinture, deux manieres de peindre — un discours 
théorique sur l'art n'est jamais tout à fait adapté à son objet, surtout 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intelfect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude, 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. 1, pp. 437-456. 
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lorsqu’il traite de l’imagination, c’est-à-dire de la créativité elle-méme. 
Aussi la philosophie peine-t-elle 4 rendre compte des deux moments qui 
nous intéressent ici: celui de la naissance de l'image d'art et celui de sa 
réception. Et nous verrons que ce qui est difficile au philosophe est 
impossible au théologien. 

Pour ne pas buter trop töt sur cet obstacle, commencons par examiner 
avec les historiens de l'art la distinction habituelle entre deux maniéres de 
peindre ou deux áges de la peinture, qui assignent chacun à l'imagination 
une place particuliére. Dans un excellent livre publié récemment, Hans 
Belting! montre comment on est passé, au fi] des siécles, de l'image à 
Part, d'une image traitée comme une personne, sujet privilégié des 
pratiques funéraires (les portraits du Fayyum), substitut de l'autoxité (les 
effigies d'empereurs romains) et surtout outi] de médiation d'un culte 
religieux (les icónes chrétiennes), à des représentations reconnues comme 
des ceuvres d'art autonomes, crées par un artiste dont elles portent la 
signature ou la marque et s’offrant à celui qui les regarde comme un objet 
de réflexion et d'interprétation personnelles. Autre fonction, autre sens. La 
mimésis devient phantasia?; ces deux disjonctions que sont l'intervention 
de l'artiste entre la nature et le portrait, et celle du spectateur entre le 
portrait et sa perception font perdre un peu de sa magie et de sa normativité 
à l'image pour ouvrir le double espace de liberté imaginative et de 
subjectivité qui définit l'art. 

Cette lente révolution du XIII au XV siècle s'accompagne 
notamment d'un changement de grande ampleur. Au lieu de considérer la 
peinture «comme une surface materielle, impénétrable, sur laquelle 
personnes et objets sont dépeints», on a commencé à penser l’œuvre de 
peinture «comme une fenétre imaginaire, transparente, à travers laquelle 
nous dirigeons notre regard vers une section de l'espace»?. La perspective 
ouvre désormais la surface plate du panneau peint, lui donne une 


1 Bild und Kult, Eine Geschichte des Bildes vor dem Zeit der Kunst, Munich, 
Verlag C. H. Beck, 1990; F MULLER (trad. française), Image et culte, Une histoire de 
l'image avant l'époque de l'art, Paris, Éditions du Cerf, 1998. 

? Selon la distinction mise en valeur par M. KEMP, «From “Mimesis” to 
"Fantasia", The Quattrocento Vocabulary of Creation, Inspiration and Genius in the Visual 
Arts», Viator 8 (1977), pp. 347-398. 

3 E. PANOFSKY, Meaning in the Visual Arts, The Renaissance: Artist, Scientist, 
Genius, M. et B. TEYSSEDRE (trad. francaise), L'œuvre d'art et ses significations, Essais sur 
les "Arts visuels", Paris, Éditions Gallimard, 1969, p. 105 
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profondeur et invite le regard 4 la traverser. S’imposent d’elles-mémes a 
propos de l’«ancienne» et de la «nouvelle» peinture les métaphores 
- opposées de la porte promettant une communication directe avec une 
personne réelle, et de la fenétre situant une personne imaginée dans un 
monde d’apparences et d’illusion (Alberti est le premier 4 avoir utilisé 
cette métaphore de la fenêtre)*. Le processus d’ensemble est bien décrit 
par Belting : progrès technique, floraison dans l'Italie du XV siècle de 
traités sur la peinture en lieu et place des anciens cahiers de modeles, 
libération de l'art. 

Ce qui est présenté pour plus de commodité comme une évolution de 
l'image à l’art peut aussi bien être compris comme une opposition 
permanente entre deux maniéres de peindre ou de voir la peinture. Deux 
mots différents désignent en russe la peinture iconique (ikonopis') et la 
peinture «sur le vif», (Zivopis'), qu'on hésitera à traduire par peinture 
«naturaliste»ou d'«imagination». Le protopope Avvakum, grande figure 
de la secte russe des Vieux Croyants, reprochait aux peintres de son temps 
de confondre ces deux genres. «Voici comment on peint l'image du 
Sauveur Emmanuel — écrit-il vers 1673 —: face bouffie, lévres 
vermeilles, cheveux frisés, bras et muscles épais, doigts gonflés, cuisses 
semblablement épaisses; le voilà fait tout comme un Allemand ventru et 
gras; il ne lui manque plus que le sabre au cóté. Tout cela, c'est peinture 
d'inspiration charnelle»6. Se produisait alors en Russie ce qui s'était 
produit pendant les derniers siècles du Moyen Age à Byzance: une 
influence «occidentale» dérangeait les vieilles traditions picturales; 
influence à bien des égards libératrice, qui rendait leurs droits à 
l'imagination, à la nature et à l’art, mais conduisait à confondre art profane 
et images saintes. Pour Avvakum et quelques autres, il s'agissait d'une 
profanation, de l'abolition d'une barriére que des siécles d'histoire avaient 
édifiée entre deux modes de représentation: la peinture profane imaginée 
d'aprés nature, et l'icóne reproduisant des formules iconographiques 
codifiées et des modéles qui avaient fait la preuve de leur efficacité comme 
truchements de la priére et intermédiaires du miracle, et qui avaient été 


4 Leone Battista Alberti, De Pictura/De la peinture (1435), I, 19, texte latin et 
traduction frangaise par J. L. SCHEFER, Paris, Macula-Dédale, 1992, pp. 114-115, cité par 
PANOFSKY, loc. cit. 

5 BELTING, Bild und Kult, op. cit., pp. 633 s. 

6 P. PASCAL, Avvakum et le début du Raskol, Une crise religieuse au XVII siècle 
russe, Ligugé, Imprimerie Aubin, 1938, p. 353. 
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légués de generation en generation par une tradition d’orthodoxie assurée, 
sans écart d’imagination qui püt géner la reconnaissance du personnage 
représenté ou modifier le sens de la représentation. 

Le monde orthodoxe n'a pas tout à fait tort de revendiquer l'icóne 
comme une spécificité, puisque ce sont le concile de Nicée II (787) et le 
Synodikon célébrant la fin de la crise iconoclasme (842) qui firent de sa 
vénération un critére d'orthodoxie”, et puisque ces images furent 
assimilées, lorsque les Italiens s’engagérent dans une autre voie, 4 la 
maniera greca®. Mais une opposition Orient /Occident, en donnant raison 
a ceux qui font de l’iconodoulie (et aussi bien de l’iconoclasme) une 
composante de leur identité culturelle, masquerait le vrai probléme. 
L'Occident, lui aussi, plus tard mais avec une violence presque égale, a 
mis en cause les images de culte et reconnu, a l’occasion de la Réforme, 
l'existence de deux peintures différentes. Luther, vers 1522, distingue les 
images narratives et éducatives, qu'il juge inoffensives, des images mises 
dans les églises à la place du Dieu de Parole, op il voit une sorte d'idolátrie 
et d'autoédification de l’Église romaine dans ses pires traditions?. Dans le 
sillage du concile de Trente, les partisans de la Contre-Réforme dissocient 
également l'image de culte de l'art profane. Gabriele Paleotti, archevéque 
de Bologne, insiste, dans son ouvrage Sur les images sacrées et profanes 
(1582), sur cette division entre un art auquel sa tradition et son histoire 
assurent une authenticité religieuse et un art nouveau, libre de son propos, 
ne pouvant servir à des fins cultuelles!º. Trés intelligemment, il ajoute que 
la différence entre les deux genres tient à la fois aux rapports d'analogie 


7 Sur Nicée JI, voir F. BOESPFLUG et N. Lossky (éd.), Nicée II, 787-1987, Douze 
siecles d'images religieuses, Actes du colloque international Nicée II, Paris 2-4 octobre 
1986, Paris, Éditions du Cerf, 1987; sur le Synodikon, voir J. GOUILLARD, «Le Synodikon 
de l’Orthodoxie, édition et commentaire», Travaux et Mémoires du Centre de recherche 
d'Histoire et Civilisation byzantines, 12, Paris, De Boccard Édition-Diffusion, 1967, 
pp. 1-313. 

3 BELTING, Bild und Kult, op. cit., pp. 501-510; voir aussi A. CHASTEL, L'Italie et 
Byzance, Paris, Éditions de Fallois, 1999 (livre posthume tiré d'un cours au Collège de 
France). 

2  Surlatolérance relative de Luther et le radicalisme de Calvin, voir BELTING, Bild 
und Kult, op. cit., pp. 10-11, 24-27, 626, 633, 738-743 (textes traduits). 

10 G. PALEOTTI, Discorso intorno alla imagini sacre e profane, P. BAROCCHI (éd.), 
in Trattati d'arte del Cinquecento, fra manierismo e controriforma, IL, Bari, Gius. Laterza 
e Figli, 1961. Sur le concile de Trente et les images, voir BELTING, Bild und Kult, op. cit., 
pp. 651-659, 748-751. 
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entre l’image et son modèle, que postule en effet la théorie de l'image de 
culte, et au regard qui est porté sur l’image; si bien qu’ä la limite une 
méme ceuvre peut étre regue comme image sainte ou comme tableau 
profane. 

Même sans crise ni réglementation conciliaire, l'Occident a connu la 
méme inquiétude que l’Orient devant les images de dévotion 
«inhabituelles», c'est-à-dire issues de l'imagination de l'artiste et ne tirant 
pas leur légitimité de modèles patentés. Jean-Claude Schmitt a récemment 
dressé un rapide inventaire de ces innovations aventureuses dont on 
s’aperçut soudain qu'elles étaient théologiquement douteuses!!. La 
majestas de sainte Foy de Conques trouble Bernard d'Angers au XI* 
siècle; la «Vierge ouvrante» scandalise Gerson au XIV9/XV siècle. L'un 
des aspects de la «Réforme grégorienne», à partir du milieu du XI siècle, 
avait consisté, dans le domaine pictural, à proposer un retour aux modèles 
anciens et aux types traditionnels, de contenu dogmatique sür, autrement 
dit à promouvoir un «art dirigé» qui püt, sans divagation imaginative, 
servir de support à la contemplation et, comme dit Suger en style 
platonisant, de materialibus ad immaterialia excitare. Sans habillage 
théologique compliqué, mais avec un sür instinct de la différence entre 
images de culte et images d'art, Urbain VIII condamne en 1628 la 
représentation de la Trinité sous la forme monstruseuse d'un homme à 
trois visages au lieu de la traditionnnelle colombe, et au siécle suivant la 
bulle de Benoit XIV Sollicitudini nostrae traduit l'embarras de l'Église 
devant le cas d'une moniale franciscaine, Marie-Crescence Hóss, de 
Kaufbeuren en Souabe, morte en odeur de sainteté en 1744, qui voyait le 
Saint-Esprit sous la forme d'un beau jeune-homme et diffusait des images 
de piété conformes à sa vision!?. Le pape rappelle alors le danger des 
«images inhabituelles» et la nécessité de peindre Dieu «sous la forme oü 


u J.-Cl. SCHMITT, Le corps des images, Essais sur la culture visuelle au Moyen 
Áge, Paris, Éditions Gallimard, 2002, notamment pp. 135-164 («Liberté et normes des 
images occidentales»). 

12 H. TOUBERT, Un art dirigé, Réforme grégorienne et iconographie, Paris, Éditions 
du Cerf, 1990, voir notamment pp. 7-11, 19-20, 2131-132, 137. 

13 Textes et dossier rassemblés dans Fr. BOESPFLUG, Dieu dans l'art, Sollicitudini 
Nostrae de Benoit XIV (1745) et l'affaire Crescence de Kaufbeuren, Paris, Éditions du 
Cerf, 1984. 
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nous savons par tradition qu'il s'est donné à voir»!4, autrement dit, 
s'agissant du Christ et non plus du Saint-Esprit, sous sa forme traditionnelle, 
dont on suppose a priori qu'elle correspond à la réalité historique, sans 
laisser place à l'imagination personnelle du mystique ou du peintre. 

Présenter le passage de l'image de culte à l'image d'art comme une 
évolution dans le temps nous était apparu comme une commodité 
d'exposition plutót que comme une explication; la spécificité d'une 
peinture iconique orientale opposée à une peinture d'imagination 
occidentale nous semble à son tour maintenir au plan culturel des 
problémes de la représentation qui transcendent la diversité des cultures. 
Les deux maniéres de peindre, que nous avons retrouvées en Occident 
comme en Orient sous des formes non pas identiques mais équivalentes, 
ne me paraissent pas non plus correspondre profondément à un clivage 
entre art sacré et art profane. C'est ce que je voudrais examiner 
maintenant, sans gommer la signification religieuse de l'icóne, mais en 
montrant que la figuration de Dieu est seulement le cas limite qui permet 
de poser le probléme de la représentation au plan théorique et de le faire, 
pour ainsi dire, imploser. 


De la philosophie à la théologie — Passons donc de l'histoire de l'art 
à la philosophie et à la théologie. 

Avant l'image, il y a la vue, et avant la théorie de l'image et les 
ambiguités de l'imagination, il y a la théorie optique et les ambiguités de 
la vision sensorielle, que je voudrais évoquer d'un mot. Comme l'a 
remarqué Gérard Simon, l’optique antique et médiévale s'accommode 
d'une hésitation entre un rayon visuel émanant de l'ceil et allant saisir 
l'objet, et un rayon lumineux émanant de l'objet et imprimant sa forme sur 
la rétine. Avant méme que soit défini le niveau de réalité de l'image, la vue 
est comprise tantót comme une saisie active, tantót comme une pénétration 
passive — un texte byzantin dit «féminisante»!6. Dans le premier cas 


1^ Ibid., p. 30, le pape reprend l'opinion exprimée par Denys Petau «... Communi 
Catholicorum assensu inveteravit opinio, nimirum ut eatenus figurari Deus possit, qua sub 
externa aliqua specie aspectabilem se praebuit hominibus.» 

ID «Derrière le miroir», Le temps de la réflexion 2 (1981), pp. 298-331. 

16 Balsamon, en commentaire du canon 24 du concile In Trullo, G.A. RALLES et M. 
PorLEs, Syntagma tôn theión kai hierón kanonön, Athènes, Typographia G. 
Chartophylakos, 1852, II, p. 357. 
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intervient l’imagination, dans le second se produit une assimilation du 
voyant au vu, un phénomène de mimétisme pour le meilleur ou pour le 
pire, selon l’objet de la vision: épiphanie s’il s'agit de Dieu ou de ses saints 
dont on choisit librement de contempler l'image, possession s'il s'agit de 
démons qui trompent la garde des yeux!’ par des spectacles étonnants 
comme les courses de chevaux. La vue est considérée comme le premier 
des sens non seulement parce que les sensations visuelles sont plus fortes 
que les autres, mais aussi parce qu'elle procéde à une intériorisation plus 
directe et profonde de ces objets à moitié seulement «déréalisés» que sont 
les images. Active, elle tient le monde extérieur à distance et garde la 
maîtrise imaginative, passive, elle impressionne l’äme. 

Sur l'image elle-méme et le cas particulier de l'image d'art, on trouve 
dans l'arsenal philosophique grec, sous le haut patronage de Platon, un 
schéma à peu prés constamment repris, avec de simples variantes 
d'assemblage ou d'intonation. Il y a une relation d'image entre le monde 
sensible et le monde des Idées. Les images, réalités dégradées et sans 
épaisseur, sont nécessaires puisqu'elles permettent de capter l'ombre des 
Idées, mais elles nous trompent comme un leurre si elles nous détournent 
du véritable objet de notre quéte. Platon légue à la pensée antique et 
médiévale un système où la positivité et la négativité de l'image 
s’équilibrent dans une démarche vers la vision contemplative. Il indique 
aussi un point de bifurcation dans l’art de peindre en opposant une 
mimétique d’illusion (mimesis phantastikè), qui tient compte des lois de la 
perception optique et produit des simulacres, et une mimétique de l’image 
(mimèsis eikonistikè), qui reproduit scrupuleusement l’objet, sans 
concession a la vue ni redoublement du modéle. Le comble de l’art n’est 
pas de peindre, comme Zeuxis, des grappes de raisins si habilement 
rendues que les oiseaux eux-mémes y soient trompés, mais de donner 
forme sur une toile à une image mentale plus vraie que la réalité visible!$. 
Comme on le sait, Platon semble avoir préféré à la représentation 
naturaliste et narrative de la peinture grecque de son temps la 


7 À son origine, le thème est biblique : «Mors intravit per fenestram», Jérémie, IX, 
21; «Averte oculos meos ne videant vanitatem», Ps. CXVIII, 37. 

18 République, X, 602c-605c (contre la peinture et la poésie, arts d'illusion); 
Sophiste, 23b-236e; voir H. JOLY, Le renversement platonicien, Logos, épistémé, polis, 
Paris, Librairie philosophique J. von, 2° éd. 1985, pp. 140-150. 
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représentation plus conceptuelle et stéréotypée de l'art de l'ancienne 
Égypte, impliquant une autre conception de l'imagination et de l'espace 
pictural!9. 

Cette vérité imaginative est-elle trop spirituelle pour étre figurable, 
ou, au contraire, seule une figuration allant au-dela d’une ressemblance 
formelle peut-elle en rendre compte? A la fin de l'Antiquité, lorsque l'art 
commence à se détacher de la fiction?0, ce débat occupe à la fois les païens 
et les chrétiens. Dans les Actes apocryphes de Jean (Ile siècle), un 
nouveau converti fait faire secrétement un portrait de Jean pour pouvoir le 
contempler, et quand l'apótre s'en apercoit, il juge cette conduite ridicule, 
car — dit-il — le portrait ne peut figurer que l'apparence charnelle et non 
l'étre spirituel, qui seul compte?!. Mais ce purisme n'est pas partout de 
mise; il y a alors, sous l'influence néoplatonicienne et pythagoricienne de 
véritables icönes paiennes, faites le plus souvent selon la technique des 
portraits funéraires et congues pour la dévotion privée à quelques 
médiateurs divins (Héraklés, Asklépios, Apollónios ou méme Jésus)2. 
Philostrate imagine le dialogue suivant entre Apollónios et un disciple de 
rencontre: «Est-ce que par hasard les Phidias et les Praxitéles seraient 
montés au ciel, auraient pris une empreinte de la forme des dieux et 
l'auraient reproduite par leur art, ou bien y a-t-il autre chose qui ait guide 
leur création? — Autre chose, réplique Apollónios: ... l'imagination. Plus 
sage ouvriére que l'imitation, c'est elle qui a produit ces ceuvres. 
L'imitation, en effet, ne peut créer que ce qu'elle a vu, mais l'imagination 
également ce qu'elle n'a pas vu; car elle le supposera en se référant à la 
réalité»23, Plotin, par honte de son corps, ne voulait pas que l'on fit de 


19 E. PANOFSKY, Idea, Contribution à l'histoire du concept de l'ancienne théorie de 
l'art, trad. française par H. JoLY, Paris, Éditions de Minuit, 1983, pp.17-23, 30-48; EH. 
GOMBRICH, Art and Illusion, Londres, Phaidon Press, 1960, trad. frangaise par G. DURAND, 
L'art et l'Illusion, Psychologie de la représentation picturale, Paris, Éditions Gallimard, 4º 
éd. 1996, notamment pp. 103-110, qui oppose à ce sujet un art de représentation 
conceptuelle et un art d'illustration narrative. 

20 A GRABAR, Christian Iconography, A Study of its Origins, Princeton, Princeton 
University Press, 1968; Gombrich, L'art et l'illusion, op. cit., pp. 124-125. 

? Acta Iohannis, 26-29, E. JunoD et J.D. KAEsTLI (éds.), Tumhout, Brepols, 1983, 
I, pp. 177-181 (Corpus Christianorum, Series Apocryphorum I). 

2 Voir Th.F. MATHEWS, The Clash of Gods, A Reinterpretation of Early Christian 
Art, Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1999, notamment pp. 54-72. 

23 Vie d'Apollónios de Tyane, VI, 19. 
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portrait de lui? mais à ceux qui méprisaient les arts parce qu'ils ne 
créaient que des images de la nature, il opposait lui aussi l’exemple de 
Phidias, qui «fit son Zeus sans égard 4 aucun modele sensible, en 
l’imaginant tel qu'il serait s’il consentait à paraître devant lui»?5. Pour 
l’artiste comme pour le philosophe, regarder les choses, c’est prolonger la 
vue de l’ceil par la vision de l’esprit. Dans l’alternative peindre ou ne pas 
peintre, qui reste en suspens, le portrait «iconique» est, 4 ce stade, une 
image ressemblante, mais retraitée par l’imagination de l’artiste. Et le 
paralléle avec le nom, souvent repris après Platon%, suffit à faire 
comprendre que l’image est un signe et que, si ressemblante qu’elle soit, 
elle ne devient jamais un double. 

C’est sur ce terreau de la spiritualité antique que pousse une pensée 
chrétienne qui n’est pas encore théologie. Elle est fondée sur l’anagogie, 
sur l’élévation de l’äme, par degrés, des images matérielles aux images 
immatérielles et à la contemplation de Dieu, image absolue donnée à 
l'homme avant le péché et qui ne subsiste plus dans la création qu'à l'état 
de traces. La démarche récuse l'image en méme temps qu'elle la magnifie, 
puisque l'áme ne peut avoir une idée du divin qu'à travers elle, mais «choit 
sur elle-méme» au lieu de progresser si elle ne la juge pas radicalement 
inadéquate et s’y arréte. Notre monde est à la fois celui de la ressemblance 
et celui de la dissemblance. De ce carrefour platonicien, deux voies 
divergent. 

La premiére a nom saint Augustin, le premier penseur qui ait mis en 
évidence l'interactivité entre l'image et celui qui la regarde??. Dans le 
processus visuel qu'il décrit interviennent déjà la mémoire qui reconnait 
l'objet, le jugement qui l'identifie, l'imagination qui compléte l'image, 
l’intériorise, la dématérialise, la décompose et recompose ensuite 


2% Porphyre, Vie de Plotin, 1. 

2% Plotin, Ennéades, V, 8, 1; cfr. E. DE KEYSER, La signification de l'art dans les 
Ennéades de Plotin, Louvain, Publications universitaires, 1955 (Recueil des travaux 
d'histoire et de philologie de l'Université de Louvain, IV, 7). 

26 Platon, Cratyle, 430a-432d. 

2 Voir notamment le De Trinitate, VIII-XV, Œuvres de Saint Augustin, Paris, 
Desclée de Brouwer, 1955 (Bibliothéque augustinienne, XVI); on peut consulter également 
la nouvelle traduction de Saint Augustin, CEuvres, III : Philosopbie, catéchése, polémique, 
sous la direction de L. JERPHAGNON, Paris, Editions Gallimard, 2002 (Bibliothéque de la 
Pléiade); le texte est traduit par S. DUPUY-TRUDELLE, dont on lira le riche commentaire aux 
pp. 1135-1174 (1156-1172 pour ce qui concerne l’image, l’imagination et la ressemblance). 
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librement. L’image est un mixte; elle garde la spatialité des choses 
extérieures mais l’äme lui donne quelque chose de sa propre substance?8; 
c'est par le travail d'une imagination bien maitrisée que sont captées les 
similitudes ou analogies permettant de comprendre ce que serait la 
contemplation de l’Incréé. Entre la vision purement corporelle, qui serait 
pure sensation, et la vision purement intellectuelle, qui serait pure 
contemplation, il y a la vision spirituelle, qui participe du corps et de 
l'àne2. Nous ne pouvons pas ne pas imaginer Dieu, parce que nous 
l'aimons, sans pour autant étre capables de le penser. Ce parti-pris de 
subjectivité et cette recherche psychologique de tout ce qui rapproche non 
pas l'image matérielle de l'image immatérielle, mais l'expérience visuelle 
de l'expérience contemplative, légitiment la représentation par la dilection 
du modêle tout en l'affranchissant de la ressemblance formelle : «Quel 
lecteur ou auditeur des écrits de l'apótre Paul ou de ce qui a été écrit sur 
lui n'ira imaginer en son äme raisonnable le visage de l'apótre et de tous 
ceux dont le nom est mentionné ? Et comme chacun... a sa propre maniére 
de se représenter les contours et les formes des corps de ces personnages, 
lequel d'entre eux aura la représentation la plus proche et la plus ressem- 
blante ? il est impossible de le savoir... Le visage charnel du Seigneur lui- 
même fait l'objet d'une variété innombrable de représentations, alors qu'il 
était unique, quel qu'il ait été. Ces représentations... que notre âme 
raisonnable imagine n'entrent pas dans le caractére salutaire de notre foi 
— elles sont peut-étre d'ailleurs trés loin de la réalité. En revanche y entre 
la représentation que nous avons de lui en tant qu'homme selon 
l'apparence spécifique»9. La bonne solution est d'accepter ces 
représentations douteuses sans en faire des objets faux, et de n'en retenir, 
s'agissant du Christ, que l'idée de son humanité. 

La seconde voie, celle de la Hiérarchie céleste prolongée du Pseudo- 
Denys?! jusqu'à Jean Damascéne??, offre moins d'issues. Pour m'en tenir 


28 De Trinitate, X, 7, commentaire de S. DUPUY-TRUDELLE, op. cit., p. 1161. 

?? SCHMITT, Le corps des images, op. cit., pp. 26-27. 

30 De Trinitate, VIII, 6-7. 

31 Denys l'Aréopagite, Hierarchie céleste, notamment I, 1-3 (principes 
introductifs), éd. trad. G. HEIL et M. DE GANDILLAC, Paris, Éditions du Cerf, 1958, pp. 70- 
773 (Sources chrétiennes, 58). 

32 Contra imaginum calumniatores orationes tres, I, 9-13; III, 16-23, B. KOTTER 
(éd.), Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos, II, Berlin, Walter de Gruyter, 1975, pp. 
83-86, 125-130; sur ces rapports entre mots et images, voir J.-M. SANSTERRE, «La parole, 
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ä ce qui nous importe, je dirai qu’elle propose un classement des images 
selon leur vérité plus ou moins dégradée. L’anagogie part, au plus bas 
niveau, des représentations figurées et remonte, par les mots, les «figures» 
bibliques, les prophéties et l’homme image de Dieu, jusqu’au Fils image 
du Père, parfaite identification de l’image 4 l’étre. La pensée de saint 
Augustin, en légitimant l'imagination, fait l'économie d'une théologie de 
l'image; celle du Pseudo-Denys y conduit directement en accordant une 
attention presque exclusive aux rapports entre l'image peinte et son 
modéle. 

Elle y conduit. Mais la crise d’oü sortit l'icóne s'explique par la 
convergence de plusieurs autres problémes qui mirent soudain l'image en 
point de mire: l'inquiétude de l'Église devant certaines pratiques 
cultuelles, une conscience avivée des origines judaiques du christianisme, 
et surtout une christologie qui abordait, avec l'image, son ultime étape??. 
Elle avait fixé le dogme de la consubstantialité du Père et du Fils, elle 
avait défini l'union sans mélange des deux natures inconfondibles du 
Christ en une seule personnes35, elle avait trébuché sur le probléme de sa 
double ou unique volonté (ou énergie): il lui restait, pour clore le cycle, 
à se confronter au paradoxe de la représentabilité du Dieu-Homme, pour 
cerner les contours non pas d'une hérésie et d'une orthodoxie mais d'une 
orthodoxie négative interdisant l'image de culte et d'une orthodoxie 
positive associant l'image au culte. Les iconoclastes affirmaient que le 
culte d'une image de Dieu était idolätrique et qu'une représentation 
«théandrique» du Christ était hérétique, car de deux choses l'une: ou bien 
le peintre représentait la seule nature humaine du Christ en dédoublant sa 
personne, ou bien il respectait l'unité de sa personne, mais en 
circonscrivant sa divinité. Les iconodoules avaient recours aux arguments 
en partie négatifs que leur suggérait la koiné philosophique sur le caractére 


le texte et l'image selon les auteurs byzantins des époques iconoclaste et posticonoclaste», 
in Testo e immagine nell'alto medioevo, Spoleto 1994, I, pp. 197-243 (Settimane di studio 
del Centro italiano di studi sull'alto medioevo, XLI, 15-21 aprile 1993). 

3 Sur la crise iconoclaste, voir la synthèse et la bibliographie proposées dans J.-M. 
MAYEUR, L. PiÉTRI, A. VAUCHEZ, M. VENARD (éds.), Histoire du Christianisme, t. IV : 
Évéques, moines et empereurs (610-1054), sous la responsabilité de G. DAGRON, P. RICHÉ 
et A. VAUCHEZ, Paris, Desclée, 1993, pp. 93-165. 

34 Concile de Nicée I (325). 

35 Concile de Chalcédoine (451). 

36 Concile de Constantinople III (680-681). 
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pédagogique et anagogique de l’image, ou sur le lien relationnel et 
homonymique entre le portrait et son modéle; mais ils insistaient bien 
davantage sur l' «économie» de l'Incarnation, qui faisait de l'image non 
pas seulement la «bible des illétrés»??, mais la plus parfaite affirmation de 
la foi. Tel est le retournement théologique. Il fait perdre à l'image peinte 
toute négativité et la fait passer du dernier au premier rang. Le cas de 
l'icóne du Christ, qui semblait le plus difficile à élucider, s'avérait au 
contraire le plus simple; d'exceptionnel, il devenait exemplaire; il réalisait 
d'un coup la perfection d'une image vraie?8. 

Perfection purement théologique, qui ne correspondait pas encore à 
une pratique picturale, dont la codification prit du temps et dut tenir 
compte des objections iconoclastes. Ce que la théologie de l'image avait 
d'audacieux fut compensé par une série d'interdits tacites ou explicites 
dont les peintres s'accommodérent. Dans son satut éminent mais bloqué, 
l'icóne devait étre répétitive, plate, sans ombre ni profondeur, d'une 
matérialité de surface, à la fois relationnelle et consubstantielle à son 
modéle, abstraite comme un nom et concréte comme une relique, 
condamnée au sublime. Ce que la philosophie laissait pressentir, la 
théologie le démontrait: une théorie de l'image ne peut que dégager les 
apories de la représentation. Seule une théorie de l'imagination permet de 
rendre compte de l'art. 


De l'image à l'imaginaire — Autant l'imagination est reconnue de 
plein droit et par définition dans la peinture «naturaliste», autant sa place 
est problématique dans l'art iconique. 

On s'y défie du peintre dans la mesure, précisément, où le moindre 
écart imaginatif de sa part risque de compromettre l'assimilation de 


57 Selon la formule popularisée par le pape Grégoire le Grand dans sa 
correspondance de 599-600 avec Serenus de Marseille et qui reste, en Occident, la 
principale justification de l'image «sainte»: Grégoire le Grand, Epistulae, IX, 209; XI, 10, 
D. NORBERG (éd.), Turnhout, Brepols, 1982, I, pp. 768, 873-876, (Corpus Christianorum, 
Series Latina, CXL A); cfr. G. LANGE, Bild und Wort, Die katechetischen Funktionen des 
Bildes in der griechischen Theologie des sechsten bis neunten Jahrhunderts, Würzburg, 
Echter Verlag, 1969; C.M. CHAZELLE, «Pictures, Books and the Illiterate, Pope Gregory I's 
Letters to Serenus of Marseille», Word & Image 6, 2 (1990), pp. 138-153. 

38 Sur la théologie de l'image, on consultera Chr. SCHÖNBORN, L'icône du Christ, 
Fondements théologiques élaborés entre le If" et le IF concile de Nicée (325-787), Paris, 
Éditions du Cerf, 3º éd. 1986. 
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l’image à son mod£le et d’interrompre la chaine d’images qui remonte au 
prototype et conserve sans déperdition sa forme et son Energie. C’est le 
nom du saint, pas celui du peintre, qui est apposé sur l’icöne. Tout ce qui 
serait concédé à la paternité du peintre serait retiré à l'efficacité de l’icöne. 
Apollónios de Tyane vantait l'imagination du sculpteur qui avait su 
représenter Zeus sans le voir; on lui opposera le récit d'un pélerin russe qui 
fait dire par un peintre trop fier de son ceuvre : «Seigneur je t'ai fait comme 
tu étais de ton vivant !», à quoi le Christ répond : «Et quand m'as-tu vu?... 
Ce n'est pas toi qui m'as fait, c'est moi qui l'ai voulu ainsi... Toi, 
désormais, tu ne peindras plus!», et il le punit d'une paralysie de la main??. 
Le peintre au travail nous est décrit comme s'impreignant longuement et 
passivement de la vue du modéle avant de reproduire ses traits sur la toile; 
mais plus le modéle est saint, plus l'impuissance du peintre éclate, et 
l'hagiographie invente le topos du saint qui dirige lui-méme la main de 
l'artiste ou qui exécute un miraculeux autoportrait. L’acheiropoiete ou la 
véronique, sommet de l'image de culte, est le degré zéro de l'imagination 
et de l'art. Et faute de miracle, c'est la stricte imitation de modéles qui est 
recommandée au peintre. En découvrant au Mont Athos le Guide de la 
peinture attribué à Denys de Phourna (datable du XVIII siècle, mais sans 
áge), Didron eut la révélation, qu'il communiqua au monde romantique en 
1839, d'une peinture fascinante mais dogmatique: «En Gréce — écrit-il —, 
l'artiste est l'esclave du théologien. Son ceuvre, que copieront ses 
successeurs, copie celle des peintres qui l’ont précédé. L’artiste grec est lié 
aux traditions comme l'animal à son instinct...»%, En réalité, ce que 
découvre Didron n'a plus grand-chose à voir avec la théologie, c'est le 
surgeon tardif d'un art du style et d'un art symbolique, qui s'est totalement 
détourné de la fiction et dont le vocabulaire réduit vise avant tout à assurer 
une bonne réception de l'image. 


39 Antoine de Novgorod (1200), trad. B. DE KHITROWO, Itinéraires russes en 
Orient, Genève, Société de l' Orient latin, 1889, p. 90. 

4 AN. DIDRON, Manuel d’iconographie chrétienne grecque et latine, traduit du 
manuscrit byzantin "Le guide de la peinture" par le Dr P. Durand, ouvrage dédié à Victor 
Hugo, Paris, Imprimerie royale, 1845, p. IX; voir aussi les «Quelques exercices 
préliminaires et instructions pour celui qui veut apprendre l'art de la peinture», pp. 11-13. 
Le texte grec de cette Herménéia a été publié par A. PAPADOPOULOS-KÉRAMEUS (St.- 
Pétersbourg, Société d' Archéologie russe, 1909). 
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La quasi-identification de l’image peinte 4 son modéle devrait, 
semble-t-il, mettre au cœur du débat le probléme de la ressemblance4!, Il 
s’y trouve, mais de facon problématique. Théodore Stoudite envisage une 
incompétence du peintre ou une usure de la peinture qui rendraient 
difficile la reconnaissance, mais sans risque d’erreur si le nom, dont 
l’apposition scelle l’authenticité de la représentation et vaut consécration 
religieuse, permet l'identification de l'image illisible*. Le patriarche 
Photius semble aller trés loin en affirmant que les Grecs, les Indiens ou les 
Éthiopiens ont naturellement tendance à imaginer le Christ et les saints 
d'aprés leur propre apparence physique, sans qu'aucune de leurs images 
puisse étre pour autant déclarée fausse, pas plus que ne sont fausses — 
écrit-il — les traductions de l’Évangile en d'autres langues que 
l'original?. Par cette comparaison, on voit que Photius est prêt à déroger 
au principe de la ressemblance et à s'accommoder de variantes culturelles; 
mais ce n'est pas aller jusqu'à la subjectivité absolue, que saint Augustin 
fonde sur l'absence de témoignages historiques fiables et, avant tout, sur 
le légitime et nécessaire travail de l'imagination individuelle. 

L'histoire des représentations du Christ nous fait comprendre quels 
sont les vrais critéres de la ressemblance d'un portrait iconique^. Tout 
commence par un refus : le Christ était laid, disent certains chrétiens des 
premiers siècles en se fondant sur quelques allusions des Écritures, tandis 
que d'autres pensent qu'il apparaissait aux hommes sous une forme 
totalement subjective, adaptée au niveau de perfection et à la psychologie 
de chacun, «grand aux grands, petit aux petits, ange aux anges»4. 


#4 Voir G. Dacron, «Holy Images and Likeness», Dumbarton Oaks Papers 45 
(1991), pp. 23-33, étude dont nous reprenons ici les principales analyses; H. MAGUIRE, The 
Icons of their Bodies, Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1996, pp. 5-47. 

42 Antirrheticus, III, 3, PG 99, col. 421. 

43  Amphilochia, 205, PG 101, col. 948-52; B. LAOURDAS et L.G. WESTERINK (éds.), 
Epistulae et Amphilochia, Leipzig, Teubner, 1983, pp. 108-111 (ep. 65, à l'abbé Théodore, 
864/865). 

44 Sur ce sujet, l'ouvrage de référence reste E. von DoBSCHUTZ, Christusbilder, 
Untersuchungen zur christlichen Legende, Leipzig 1899 (Texte und Untersuchungen zur 
Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, XVIIT). 

4 On trouvera les références aux sources et à la bibliographie dans J.-E. MENARD, 
«Transfiguration et polymorphie chez Origene», in Epektasis, Mélanges patristiques 
offerts au Cardinal Jean Daniélou, Paris 1972, pp. 367-83; E. Junop, «Polymorphie du 
Dieu Sauveur», in Gnosticisme et monde hellénistique, Louvain 1982, pp. 38-46 
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L'épisode de la Transfiguration permet de limiter cette polymorphie et 
d’imaginer deux visages du Christ, celui de son humanité historique 
(visage triangulaire, cheveux et barbe courts et frisés) et celui de sa 
Résurrection et de sa Gloire (visage allongé, cheveux longs séparés au 
milieu par une raie, barbe mi-longue). Mais cette double image ne répond 
ni a la christologie chalcédonienne, qui affirme l’unité de la personne, ni 
aux exigences de la dévotion, qui ne veut imaginer qu’un seul Christ et ne 
retient bientöt plus que le visage aux longs cheveux. Les deux visages 
figurent sur les monnaies de Justinien II, à la fin du VII siècle, c’est-à-dire 
à l'approche de l’iconoclasme, mais successivement, et l'on comprend 
qu'il s'agit d'une hésitationt. Tout devrait alors conduire à choisir le 
visage le plus historique, exprimant le mieux la réalité de I’ Incarnation”, 
d'autant plus qu'une anecdote circule depuis le début du VIC siècle, selon 
laquelle l'autre visage serait celui de Zeus, qu'un crypto-paien aurait peint 
et placé sous le nom du Christ pour se livrer sans risque à son idolátrie*, 
La tradition écrite reconnait le type aux cheveux courts et frisés comme 
«plus authentique», mais la tradition iconographique impose l'autre type, 
ce Christ qui est encore celui de notre imaginaire. La théologie fondait la 
légitimité de l'image sur le fait que le Christ, les apótres et les saints 
avaient été «vus» en leur temps, ce qui semblait inviter à chercher dans le 
passé une description de leur apparence physique (ou à en inventer une); 
mais l'image, elle, fonde sa ressemblance sur le consensus de ceux qui la 
regardent. Lorsque ce consensus est créé, l'image n'a plus qu'à se 
ressembler à elle-méme; elle est sa propre référence. 


(Publication de l'Institut Orientaliste de Louvain, 27); E. Junop et J.D. KAESTLI, Acta 
Ioannis, op. cit., IL, pp. 466-493, avec bibliographie p. 470 n. 1; DAGRON, «Holy Images 
and Likeness», op. cit., pp.28-30. 

46 Voir notamment J. D. BRECKENRIDGE, The Numismatic Iconography of Justinian 
II (685-695, 705-711 A. D.), New York, The American Numismatic Society, 1959, pp. 46- 
62; A. GRABAR, L’iconoclasme byzantin, Dossier archéologique, Paris, Collége de France, 
1957, pp. 16-17, 39-45, 235-238. 

47 Voir le canon 82 du concile In Trullo (691-692), qui interdit la représentation du 
Christ sous la forme de l'agneau, G. A. RALLES et M. PoTLÈS, Syntagma, op. cit., IL, pp. 
492-493. 

48 Théodore le Lecteur, G.C. HANSEN (éd.), Theodoros Anagnostes Kirchenges- 
chichte, Berlin, Akademie Verlag, 2° éd. 1995, pp. 107-108. 
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Les civilisations d’«orthodoxie», en tout lieu et 4 toute époque, se 
caractérisent par la distance qu’elles mettent entre deux notions que 
d’autres distinguent à peine, la réalité et la vérité. Dans le domaine de la 
représentation, on pourrait dire que l’icòne est plus vraie que reelle, et 
qu'elle s’affranchit des contraintes de l’historicité pour trouver une autre 
cohérence, non celle de la ressemblance, mais celle de la reconnaissance. 
Ainsi nait l'imaginaire, qui enferme dans une sorte de tautologie, comme 
le montre un topos hagiographique cent fois répété : le fidéle prie devant 
l’image, il a une vision du saint, qu’il reconnait 4 son image. Pour 
confirmer la légitimité des images, le concile de 869 déclarait: «Si 
quelqu'un ne vénère pas l'image du Christ, qu'il ne voie pas sa face lors 
de sa seconde Parousie!»*. Les rapports entre l'image et son modèle se 
sont inversés: ce n’est plus l’image qui ressemble au saint, c’est le saint 
qui «ressemble 4 son image», comme disent fréquemment les textes. 
«C’est par leurs icönes que [les saints] apparaissent», dit un évéque du 
concile de Nicée II (787), non par maladresse, mais parce qu'on croyait 
alors assez communément que ce n’étaient pas le Christ et les saints eux- 
mémes qui apparaissaient, mais des anges ayant pris leur apparence ou 
portant leur image. Cette «lieutenance» généralisée des anges?! fait entrer 
d'un coup toutes les images et toutes les apparitions, réelles, révées ou 
imaginées, dans l’ordre de l’imaginaire, d'un imaginaire normalisé qui 
remplace l’imagination trop individuelle et incontrölable du peintre et de 
celui qui regarde la peinture. 

Tourné vers la reconnaissance et non vers la ressemblance, le portrait 
iconique — qui n'est pas seulement l’icöne de culte — est prospectif et 
typologique. Il importe qu'un empereur ressemble à un empereur, un 
évéque à un évéque, un moine à un moine, le Christ à l'idée qu'on se fait 
de lui. Une telle image s'apparente aux descriptions en mots qui 
permettaient de classer les individus, de les rechercher ou de les prévoir: 
l’eikonismos de l'Égypte romaine, dont le vocabulaire limité mais efficace 
permettait de dresser des portraits-robots, précisés par des signes 
distinctifs, pour retrouver un esclave fugitif; les descriptions physiques de 


4º Canon 3 du concile de Constantinople IV, MANSI, Sacrorum Conciliorum nova 
et amplissima collectio, XVI, col. 400. 

59  MANSI, op. cit., XIII, col. 33. 

21 Voir, pour l'Occident, BOESPFLUG, Dieu dans l'art, op. cit., p. 221 et n. 36-38. 
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l’astrologie ou de la physiognomonie, qui, par reference aux astres ou aux 
espéces animales, permettaient elles aussi de classer, de comprendre, de 
donner le portrait verbal de quelqu’un qu’on n’avait jamais vu ou de 
préfigurer le visage du futur souverain?) comme l’icône préfigure la 
vision que l’on aura du saint. Ces classifications, méme les plus fines, 
gardaient quelque chose de générique et de flou que la confrontation avec 
la personne réelle devait préciser; et il en va de méme pour le portrait 
iconique, dont Ernst Kitzinger a justement reconnu qu'il était fait à partir 
d'un type, par touches successives modifiant un schéma général53, jusqu'à 
l’ultime détail caractéristique permettant au spectateur de dire: «C'est tel 
empereur ou c'est tel saint». Tandis que le portrait de peintre donne une 
image subjective mais presque totalement individualisée du modèle, le 
portrait iconique pousse la ressemblance jusqu’au seuil de 
l'individualisation, mais laisse celui qui regarde faire le dernier pas, lui 
donnant ainsi un peu de cette imagination créatrice que l'icóne refuse au 
peintre. 

Ainsi se comprend mieux un paradoxe noté par plusieurs historiens de 
l'art*^. De ces icônes, qui ont pour nous la beauté d'images désincarnées 
et idéalisées, les byzantins disaient qu'elles étaient parfaitement réalistes, 
vivantes, agissantes, parlantes. Dans le genre littéraire de l'ekphrasis 
d'images peintes, l'écart est frappant entre l'icóne décrite, stylisée sinon 
abstraite, et la description qui en est donnée, dans un style émotif, 
rhétorique et poétique qui conviendrait mieux pour décrire un tableau de 
Raphaël. Cet écart, c'est peut-être la liberté laissée à celui qui regarde 
d'imaginer, de s'approprier l'image peinte et de créer, par la parole 
relayant la vue, les conditions d'un dialogue avec elle. 


52 Voir G. DAGRON, «Mots, images, icönes», Nouvelle Revue de Psychanalyse 44 
(automne 1991), pp. 151-168; id., «L'image de culte et le portrait», in A. GUILLOU et J. 
DURAND (éd.), Byzance et les images, Cycle de conférences organisées du 5 au 7 décembre 
1992 par le Service culturel au Musée du Louvre, Paris, La documentation française, 1994, 
pp. 121-150. 

53 «Some Reflections on Portraiture in Byzantine Art», Zbornik Radova 8 (1963), 
pp. 185-193; cette analyse de KITZINGER rejoint les réflexions plus générales de GOMBRICH, 
L'art et l'illusion, op. cit., pp. 99, 176-179, sur les formes indécises ou incomplétes et les 
portraits d'identification faits à partir d'un schéma général 

5* H. MAGUIRE, Image and Imagination, The Byzantine epigram as evidence for 
viewer response, Toronto, Canadian Institute of Balkan Studies, 1996; BELTING, Bild und 
Kult, op. cit., pp. 449-477, qui insiste, non sans raison, sur une mutation de l’icöne elle- 
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L’icöne nous aura peut-étre permis de rendre compte de certains 
aspects du röle de l’imagination, de préciser sa place et ses migrations 
dans l’art, d’éclairer le sens de sa présence ou de son absence dans une 
théorie de l'image. Mais il faut revenir à l'idée que cette maniére de 
peindre, si représentative qu'elle soit de l'aire culturelle orthodoxe, trouve 
ailleurs sa définition la plus générale. 

Byzance et son art doivent se comprendre dans le grand mouvement 
pendulaire qui, selon la terminologie de Hegel, va du «symbolisme» au 
«classicisme» pour revenir à ces formes symboliques dont Platon avait 
gardé la nostalgie ou prévu le retour, à la fois positives et négatives, 
destinées à avoir une signification sans toutefois pouvoir l'exprimer 
parfaitement et tirant leur sacralité de cette inadéquation même. L’icöne 
n'est, en somme, qu'un portrait, c'est-à-dire la représentation d'une 
personne montrée pour elle-méme, ne participant à aucune action et 
coupée de tout environnement autre que décoratif: portrait d'un défunt 
dont on se souvient, d'un Dieu que l’on vénère, d'un saint que l'on prie, 
d'un souverain auquel on se soumet%. Le genre existait déjà, en Occident 
comme en Orient. L'antiquité tardive lui avait rendu une fonction? et Ja 
philosophie une justification, avant qu'une soudaine collusion avec la 
théologie n'en fasse un paradoxe théorique et ne donne à ce mode de 
représentation le statut presque insoutenable d'une image sans 
imagination. Dés l'origine et jusqu'à nos jours, de tels portraits mettent 
en jeu les procédés de création et les mécanismes de réception que 
Gombrich étudie à travers toutes les époques et sans faire référence à 
l'icóne : composition d'une image «ressemblante» à partir d'un 
vocabulaire codifié et d'une symbolique conventionnelle, conditionne- 
ment du regard, inachévement de l’œuvre pour une meilleure réception et 


méme, plus ouverte, à partir du XI* s., à la narration, à l'émotion, à la rhétorique et à la 
poésie. Ainsi l'icóne «comblerait son retard sur la littérature». 

55 Voir les analyses de G.W. HEGEL, Esthétique, 11, 2 («le symbolisme du sublime»), 
traduction francaise, Paris, Éditions Aubier-Montaigne, 1944, II, notamment pp. 75, 85. 

56 GRABAR, Christian iconography, op. cit., p. 63. 

5! Voir H.P. L'ORANGE, Arts, Forms and Civic Life in the Late Roman Empire, 
Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1965; id., Likeness and Icon, Selected Studies in 
Classical and Early Mediaeval Art, Odense, Odense University Press, 1973. 
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«reconnaissance»s8. À tout cela, Byzance ajoute la cohérence théorique de 
son Orthodoxie, une fonctionnalité cultuelle, son «style». 

L'image iconique a donc déjà une longue histoire avant la crise d’oü 
sort l’icòne, mais cette manière de peindre et de percevoir la peinture a-t- 
elle des héritiers dans l’art moderne et contemporain ? La question restera 
aujourd’hui sans réponse. Les peintres réputés «abstraits» sont volontiers 
présentés — et certains se sont eux-mémes présentés — comme des 
orphelins de l’icône après ce qu'on a appelé I’ «épuisement de l'image de 
Dieu» et la perte de sens de l’art figuratif>?. Les indices ne manquent pas; 
les mirages non plus. Matisse déclarait à Moscou en 1911 que les artistes 
pouvaient trouver dans les icónes orientales de meilleurs modéles qu'en 
Italie; Tatlin et Gončarova ont commencé leur carrière en peignant des 
icónes; Kandinsky aurait été influencé, dans sa définition d'une nouvelle 
esthétique, par les décors populaires et les images pieuses qu'il avait 
découverts en 1889, lors d'une mission ethnographique dans la province 
de Vologda®!. Il s’agit peut-être en partie, comme le pense Alain Besançon, 
d'une mystification populiste, slavophile et théosophique&?, mais on 
trouve dans Du spirituel dans l'art? quelques thèmes qui ne sont pas sans 
évoquer l'art iconique tel que nous l'avons décrit: refus de la matérialité 
dans un art de «totale spiritualité», objectivisation de l'art qui fait de 
l'artiste un simple instrument ayant pour fonction de représenter la 
structure intime du monde; refus de la troisiéme dimension et tentative de 
maintenir l'image en tant que peinture sur une surface plane. On a porté 


58 L’art et l’illusion, op. cit., pp. 75, 77, 99, 124-125, 167, 175-179. 

59 Voir les analyses de A. BESANÇON, L'image interdite, Une histoire intellectuelle 
de l'iconoclasme, Paris, Librairie Arthéme Fayard, 1994, pp. 293-306, 401-425. 

6 C'est à travers Matthew S. Prichard et son cercle d'amis que Matisse découvrit 
Part byzantin; les critiques de l'époque eurent tôt fait de parler d'influence, voir G. 
Dutuurr, Écrits sur Matisse, Introduction et notes par R. LABRUSSE, Paris, Ecole nationale 
des Beaux-Arts, 1992, notamment pp. 73-106 (article de 1949); R. LABRUSSE, et N. 
PODZEMSKAIA, «Naissance d'une vocation : aux sources de la carriére byzantine de Thomas 
Whittemore», Dumbarton Oaks Papers 54 (2000), pp. 43-69. 

$1 Voir N. PODZEMSKAIA, «Kandinsky entre les sciences humaines et l'art», Les 
Cahiers du Musée National d'Art Moderne 68 (1999), pp. 25-52. 

€ BESANÇON, L'image interdite, op. cit., pp. 427-503. 

$9 KANDINSKY, Du spirituel dans l'art, édition établie et présentée par Ph. Sers, 
Paris, Éditions Denoél, 1989 (collection Folio, Essais 72). Le livre, écrit sans doute en 
1910, fut publié en 1912. 
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des jugements divers sur cette filiation%. Reconnaissons en tout cas que 
Vicône a au moins légué aux artistes ou philosophes de l'art contemporain 
un vocabulaire utile, celui de la rupture avec 1’ «art d'imagination». 


Professeur honoraire au Collége de France. Membre de l'Institut 


64 Voir, par exemple, M.J. MONDZAIN, Image, icône, économie, Les sources 
byzantines de l'imaginaire contemporain, Paris, Editions du Seuil, 1996. 
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EL PAPEL DEL INTELECTO EN EL DE MYSTHICA 
THEOLOGIA DE DIONISIO AREOPAGITA 


La figura de Dionisio Areopagita es enigmätica desde su origen y este 
enigma se ha acrecentado con el paso del tiempo. Situado hacia finales de 
la antigüedad tardia, convergen en su obra las grandes corrientes de la 
filosofia griega, especialmente el neoplatonismo tardio de Jämblico y 
Proclo, y el cristianismo, «asumido» en el nombre del convertido por san 
Pablo en el Areöpago según la narración de los Hechos de los Apóstoles 
17,34. 

Esa extrafia simbiosis entre filosofia neoplatönica y cristianismo hace 
al Pseudo-Dionisio Areopagita escapar a toda categorizaciön clara y 
distinta en una linea de pensamiento; puntos no muy claros en su obra, 
como por ejemplo, la cristologia y, por otro lado, la dependencia literal 
respecto de Proclo en nücleos temäticos como el töpico del mal en De 
Divinis Nominibus IV, llevan a los intérpretes del Corpus Dionysiacum a 
plantear graves interrogantes: ¿helenización del cristianismo o un 
cristianismo desvirtuado en aras de exponerlo ante la filosofía 
neoplatónica, la gran corriente del siglo V?!. | 

No pretendemos zanjar esta cuestiön crucial de vasto alcance y de una 
gran complejidad que exige del investigador y estudioso del pensamiento 


1 Cfr. W. BEIERWALTES, Platonismo nello cristianesimo, Milán, Vita e Pensiero, 
2000; E. von IVÁNKA, Plato Christianus. La réception critique du platonisme chez les 
Péres de l'Église, Paris, PUF, 1990; R. ROQUES, L'Univers Dionysien, Paris, Cerf, 1983 y 
Strucutres Théologiques. De la gnose à Richard du Saint-Victor, Paris, PUF,1962; I. 
SHELDON-WILLIAMS, «The Greek Christian Platonist Tradition from The Cappadocians to 
Maximus and Eriugena», en A. ARMSTRONG (ed.), The Cambridge History of Later Greek 
and Early Medieval Philosophy, Cambridge, 1967. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Medievale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. 1, pp. 461-471. 
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tardo-antiguo una verdadera tarea de Hércules en la hermenéutica de 
ambos estilos de pensamiento, tarea que, sin embargo, se revela acuciante 
para la comprensiön de la obra dionisiana, sino que pretendemos 
interrogarnos respecto de un texto particular, puesto que «hacia el fin del 
siglo V, un grupo de escritos, que su autor anönimo pone bajo el 
patronazgo de Dionisio Areopagita, expone con nuevos detalles, 
particularmente en la obra titulada Teologia Mistica, la via apofätica de 
acceso al principio de todas las cosas»2. 

A este respecto, las preguntas que dan razón de nuestra comunicación 
y que buscan tratar de dilucidar el papel del intelecto en este texto denso 
y breve como es De Mysthica Theologia podrían formularse del siguiente 
modo: ¿cuáles son los ejercicios espirituales que subyacen en el texto 
dionisiano y qué sentido tienen en el horizonte total del mismo? ¿A dónde 
conduce la realización de estos ejercicios?. En otras palabras, ¿cuál es el 
camino que debe realizar el intelecto para acceder al Principio de todas las 
cosas?. 

En busca de responder a estos interrogantes, recurriremos a los tres 
parágrafos que componen el capítulo uno de De Mystica Theologia. 


I. EJERCICIOS ESPIRITUALES 


El Areopagita comienza su breve y, en cierto sentido, oscuro tratado 
con una oración a la Trinidad, la cual es nombrada a través de una triple 
adjetivación superlativa. 

En efecto, la Trinidad es «más allá de la esencia y más allá de lo 
divino y más allá de lo bueno» (MT 1, 1, PG 3, 997 a). 

Los adjetivos compuestos por la partícula hiper, hiperousie, 
hiperthee, hiperagathe, que denotan lo que se ecuentra más allá 
sobrepasando a todo en dignidad y poder, lo absoluto sobre todas las cosas, 
pueden ya darnos alguna pista de cuál es el camino que el intelecto debe 
seguir para poder alcanzar «la cima más alta y más luminosa y más 
incognoscible de los Dichos secretos, donde los misterios inalterables y 
absolutos y simples de la teología están velados por la Tiniebla muy 
luminosa del silencio que inicia en lo secreto, en lo más oscuro lo más 


? P HADOT, Exercicies spirituels et philosophie antique, Paris, Études 
Augustiniennes, 1981, p. 190. 


EL PAPEL DE INTELECTO EN EL DE MYSTHICA THEOLOGIA 463 


manifiesto sobrepasa en esplendor y en lo totalmente intangible e invisible 
llena completamente de bellezas sumamente resplandecientes a las 
inteligencias sin ojos» (MT 1, 1, PG 3, 997 a-b). 

La oraciön de Dionisio continúa con una recomendaciön a Timoteo 
que, segün nuestro entender, pone mäs en claro la marcha a realizar para 
acceder al Principio de todas las cosas, es decir, los pasos a seguir para la 
uniön con Dios: «Pero tü, querido Timoteo, con un ejercicio intenso sobre 
las contemplaciones secretas deja aträs tanto las sensaciones como las 
actividades intelectuales, y todo lo sensible y lo inteligible, todo lo que es 
y todo lo que no es, y seräs elevado incognosciblemente hacia la uniön, 
tanto como se puede alcanzarla, del que estä mäs allä de toda esencia y 
conocimiento» (MT 1,1, PG 3, 997b-1000 a). 

La recomendaciön a Timoteo, por lo tanto, radica en la realizaciön de 
ejercicios espirituales, en largos esfuerzos de reflexiön o concentraciön, en 
un movimiento global del intelecto en el cual confluyen, aunque con 
desigual fuerza de intensidad, lo sensible y lo inteligible; podemos decir 
que dichos ejercicios consisten en el abandono de las sensaciones y de las 
actividades intelectuales en su movimiento discursivo, es decir, de todo 
aquello que hace al conocimiento ordinario y comün; es la supresiön de la 
actitud natural del espiritu o de la inteligencia en su modo de conocer. 

Un hecho significativo y muy sorprendente, a nuestro parecer, ala vez 
también para marcar, es que en todos estos ejercicios espirituales no se 
comienza por una purificaciön moral. En la tradiciön patristica del 
Oriente, el primer momento es éste. Herencia de la catarsis platönica, se 
vuelve lucha contra las pasiones y adquisiciön de las virtudes morales que 
Donen en tensiön hacia la perfecciön, lo que implica una concepciön 
dinämica de la vida del espiritu. En efecto, este sera el caso para Plotino, 
quien en su tratado sobre las virtudes de Ennéada I 2 sefiala explicita- 
mente el trabajo de remoción de lo ajeno que debe llevar a cabo el noüs, 
el intelecto, para recuperar su prístino origen; trabajo que consistirá para 
el sabio en evitar todas las faltas que surgen debido a su relación con el 
cuerpo. Esa tarea la llevarán a cabo las virtudes cívicas y Juego surgirán 
las virtudes superiores o purificativas, gracias a las cuales el intelecto se 
unifica, se hace simple y se une con el Intelecto divino para luego 
trascenderlo y alcanzar a lo Uno. 

Aquí no se encuentra, entonces, la exigencia de una perfección moral, 
sino que, pensamos, el autor impone el abandono de todo conocimiento 
que pueda adquirirse a través de los sentidos y de la inteligencia en su 
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operar discursivo, signo de multiplicidad, a aquel que desea ejercitarse en 
las contemplaciones misticas, es decir, en la visiön de las verdaderas 
realidades. En este sentido, podemos decir que es el intelecto el que debe 
llevar a cabo una tarea de purificaciön de si mismo; esto implica una 
continua negaciön de sus productos y de sus conquistas y, por asi decir, 
una ruptura consigo mismo. Sus marcos y sus representaciones deben ser 
quebrados, superados porque Dios debe ser entendido de otro modo. De 
allí, esa multitud de adjetivos o sustantivos cuya composición lingüística 
sugiere a la vez que es el mismo lenguaje el que debe ser purificado en 
cuanto éste se manifiesta como un sistema de proposiciones categóricas de 
naturaleza predicativa. En tal sentido, creemos que todo el proceso 
catártico y anagógico que lleva a cabo el intelecto es también como una 
reducción del lenguaje. No en vano el mismo Areopagita llegará al término 
del camino al «silencio que inicia en lo secreto», puesto que la Causa que 
está más allá de todo «es nombrada de muchos modos como de pocas 
palabras al mismo tiempo e inexpresable puesto que no tiene palabra ni 
inteligencia». Adjetivos o sustantivos que sugieren ese esfuerzo casi 
perpetuo que el intelecto debe imponerse a sí mismo cuando intenta hablar 
de Dios: hiperousie, hiperthee, hiperagathe. Por ello, en el punto 
culminante del esfuerzo intelectivo, el concepto debe ceder al no- 
conocimiento más docto que toda ciencia, y el lenguaje se interrumpe en 
un silencio más elocuente que toda palabra. Debido a esta marcha, el 
intelecto, al término de la catharsis o purificación, se eleva al umbral 
mismo de la unión mística. La purificación que, como decíamos, es a 
nuestro criterio gnoseológica, coloca al intelecto en una posición tensa y 
de ruptura consigo mismo y de autosuperación. Pero esta ruptura es 
además o, mejor dicho, sobretodo unificación y continuidad en la 
progresiva identificación con lo divino. La ruptura se hace con la 
multiplicidad que se abondona; la unificación o simplificación con lo Uno 
que se conquista. La multiplicidad que se deja atrás es aquella de los 
conceptos, de las operaciones discursivas del intelecto, de sus 
aprehensiones cognitivas que son un peligro de inmanencia y de idolatría 
como así también de antropomorfismo. La unidad o unificación a la cual 
se accede es aquella de la Trascendencia. En suma, este abandono o 
renuncia en cuanto ejercicio espiritual o intelectivo está focalizado en el 
nivel de la actividad del intelecto, en su discurrir espacio-temporal al forjar 
símbolos sensibles y conceptos que pretenden atrapar al Uno 
supraesencial. Si es así, entonces, la catharsis del intelecto no es solamente 


EL PAPEL DE INTELECTO EN EL DE MYSTHICA THEOLOGIA 465 


un despojamiento de elementos extrafios sino también una verdadera 
metanoia, una auténtica conversión en el sentido de la divinizaciön. Por 
ello afirmäbamos que el intelecto se purifica a si mismo, es decir, por 
llevar a cabo una transposición de sus puntos de vista. 

¿No subyace en todo esto la búsqueda de la unificación de sí de la 
inteligencia, es decir, la supresiön de la discursividad, de lo mültiple, 
tópico tan querido para el neoplatonismo? ; No repercute el imperativo 
plotiniano de «abandona todo» de Enneada V, 3 (49) 17, 38, que es huída 
de la multiplicidad y conquista de un estado de pureza noética que abre a 
la presencia de lo Uno? ¿No es el retorno o conversión que debe ir dejando 
de lado todo lo que la procesión efusivamente ha hecho ser?. Recordemos 
aquí que para el neoplatonismo purificación y conversión se implican 
mutuamente hasta tal punto que llegan a confundirse y que por el retorno 
al origen, al principio del cual las cosas surgen, ellas van adquiriendo 
forma, es decir, van recuperando el verdadero ser que se ha oscurecido en 
su contacto con la multiplicidad. 

Ahora bien, esta necesidad de abandonar todo, de suprimir todo se 
realiza por el doble movimiento de negación de lo sensible y de lo 
inteligible. La negación de ambos órdenes del conocimiento en cuanto 
ejercicio del intelecto postula un verdadero movimiento anagógico del 
espíritu hacia la unión con Dios, es decir, la unificación del intelecto es 
una divinización progresiva para acceder a la verdadera contemplación. 
Este movimiento ascendente, anagógico, que es pura dinamicidad, delata 
que la actitud de Timoteo en este proceso debe ser más bien activa que 
pasiva; el intelecto ha de purificar lo sensible y lo inteligible para luego 
rechazarlo y, podemos decir que en este mismo proceso él, como hemos 
mostrado, se purifica; sin embargo, como lo habíamos hecho notar, no es 
una purificación moral, la adquisición de determinadas virtudes que ponen 
en camino hacia la perfección. En este sentido, es significativo resaltar la 
estrecha vinculación que en el pensamiento de Dionisio Areopagita existe 
entre conocimiento y perfección. ;No cabe recordar aquí la siempre 
presente exhortación neoplatónica de la asimilación, la semejanza con 
Dios?. 

Pero, ¿por qué Dionisio impera a abandonar todo?; ¿qué otro sentido 
subyace en esta recomendación al destinatario de la obra?. 

La cesación de las dos actividades del espíritu humano, aquella de los 
sentidos y de la inteligencia, se explicita mejor al tener en cuenta que la 
misma imagen aparece en el parágrafo dos aunque de otro modo. 
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En efecto, en este parägrafo Dionisio censura la actitud de aquellos 
que, en su conocimiento de Dios, proceden por la via de los sentidos y de 
la inteligencia, que se encuentran en la situaciön de profanos o de no 
iniciados, adjudicando a Dios atributos tomados del orden sensible e 
inteligible. 

Lo que plantea en el fondo la gran pregunta: ; la teologia mística no es 
una verdadera iniciaciön en el misterio? o, con otras palabras ;no presenta 
el autor al cristianismo como una religiön de misterios en la cual es 
necesario ser iniciado?, o al decir de Garcia Bazän ;no se trata de «la 
tentativa de una comprensiön metafisica del misterio cristiano y asimismo 
sensible al espíritu iniciätico de sus rituales más antiguos»3?; ;no pide 
acaso el Areopagita poder alcanzar la cima de «los misterios absolutos, 
simples e inmutables de la teología»? (MT 1,1, PG 3, 997 a). 

Esta distinciön entre no-iniciados y profanos marca mäs claramente la 
finalidad de los ejercicios espirituales de abandono y negaciön, ya que «los 
no-iniciados estän atrapados por los seres y se imaginan que no hay nada 
supraesencial más allá de los seres y creen conocer, con su propio 
conocimiento, a Aquel que hizo de la tiniebla su morada», mientras que los 
verdaderos profanos son «todos aquellos que, para definir la Causa 
trascendente de todas las cosas, la determinan por lo ültimo de los seres y 
pretenden que la Causa no trasciende en nada las formas mültiples y 
profanas del mundo sensible que ellos se han forjado de ella» (MT 1, 2, 
PG 3, 1000 a). 

Esta clase de hombres se atienen solamente a las formas sensibles e 
inteligibles, es decir, a lo ordinario y común de la actividad de los sentidos 
y de la inteligencia. ¿No repercute aquí el pensamiento plotiniano que 
exige abandonar toda forma incluso inteligible puesto que lo Uno carece 
de forma al ser dador de toda forma?. 

Hay que dejar de lado todo ser, todo ente para poder conocer al 
Supraesencial. En esto consisten las «divinas iniciaciones, que escapan a 
los no-iniciados» (MT 1,2, PG 3, 1000 a), es decir, en una ascesis del 
intelecto o del espiritu en aras de abandonar todo nombre sensible e 


3 FG. Bazán, «El Dios trascendente en Dionisio Areopagita. Neoplatonismo, 
gnosticismo y teúrgia», Revista de Estudios sobre la Tradición, 4 (1993), p. 17 

* Cfr. Y. DE ANDÍA, Henosis. L'unión à Dieu chez Denys L'Aréopagite, Leiden, 
Brill, 1996; E. von IVANKA, Plato Christianus, Paris, PUF, 1990. 
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inteligible de la Causa buena de todas las cosas; por ello es que Dionisio 
puede afirmar a continuaciön: «Es necesario atribuir a la Causa y afirmar 
de ella todas las posiciones de los seres, porque Ella es causa de todo; y, 
de una manera más exacta, negarlas a todas,en tanto que Ella está más alla 
de todo» (MT 1,2, PG 3, 1000 a). 

Puede comprenderse ahora el sentido que poseen estos ejercicios 
espirituales, es decir, el ejercicio del abandono y de la negaciön, de la 
apofäsis que en cuanto tal es anagogia, elevaciön; estos ejercicios se llevan 
a cabo frente a las afirmaciones nominativas de Dios que hay que suprimir 
para, por este modo más exacto de conocer, hacer aparecer la Causa 
supraesencial de todo en su absoluta trascendencia. 

En efecto, las negaciones no se oponen a las afirmaciones sino que la 
corrigen por un procedimiento mds seguro puesto que «no se debe creer 
que las negaciones se opongan a las afirmaciones sino que la Causa que 
está más allá de todo, está más allá de toda privación» (MT 1, 2, PG 3, 
1000 a). 


II. EL SIMBOLISMO DE MOISES 


En el parágrafo tres de la obra que buscamos comprender el 
Areopagita retoma, en una visión de conjunto, la marcha mística y la 
entrada en la Tiniebla. 

Apoya su interpretación de esta marcha en la autoridad y el ejemplo 
de Moisés; pero es una exégesis muy personal ya que «las alusiones a la 
vida de Moisés son extremadamente sobrias respecto de los desarrollos 
que le han consagrado Filón de Alejandría y Gregorio de Nisa»?. En esta 
exégesis puede apreciarse una clara tonalidad didáctica como también 
gnoseológica que puede alcararse con las siguientes explicaciones. 

Podríamos resumir lo esencial de este parágrafo en una afirmación 
central: «La Causa buena de todas las cosas es sin palabras» (MT 1,3, PG 
3, 1000 c). 

A] buscar dar razón de ella Dionisio Areopagita parte de una 
Observación del divino Bartolomé, sin duda haciendo alusión a las 
tradiciones apócrifas conocidas en la antigüedad cristiana bajo el nombre 


5 Cfr. R. Roques, Structures Théologiques, Paris, PUE 1962, p.187 y H.C. PUECH, 
En torno a la gnosis, Madrid, Taurus,1976. 
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del apöstol. Ella marca el caräcter a la vez extenso y breve de la teologia 
puesto que «respecto del Bien se pueden decir muchas cosas y que ala vez 
no se pueden decir grandes cosas e incluso no se puede decir nada, porque 
no hay de él ni palabra ni intelecciön, a causa de su trascedencia 
supraesencial» (MT 1,3, PG 3, 1000 c). 

Esta afirmaciön retoma bajo otro ängulo el tema del abandono y 
formula la razön de ser de este abandono. El que busca conocer a Dios 
debe abandonar todo conocimiento que parte de los sentidos y de la 
inteligencia, ya que ellos llevan a la peligrosa pendiente del naturalismo y 
del antropomorfismo, dos formas no muy distintas de idolatria. De Dios no 
hay palabra ni intelección puesto que es una Trascendencia absoluta. ¿No 
cabe recordar aqui la primera hipötesis del Parménides platönico que 
alude a lo Uno negativamente?. En tal sentido es notado por autores como 
von Ivanka y Corsini la influencia de los comentarios neoplaténicos a este 
diälogo, especialmente el de Proclo, en la teologia de Dionisio tal cual se 
muestra en el De Divinis Nominibus. 

El intelecto en su ejercicio afırmativo, en su discursividad, en su 
operar multiple, no puede comprender a Aquel que está más allá de todo 
conocimiento. Por ello, era necesario proceder a un modo mejor de 
conocer que es la negación. La apófasis que es elevación en su ejercicio de 
corregir las afirmaciones hace aparecer la trascendencia de Dios. 

En este sentido el ejemplo de Moisés en su ascensión al Sinaí delata 
muy bien que la «ascensión mística es del orden del conocimiento»6, o 
como lo sefiala la misma autora, Moisés es el intelecto que asciende hacia 
la unión más allá del intelecto en busca de alcanzar su divinización por la 
entrada en la Tiniebla del que está más allá del intelecto,y por este ascenso 
conoce no-conociendo, claro está que teniendo como marco de referencia 
la Epístola I este no-conocimiento no es privativo, es decir, deficiente sino 
que es el modo más eminente de conocer a Dios, es decir, es una gnosis 
trascendente. 

Dionisio la esboza a través de tres tiempos: Moisés debe llevar a cabo 
una purificación que, sin embargo, no es detalladamente explicada, pero 
que se deja percibir claramente en cuanto es un alejamiento de la 
muchedumbre, es decir, de la multiplicidad para unificarse; luego una 


6 — Y. DE ANDÍA, Henosis. L'union á Dieu chez Denys L'Aréopagite, Leiden, Brill, 
1996, p. 400. Cfr. también E. BELLINI, Introducción a Dionigi Areopagita, Tutte Le Opere, 
Milán, Rusconi, 1991. 
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superaciön de las cimas donde se encuentran las luces divinas, los sonidos 
y la palabras del cielo y, por ültimo, la entrada en la Tiniebla «porque no 
es sin razón que el divino Moisés recibe la orden de purificarse primero, y 
luego, de separarse de aquellos que no son puros; y que después de una 
total purificaciön... se separa de la muchedumbre, y llega, con los 
sacerdotes elegidos a la cima de las divinas ascensiones. Y luego Moisés 
se libera de todo objeto visto y de aquellos que lo ven y penetra en la 
Tiniebla verdaderamente misteriosa de la Incognoscibilidad donde hace 
callar toda comprensiön intelectual y llega a lo que es totalmente intocable 
e invisible» (MT 1, 3, PG 3, 1001 a). 

El abandono de todo hace lugar a la negaciön que revela un modo 
diferente de conocer, ya que la negaciön no debe ser entendida en un 
sentido privativo, como deciamos, sino en un sentido eminente o 
trascendente, es decir, es una negaciön trascendente, generadora de 
verdadero conocimiento; en este sentido, podemos decir que da origen a 
un conocimiento mistico y supraesencial a través del cual el intelecto se 
eleva hacia Dios al despegarse de lo ajeno y tornarse simple. La 
realización de estos ejercicios espirituales,entonces, conduce cada vez más 
a una conciencia aguda de la trascendencia divina, de que Aquel que está 
más allá de todo escapa a cualquier palabra y a toda intelección. 

Estos ejercicios espirituales no tienen otra finalidad que «la 
afirmación de una Trascendencia que escapa a todas las categorías 
humanas»?. 

La teología negativa que no debe ser comprendida, como esperamos 
haberlo mostrado, como una mera actividad negadora ejerce una funciön 
de purificaciön y de eliminaciön de todo antropomorfismo al cual pueden 
conducir las cualificaciones inteligibles de Dios. 

En suma, la Trascendencia divina aparece como la razön de la 
realizaciön de estos ejercicios espirituales que consisten en la obtenciön de 
un discurso negativo que sobrepasa lo sensible y lo inteligible; por ello el 
conocimiento mistico,en cierto modo, es un no-conocimiento, es decir, 
conocer en el no-conocer. El papel del intelecto, entonces, se revela como 
bipolar: purificarse a sf mismo de todo lo que es mütliple y por este 
proceso catärtico-anagögico hace resplandecer la Trascendencia divina. 


7 R. ROQUES, op. cit, p. 160; D. LANG, «Le discours de la théologie face à 
l'indicible chez Denys Areopagite», Diotima 23 (1995). 
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En efecto, este movimiento catärtico-anagögico del intelecto lo conduce a 
esa simplicidad, unidad absoluta y fecunda del Uno-Bien o Trascendencia 
divina,ya que en términos noéticos, solo la via negativa, es decir, la 
conjunciön de la aphairesis y apöfasis puede permitirle acceder a la 
hénosis con lo Uno. 

La trascendencia de la Causa, que es fuente de todo y al mismo 
tiempo separada de todo, es designada por las expresiones con hyper que 
encierran un modo eminente o trascendente de conocimiento como 
corresponde a la via anagögica que busca alcanzar la divinizaciön y la 
henosis del espiritu en Ja Tiniebla. 


A MODO DE CONCLUSION 


Como habra podido apreciarse, el apofatismo es una marcha del 
intelecto que apunta a una trascendencia a través de proposiciones o 
expresiones negativas, que en su construcción lingüística llevan ya toda la 
dinamicidad que el espíritu requiere para alcanzar su más alta realizaciön, 
divinizaciön y henosis. 

En este sentido, sin duda, Dionisio Areopagita es heredero de la gran 
tradición platönica o, mejor dicho, neoplatönica que en su singular 
exégesis del diälogo platönico Parménides elabora toda una teologia a 
partir del proceso negativo que se lleva a cabo en la primera hipótesis, 
respecto de lo Uno. Llevada a su punto culmen por Plotino, para quien lo 
Uno no tiene forma ni siquiera inteligible como se desprende de la 
ensefianza de Ennéada VI 9, 3, 36-45, y por lo tanto sölo es aprehendido 
en un contacto mistico inefable y, esquematizada por Proclo en su 
Teologia Platönica al mismo tiempo que eje vertebral, particularmente en 
el Comentario al Parménides, esta teologia negativa revela los limites de 
la razón como así también del lenguaje en la búsqueda de acceder al 
Principio de todas las cosas. 

Ahora bien, en Dionisio Areopagita este proceso anagögico- 
gnoseolögico nos enfrenta con un gran tema y, a la vez, con un gran 
problema respecto de su propia obra: ;teorización de la experiencia 
mística o transposiciön velada en elementos neoplatönicos de un suceso 
vivido cristianamente?. 

Respondemos, quizä audazmente a esta pregunta, afırmando que el 
Areopagita traiciona, por la transposiciön en elementos neoplatönicos 
marcada en su objetivaciön conceptual, el talante cristiano del proceso o 
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una experiencia religiosa que se desdibuja al ser tefiida por un lenguaje de 
las religiones de misterios que no deja aparecer al cristianismo en su 
verdadera originalidad. En este sentido puede decirse con Roques que la 
ausencia de Cristo como camino de una genuina experiencia mística sigue 
planteando profundos interrogantes a este autor que para algunos es «el 
padre de la mística cristiana». 


Universidad del Norte Santo Tomás de Aquino 


GEORGI KAPRIEV 


DIE GOTTGEBÜHRENDEN PHANTASIEN UND DIE 
GOTTESSCHAU BEI PHOTIOS 


Innerhalb seiner Abhandlungen über die Gotteserkenntnis spricht 
Photios (um 810 - um 897) von «gottgebührender Phantasie» (deonpenng 
davtacto) bzw. «gottgebührenden Phantasien», wodurch das dem 
Menschen zugängliche Wissen vom Góttlichen erlangt wird. 
Üblicherweise wird «pavrtacio» als «Vorstellung» übersetzt und mit der 
Einbildungskraft in Zusammenhang gebracht. Die ausführlichen 
Überlegungen des Photios in seinen Amphilochien geben die Gelegenheit, 
die Stellung des Intellekts und der Imagination in Bezug auf die 
Gotteserkenntnis zu erörtern und nach ihrem Bezug zur Gottesschau i im 
Rahmen der byzantinischen Tradition zu fragen. 


I. DIE UNERKENNBARKEIT DES GÖTTLICHEN 


Photios betont traditionsgemäß, daß die göttliche Wesenheit absolut 
unerkennbar ist. Weder ein Engel noch irgendein Mensch hat diese 
Wesenheit erkannt und wird sie nie erkennen. Sie steht über jedem 
Intellekt, jedem Gedanken und jenseits jeglichen Verstehens 
(KotáAnyng)l. Die Gottheit kommt nicht vom Nichtsein ins Sein und ist 
nicht aus Materie und Form zusammengesetzt, wohingegen dieses 
elementare Paar beim Geschöpf notwendig ist: Die göttliche Wesenheit 
dagegen ist einfach. Die Trinität vervielfältigt sich nicht, sie verändert sich 
nicht und ist somit rational nicht denkbar? 


1 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 119, c. 697 AB; q. 180, c. 
888C; q. 182, 900B; q. 183, c. 901C. 

2 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 180, c. 889A; q. 181, c. 
896CD. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.LE.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 473-481. 
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Die rechtmäßigen Zuschreibungen der göttlichen Anfangslosigkeit, 
Endlosigkeit, Ewigkeit, Körperlosigkeit, Unteilbarkeit usw. sind keine 
Charakteristika der göttlichen Wesenheit selbst, sondem notwendige 
Folgerungen aus der Art und Weise ihrer Gegenwart. Es besteht kein Bild, 
keine Bestimmung und kein Begriff von Gott an sich3. Das Göttliche an 
sich ist unsagbar, unnennbar, unerkennbar4. 


II. DAS ERKENNBARE DES GOTTLICHEN 


Gott ist der Wesenheit nach, nicht aber überhaupt unerkennbar, weil 
man das, das man durchaus nicht schauen kann, auch nicht lieben kann5. 
Gott gibt sich wahrhaft zu erkennen, nicht aber in einer äußeren Relation, 
sondern innerhalb einer Partizipation an ihm selbst. Es geht dabei nicht um 
Teilhabe an der unteilhaften Wesenheit, sondern an dem Schatten oder der 
Silhouette (oxic) des an sich Einen6. Dieser «Schatten» sind die seligen 
und unaussprechbaren Erscheinungen oder «Anblicke» (Ofauata), deren 
Schau imstande ist, Wissen von der Quelle der Gutheit, d.h. von der 
Gottheit zu gewährleisten?. Sie ist nicht in ihrem innerlichen Leben 
erkennbar, sondern in ihrem Hinausgehen und in ihrer Ausdehnung 
(npóoóoc kai E&anAwoıg) außerhalb der Trinitàt, d.h. in ihrer Offen- 
barung (&kdavtopioa)8. Damit ist die natürliche Energie Gottes gemeint. 
Photios betont entschieden, daß es keine energielose Natur gibt (odk So 
dúos Gvevépynoo), wobei die göttliche Natur keine Ausnahme mach, 
Dank der einen Willensentscheidung und der einen Energie (uia dé 
TOUTWV EOTL Ko N) KPLOIG ko Evépyero:) des dreieinigen Gottes wird 
die Erkenntnis des Göttlichen ermöglicht, weil dadurch die triadische und 
monadische Betrachtung (TPLOÔLKT Koi novasırn Bempla) quasi 
bildhaft geprägt wird (eikovilen). Gott erlaubt hierin, daß die unerfaßbare 


3 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 36, c. 260D; q. 253, c. 


4 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 180, c. 885A. 

5 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 189, c. 913C. 

6 Photius, Amphilochiae, PG. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 180, c. 888A. 

7 Photius, Amphilochiae, PG. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 180, c. 885A et c. 889A. 

8 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 181, c. 889C; q. 182, c. 
900A; q. 183, 901C; q. 190,2, c. 917A. 

9 ' Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 195, c. 932B. 
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Gotteskenntnis (8eoyvooia) durch unsere gewöhnliche Rede zum 
Ausdruck gebracht wird. Es geht in diesem Fall um keinen Ubermut 
(OBprc)10. 

Photios läßt keinen Zweifel daran, daß der natürliche menschliche 
Intellekt Gott allein durch das erkennen kann, das mit der göttlichen 
Ökonomie und Energie in Zusammenhang steht. Das betrifft sogar die im 
Glauben Gefestigten, denen die Kraft gegeben ist, das Unsichtbare sehen 
zu können!l. Bei allen Umständen bewahrt Photios seine geistige 
Nüchternheit bezüglich der begrenzten Vermögen der menschlichen 
Rationalität, die nicht imstande ist, sogar die kontingenten Wesenheiten 
vollständig zu erkennen. Keine dialektischen Spitzfindigkeiten können 
diese Rationalität der göttlichen Wesenheit näher bringen. Die Denkkraft 
erkennt den Schöpfer, seine Kräfte und Energien nur bis zu einem 
gewissen Gradel2. Photios verwirklicht eine kompromißlose Trennung 
von Natürlichem und Übernatürlichem, von Verniinftigem und 
Uberverniinftigem, von Erkennbarem und dem; das jenseits aller 
Erkenntnis verweilt13. 


III. DIE UNMÖGLICHKEIT EINES GOTTESBEGRIFFS UND DIE 
GOTTGEBÜHRENDEN PHANTASIEN 


Der Drehpunkt, der das Wesen und den Charakter der rationalen 
Gotteserkenntnis bestimmt, ist gemäß Photios die absolute 
Unmöglichkeit, einen korrekten Gottesbegriff zu bilden. Auch das reine 
Denken ist nicht imstande, vor der Gottheit irgendein Seiendes zu setzen, 
aufgrund dessen die Bildung eines Begriffs möglich wäre. Damit wird 
allerdings nicht gesagt, daß kein Gedanke an das Göttliche Geo tod 
Getov Évvora) gebildet werden kann. Es wird lediglich betont, daß die 
Washeit Gottes unerreichbar für den Intellekt bleibt und die Bildung eines 
vollständigen Gottesbegriffs unmöglich ist. Die Tatsache der göttlichen 
Präsenz und das daraus Folgende sind durchaus denkbar. Gott wird 
definitiv aus dem, das «hinter» (&xÓ TÓV Dotépwv) der göttlichen 


10 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 181, c. 896AB. 

11 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 296, c. 1096CD. 

12 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 182, c. 900A. 

13 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 78,4-5, c. 496A-500A. 
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Wesenheit ist, wovon gewisse gottgebührende Vorstellungen ($avrtacial) 
geprägen werden kónnenl4. 

Die Vernunft kann Gott nur durch die Schöpfung erkennen. Selbst der 
Logos des Schaffens (Adyog qts Snuiovpyiac) bezeugt, daß Gott 
zugleich in allem und jenseits von allem ist15. Gott läßt zu, daß man in der 
Schöpfung seine Herrlichkeit mittels Symbole und Spuren, Vorbilder und 
Bilder erkennt16. Symbole, Spuren und göttliche Worte gewähren Zeugnis 
von der göttlichen Wesenheit, Kraft und Energie, insoweit sie untrennbar 
voneinander und von der Gottheit sind!7. Auf dieselbe Weise, so erklärt 
Photios, wie diejenigen, die von dichtem Nebel umgeben sind, nur einen 
geringen und undeutlichen Schein der Sonnenstrahlen empfangen, sind die 
mit dem Fleisch Umhüllten imstande, sich aus dem Glanz der noetischen 
Sonne wie durch einen Spiegel, der fähig ist, die im Nebel des Mangels 
und der Feindschaft aufleuchtenden Strahlen herbeizubringen, zu 
Gedanken und gottgebührenden Phantasien emporzuheben. Wie der Logos 
der Sonne in den sinnlichen Kreaturen (êv toig aioOntic) 
wiederzufinden ist, so erläutert Photios weiter, ebenso ist es möglich, 
gewisse Gedanken an das Göttliche aus dem Bild in den geistigen 
Kreaturen (£v toig vontoîc) aufzunehmen18. So sind beispielsweise der 
denkende Geist, das Gedachte und das Denken des Geistes (voOc, 
vontov, vöncıg) Symbol oder Spur der göttlichen Trinität. Das Abbild 
Gottes ist durch seine Gottähnlichkeit selbst ein Zeuge der trinitarischen 
Theologie1?. Die gottgebührenden Phantasien von ständigem Verweilen, 
Stillstand, Bewegungslosigkeit, Identität usw. werden in dem Maße 
gebildet, in dem die menschliche Natur vermag, den Glanz des von oben 
strómenden Lichtes zu fassen20. Es geht bei den gottgebührenden 
Phantasien um die Erwerbung einer Erkenntnis durch Analogien (él 


14 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 180, c. 885AC; q. 182, c. 
15 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 75, c. 465C-468A; q. 184, 
16 Photius, Amphilochiae, PG. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 119, c. 697BC; q. 181, 
17 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 181, c. 892AB. 

18 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 180, c. 885B. 


19 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 181, c. 893B. 
20 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 182, c. 900B. 
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&vaAoyiacg yvdo1c). Auf dieser Ebene ist auch die Ableitung 
syllogistischer Schlüsse von der Existenz Gottes möglich. 


IV. DER STATUS DER GOTTGEBÜHRENDEN PHANTASIEN 


Die gottgebührenden Phantasien oder Vorstellungen haben bei Photios 
einen streng diskursiven Charakter und gehören restlos zum Bereich des 
rationalen Denkens. Die ganze Tradition des östlichen Christentums 
verwirft jegliche Rolle der Einbildungskraft bei der Gotteserkenntnis. Auf 
die gestalt- oder bildhaften Visionen selbst fällt ein schwerer Verdacht, und 
sie werden als «dämonisch» qualifiziert. Die imaginative Kontemplation ist 
der östlichen Tradition definitiv fremd. Photios macht in diesem 
Zusammenhang keine Ausnahme. Die erwähnte Position ist bei ihm 
solchermaßen ausgeprägt, daß den Bildern als solchen keine Bedeutung 
selbst bei der Ikonenverehrung zugesprochen wird. Photios, der einen 
entscheidenden Verdienst bei der endgültigen Überwindung des 
Ikonoklasmus hat, betont vielmehr die durch die Ikonen wirkende Gnade, 
dank der der Gläubige zu einer gottgebührenden Schau geführt wird, die in 
ihrem Höhepunkt auf eine göttliche und über-natürliche Weise sich mit 
Gott selbst eint21. Gerade die Bedeutungs-losigkeit der Imagination für die 
Gotteserkenntnis erklärt das Heranziehen des Termins «Phantasie» als 
Begriff des rationalen Diskurses und macht diese Verwendungsweise 
überhaupt erst möglich. Damit wird die Eigentümlichkeit der Gedanken an 
Gott hervorgehoben und an erster Stelle die Tatsache, daß sie nicht den 
Charakter eines Begriffs haben oder haben können. 

Photios unterschätzt freilich den Wert der mystischen Einigung mit 
dem Göttlichen nicht. Ganz im Gegenteil betrachtet er das Erleben des 
göttlichen Geheimnisses, d.h. den hypostatischen Erhalt der göttlichen 
Energien, als Grundlage jedes theologischen Denkens und Sprechens. 
Dieses unmittelbares Wissen nennt er aber traditionsgemäß «Erfahrung» 
(neipa)22, wobei er — abermals gemäß der Tradition - sich in seinen 
Erörterungen nie auf seine eigene Gotteserfahrung beruft, sondern auf die 
Zeugnisse der großen Mystagogen vom Rang etwa des Dionysios 
Areopagita23. 


21 Photius, Epistulae, I, 8, PG. vol. 102, Paris 1860, c. 680BC et c. 681B. 
22 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 114, c. 673A. 
23 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 182, c. 900C. 
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V. BEGRÜNDUNG UND WIRKUNGSBEREICH DER GOTTGEBÜHRENDEN 
PHANTASIEN 


Die Tatsache, daß die gottgebührenden Phantasien ein Element des 
menschlichen Denkens schlechthin sind, wobei sie sogar nicht den Status 
der Begriffe haben, stellt sie nicht als Beliebigkeitsformen hin. Photios 
zeigt eindeutig, daß das Fundament dieser «Phantasien» außerhalb des 
einzelnen Menschen und sogar des menschlichen Denkens im allgemeinen 
liegt. 

Nicht die natürliche Kraft der Vernunft, sondern die Gnade, das 
Gesetz und die Offenbarung Gottes machen das menschliche 
Denkvermögen fähig, das Göttliche mittels seines Glanzes zu schauen. Sie 
werden auf eine dreifache Weise sichtbar. Zuallererst ist hier die 
Offenbarung zu nennen, die durch die Schöpfung gegeben ist. Photios hebt 
hier ın bezug auf die Erkenntnis hervor, daß es eine angeborene Erkenntnis 
(Eudvtog Yvöcıs) gibt, die dem von ihr erleuchteten Denken der 
Menschen allgemein eigen ist. Sie bezeugt die Existenz Gottes, nicht aber 
was Gott ist. Es bestehen allgemeine Gedanken (kowai Evvouat) oder 
die natürliche Vernunft, wodurch auch die Heiden die göttliche 
Allgegenwart und die sittlichen Gebote kennen. Dieses Naturgesetz ist 
dem Menschen mit der vernünftigen Natur selbst erteilt. Damit zugleich 
ist das geschriebene Gesetz, d.h. die Offenbarung des Moses, und die 
Gnade dank der vollkommenen Offenbarung Christi präsent24. Darin 
besteht die Basis der rationalen gottgebührenden Phantasien. 

Durch solche gottgebührende Vorstellungen bringt Photios drei 
Argumente für die Notwendigkeit der göttlichen Existenz vor, die nicht 
von der Wesenheit Gottes ausgehen, sondern von dem Schatten, den die 
Wesenheit auf die Schöpfung wirft. Das erste Argument entstammt der 
Einheit jedes Seiendes, die es nicht von sich aus haben kann, sondern von 
der Teilhabe an dem absoluten Einen erhält. Das zweite Argument gründet 
auf dem Verhältnis des Prinzips oder des Vorherrschenden zu dem 
Prinzipiierten oder dem Beherrschten (TO Gpxov Koi TO UPYXÓMEVOV) 
und die entsprechende Ordnung, in der sowohl ein letztes Beherrschtes, 
das Anfang von nichts ist, als auch ein letztes und anfangsloses Prinzip 
(&vapxoc dpyn) zu finden ist, mit Bezug auf das alle Anfänge sind und 


24 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 180, c. 885C; q. 185, c. 
905A; q. 205, c. 949B. 
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das über jedem Gedanken und jedem Intellekt verweilt. Das dritte 
Argument geht von dem höchsten Guten (dyatöv) aus, durch die Teilhabe 
an welchem alle gute Sachen gut sind und von dem die Gutheit in der 
Natur der Sachen herauskommt. Auf diese Weise wird rational 
hingewiesen, daß Gott existiert und das überwesentliche Eine, der 
überanfängliche Anfang, das übergute Gute und die Quelle der Gutheit ist, 
welche die überwesentliche und übernatürliche Gottheit erweist25. 


VI. DER BEGRIFF DER THEOLOGIE BEI PHOTIOS 


Die synchrone Legitimität und die klare Subordination der 
mystischen Erfahrung und der rationalen Gotteserkenntnis durch die 
gottgebührenden Phantasien erklären die Auffassung der Theologie bei 
Photios, die innovativ im Rahmen der östlichen Tradition ist und relativ 
schnell sich als allgemeingültig für diese Tradition durchsetzte. 

Er ist der altertümlichen Bestimmung der Theologie durchaus nicht 
fremd, dergemäß die Theologie schlechthin von der Einheit und der 
Dreiheit der Trinität Zeugnis gibt und von der Ökonomie sich 
unterscheidet, die ihrerseits Schöpfung, Inkarnation, Erlösung und das 
damit Verbundene umfaßt26. Die Theologie ist in diesem Zusammenhang 
die Selbstäußerung der Gottheit: die Schrift und die göttliche 
Offenbarung27. Die persönliche theologische Erfahrung wird in der Form 
von «Mystagogie», «Hierologie» oder «Hymnologie» dargelegt, wobei 
das durch Erfahrung erlangte Wissen von der göttlichen Liebe und Gutheit 
erteilt wird28. Dieses «Wissen» ist die Grundlage des theologischen 
Diskurses. 

Photios ist dabei aber der erste in der byzantinischen Tradition, der als 
«Theologie» auch die Prozesse und Ergebnisse zu bestimmen beginnt, die 
mit der Verwendung der gottgebührenden Phantasien verbunden sind. 
Wenn er von der Präsenz in der menschlichen Welt der «Theologie, die 
über die Materie hinaus liegt» (1 dDAng Önepkaunevn HeoAoyio) spricht, 
führt er Ausdrücke wie Ka’ nuûs HeoAoyla oder T] NUdv HeoAoyila29 


25 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 180, c. 885B-889B. 
26 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 180, c. 888B-889B. 
27 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 1,14-15, c. 64C-68A. 
28 Photius, Amphilochiae, PG. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 189, c. 913D. 

29 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 182, c. 896C et 897D. 
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ein, die man bisher nur hinsichtlich der Philosophie verwendet hat. Damit 
meint Photios eine spekulative theologische Lehre (er redet über eine von 
den heiligen Worten inspirierte öldaokaAla und eine über das 
Übernatürliche nachdenkende Disziplin - 1&Ono1c30), die prinzipiell 
nicht besonders weit von der Theologie entfernt ist, wie sie Boethius in 
seinen Theologischen Traktaten definiert. Der Ausdruck «theologische 
Theorie» (9e0oAoyıkr) Bewpia) verwendet Photios nur in diesem 
Zusammenhang. 

Er bestimmt die Theologie als das höchste diskursive Wissen, dessen 
Gegenstand in àuferstem Grade vom Kórperlichen, Sichtbaren, 
Materiellen entfernt ist. Die Theologie erhält einen Rang, den man als die 
Position der «ersten Wissenschaft» bezeichnen darf. Die Theologie als 
menschliches Nachdenken versteht er dabei als Reflexion über die 
gnadenhaft erhaltene Gotteserkenntnis. Die theologische Spekulation wird 
als der höchste Teil der Metaphysik anerkannt und der «ersten 
Philosophie» im allgemeinen gleichgestellt31. 


VII. ZUSAMMENFASSUNG 


Photios betont traditionsgemäß, daß die göttliche Wesenheit absolut 
_ unerkennbar ist. Es besteht kein Bild, keine Bestimmung und kein Begriff 
von Gott an sich. Die Gottheit ist nicht in ihrem innerlichen Leben 
erkennbar, sondern in ihrem Hinausgehen und Ausdehnen nach außen, d.h. 
in der Äußerung ihrer Energie außerhalb der Trinität, dadurch eine 
Erkenntnis des Göttlichen möglich wird. Der natürliche menschliche 
Intellekt kann Gott allein durch das mit der göttlichen Ökonomie und 
Energie Verbundene erkennen. Auch in diesem Zusammenhang ist es aber 
dem Intellekt unmöglich, einen korrekten Gottesbegriff zu bilden. Er ist 
lediglich imstande, gewisse gottgebührende Vorstellungen (davraoLat) 
zu prägen. Es geht bei den gottgebührenden Phantasien um die Erwerbung 
einer Gotteserkenntnis durch Analogien. Auf dieser Ebene ist auch die 
Ableitung syllogistischer Schlüsse von der Existenz Gottes möglich. Die 
gottgebührenden Phantasien oder Vorstellungen sind keine Begriffe, aber 
auch keine Beliebigkeitsformen, wobei sie in keiner Hinsicht mit der 


30 Photius, Amphilochiae, P.G. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 190,4, c. 920C. 
31 Photius, Amphilochiae, PG. vol. 101, Paris 1860, q. 181, c. 896C; q. 182, 897D. 
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Einbildungskraft verbunden sind. Sie haben einen streng diskursiven 
Charakter und gehören restlos zum Bereich des rationalen Denkens. Ihr 
Fundament liegt allerdings außerhalb des einzelnen Menschen und sogar 
des menschlichen Denkens im allgemeinen. Nicht die natürliche Kraft der 
Vernunft, sondern die Gnade, das Gesetz und die Offenbarung Gottes 
machen das menschliche Denkvermögen fähig, das Göttliche zu schauen. 
Die synchrone Legitimität und die klare Subordination der mystischen 
Erfahrung und der rationalen Gotteserkenntnis durch die gottgebührenden 
Phantasien ermöglichen das Entstehen des Theologiebegriffs bei Photios, 
der innovativ im Rahmen der östlichen Tradition ist. Neben der 
traditionellen Auffassung der Theologie als Selbstäußerung der Gottheit 
entwickelt Photios eine Definition der Theologie als höchstes diskursives 
Wissen, das ein Ergebnis der Reflexion über die gnadenhaft erhaltene 
Gotteserkenntnis ist. Die theologische Spekulation wird als der höchste 
Teil der Metaphysik anerkannt und der «ersten Philosophie» im 
allgemeinen gleichgestellt. Diese Auffassung setzt sich relativ schnell als 
allgemeingültig für die byzantinische Tradition durch32. 


St. Kliment Ochridski-Universität, Sofia 


32 Für die sprachliche Korrektur des Textes bin ich meinem Freund Andreas Speer 
verpflichtet. 
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PHANTASIA ET INTELLECT CHEZ SYMEON SETH. 
SUR LES SOURCES DU CONSPECTUS RERUM NATURALIUM 


La Synopsis tôn Physikón (Conspectus Rerum Naturalium) de 
Syméon Seth fut publiée par A. Delatte dans le deuxiéme volume de ses 
Anecdota Atheniensia et Alia paru en 19391. Cette édition est la première 
édition compléte et critique du texte qui avait été partiellement publiée par 
Seebode à Copenhague en 1840 et 1857; à cette époque l'ouvrage fut 
attribué à Michel Psellos; c'est sous cette forme qu'il apparait également 
dans la Patrologie Grecque de Migne (vol. 122)2; toutefois, l'apparatus 
fontium de l'édition Delatte laisse à désirer. On n'y voit que les ceuvres des 
auteurs qui sont mentionnés par leur nom dans le texte. Or, comme on va 
le constater, le Conspectus est l'ouvrage d'un homme avec de trés vastes 
connaissances en matiére de sciences et de philosophie. 

Syméon Seth, auteur du XIe siècle, originaire d'Antioche, 
contemporain de Psellos, fut dignitaire de la cour impériale, c'est-à-dire 
magistros, et a revétu aussi le titre de protovestarche. Il a voyagé en 
Egypte, comme témoigne un passage de l’œuvre ci-étudiée ($ 49). 
L'historien Michel Attaliatés le considére un de ses amis avec 
Théophylactos d'Ochride. Il a écrit sur la médecine, sur les facultés des 
comestibles, ouvrage dédié à l'empereur Michel Ducas, oü il fait 


1  Syméon Seth, Conspectus Rerum Naturalium, A. DELATTE (éd.), in Anecdota 
Atheniensia et Alia, tome II, Textes grecs relatifs à l'histoire des sciences, Liege, Faculté 
de Philosophie et Lettres, Paris, Librairie E. Droz, 1939, pp. 1-89 [Introduction: pp. 1-16, 
le texte: pp. 17-89] (Bibliothèque de la Faculté de Philosophie et Lettres de l’Université de 
Liége-Fasc. LXXXVIII). Les chapitres du livre sont signalés ici par des paragraphes, les 
citations par numéro de page et numéro de ligne. 

2 Cfr. DELATTE, Introduction, ibid., p. 2. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congres International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale ($.1.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 483-493. 
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amplement référence à la Materia medica arabe et indienne. Il est 
intéressant que, entre les dénominations grecques savantes et vulgaires des 
matériaux, l’auteur pencha pour les deuxièmes. On a aussi de lui un 
lexique de botanique et un petit texte sur l’odorat, le goùt et le toucher. 
Très significatif pour l'auteur est le fait qu'il osa s'élever contre l'autorité 
de Galien dans son livre Contre Galien. Seth ironisa sur le fait que tout ce 
que Galien avait dit était considéré comme d’une valeur incontestable; or, 
Dieu seul est infaillible3. Toutefois, l'ouvrage qui a établi la réputation 
future de Seth fut sa traduction, de la langue arabe, du miroir de prince au 
titre Calilah wa Dimna. La traduction a été faite sur la demande de 
l'empereur Alexios I Comnéne, autour de l'année 1080, et eut le titre 
Stephanos et Ichnélatés. Du grec l'ouvrage fut traduit aux langues 
slavones4. ` 

Le Conspectus Rerum Naturalium est divisé en cing discours, comme 
le note l’auteur dans le premier paragraphe de son ceuvre: le premier 
discours traite de la sphéricité de la terre et de ce qu’elle constitue le centre 
du tout, de la largeur de son périmétre en stades et de la division des sept 
climats et des régions où les hommes habitent la terre, du nord au sud, de 
l’ouest à l’est; dans le deuxiéme discours, Seth parle de l’eau, de la mer, 
de l’air, du feu, des cométes etc.; le troisiéme discours traite des corps 
célestes, de leur nature, de la grandeur du soleil et de la lune et du 
mouvement des astres; le quatriéme discours parle de la matiére, de le 
forme (eidos), de la physis, de l'àme et de intellect; finalement, le 
cinquième discours traite de la cause première des êtres. Comme I’ écrit 
Seth, tout au début, l’inspiration d'écrire lui est venue en lisant Plutarque 
(le De philosophorum placitis). Or, Plutarque se montre, selon Seth, 
seulement doxographe qui ne prouve pas la vérité des diverses théses et 
conduit le lecteur à la confusion et à l’impasse et non pas à la 
connaissance; lui-méme, affirme-t-il, procédera par preuves ($ 1). On 
rappelle que la ci-dessus œuvre de Plutarque fut l’ inspiration pour d'autres 


3 Ailleurs, Seth s’approche de Galien d'une façon plus positive; cfr. Il. PONTIKOS, 
«La renaissance de la physique aristotélicienne au XIe s. à Byzance» (en grec), Dodoni, 
21/3, 1992, pp. 92-94. 

4 Sur Seth, cfr. DELATTE, ibid., pp. 1-2; aussi, H HUNGER, Die hochsprachliche 
profane Literatur der Byzantiner, Munich, C.H. Beck, 1978, vol. I, p. 522 et vol. II, pp. 
241, 275, 308 ss., où davantage de repères bibliographiques. 
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compilations de physique au XIe siècle byzantin, comme le De omnifaria 
doctrina de Pselloss. 

Le Conspectus s'adresse à l'empereur, comme le témoigne déjà la 
première ligne du texte: «oh grand et très divin roi!». De toute plausibilité 
il s’agit de Michel Ducas (d’ailleurs, un des titula transmis par les 
manuscrits mentionne spécifiquement le nom de Michel Ducas comme 
destinataire de l'ouvrage; le méme ms., pourtant, donne comme nom 
d'auteur Psellos6). Le texte fait allusion à une Eclipse de soleil survenue 
durant le règne de Comnéne; il s’agit, de toute évidence, du règne, non pas 
d’Alexios Comnéne mais d’Isaakios Comnéne (1057-1059); à cette 
époque Seth était absent, voyageant en Égypte, comme il le dit lui-méme 
dans le texte, d’où il a pu observer la méme Eclipse, mais non pas totale 
comme dans la Capitale («Sur l’éclipse de soleil», $ 4977. On sait, 
d’ailleurs, pour ne pas douter de l’identité du basileus de l’allocution, que 
Michel Ducas était fort incliné à l’astrologie, une préoccupation qui fut 
naturellement imitée par les savants de la cour impériale. La confirmation 
de cet intérêt astrologique se trouve dans une lettre que l'empereur Michel 
a adressée 4 un moine du monastére de Pantocrator où le souverain essaie 
de faire l’apologie de la croyance aux astres en l’harmonisant 4 la foi 
chrétienne. Michel Italikos dans un de ses discours a fait la comparaison 
entre l'empereur Michel et le soleil, le centre de toutes les planétes8; la 
comparaison nous renvoie au fameux discours de Julien |’ Apostate 
«Hymne au roi Hélios», un vrai modèle du genre9. On peut donc 
facilement associer l’astrologie au culte de l’empereur. Michel Glycas, 
dans une lettre, comme dans un ouvrage sur la nécessité des 
mathématiques critique cette attitude10. 

Pourtant, le Conspectus ne s’explique pas que par la conjecture. Les 
traités sur le monde, les astres et la nature ne se font pas rares depuis 


5 Cfr. LN. Pontikos, Introduction in Anonymi Miscellanea Philosophica. A 
Miscellany in the Tradition of Michel Psellos (Codex Baroccianus Graecus 131), Athènes 
- Paris - Bruxelles, Académie d' Athênes - J. von - Ousia, 1992, pp. XCIII-XCIV (Corpus 
Philosophorum Medii Aevi, Philosophi Byzantini 6). 

6 Cfr. Delatte, op. cit., p. 17. 

7 Delatte donne comme date de l’éclipse le 25 février 1058; cf. ibid., pp. 1-2, n. 5. 

8 Cfr. HUNGER, op. cit., II, p. 242. 

9 Sur Helios-Roi, in L'Empereur Julien, Œuvres complètes, II-2e part., éd. Chr. 
LACOMBRADE, Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 1964, pp. 100-138. 

10 Cfr. HUNGER, op. cit., II, p. 242. 
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l’aube de la pensée grecque et les mathématiques s’accordaient 
parfaitement avec la recherche astronomique. Il est également vrai que, 
depuis Ptolemée surtout, l’abîme entre spéculation cosmologique et réalité 
fut davantage ressenti. Tout compte fait, l’œuvre de Seth est un livre de 
spéculation cosmologiquell où les mathématiques sont rares. Sur la 
question des sources de l'ouvrage, les références spécifiées par l'auteur 
méme sont Plutarque, comme on l'a déjà dit, et, aussi, bien sür, Aristote 
(les Météorologiques, 2 fois, La Physique 6 fois, De Caelo, 3 fois, Anal. 
Post., De Anima, 5 fois), Platon (le Timée, 3 fois, Philébe, Parménide, 
République, 1 fois), Philopon (De Aet. Mund., 2 fois, in De Caelo, à 
travers Simplicius, in Phys., 1 fois), Proclus (in Tim.), Ptolemée (Tetr., 
Synt. Math.), les Stoiciens, Stephanus d'Alexandrie, Euclide (Opt.), 
Plotin, et également Homère (l'7liade). Il est aussi attesté que Seth fait 
référence aux commentaires d'Olympiodore sur les météorologiques 
d'Aristote mais cela, à travers le De Omnifaria Doctrina de Michel 
Psellos12. D'ailleurs, certains des chapitres du Conspectus portent sur les 
mémes sujets que les chapitres respectifs de Psellos. Toutefois, une 
différence entre les deux ouvrages concerne leur structure dans l’ordre de 
l'exposition. Psellos part des premiers principes pour aboutir aux choses 
individuelles, tandis que Seth part des sensibles pour aboutir aux principes 
premiers comme il le dit lui-m&me dans le premier paragraphe du 
Conspectus: «je commence par les sensibles et je viens progressivement 
au Principe du tout» (17, 8-9). 

Les références sethiennes à Aristote ne sont pas inconditionnelles, Je 
veux dire elles ne sont pas soumises tout à fait à son autorité; sur plusieurs 
points, Seth prend le parti des critiques du Stagirite.. Naturellement, dans 
le souci de manifester ses convictions chrétiennes, il critique aussi bien 
l'opinion d' Aristote que le monde est non-engendré et incorruptible que 
celle de Platon que le monde est engendré mais incorruptible («Si le 
monde est incorruptible», $ 30). Il réfute aussi la thèse d' Aristote que le 
ciel est constitué du cinquiéme élément en adoptant la critique que 
Philopon adressa au Stagirite; mais aussi, et celle-ci est la seule référence 


11 On sait que le terme «cosmologie» fut créé par le philosophe allemand Chr. Wolff 
seulement au XVIIIe s. Cfr. Chr. WOLFF, Cosmologia generalis, 1731; cfr. M. CAMPO, 
Christiano Wolff e il razionalismo pre-critico, 2 vol., Milano, Vita e pensiero, 1939. 

12 Cfr. LN. PONTIKOS, Introduction, op.cit. 
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explicite de Seth à Proclus, il défend la position de ce dernier que le ciel 
est fait de la fleur des quatre éléments - et surtout du feu et de l'air - contre 
l’hypothèse du cinquiéme élément («Quelle est l’essence du ciel», $$ 36, 
37). De méme, dans le chapitre «Sur le mouvement des astres» ($$ 41-43), 
Seth n'accepte pas la position d’ Aristote que les étoiles ne se meuvent pas 
par elles-mémes et affirme que le mouvement des astres est irrégulier et, 
pourtant, selon un certain ordre (ce qui ressemble fort aux positions 
proclusiennes); mais ce mouvement est dü a la divinité et non pas au 
complexe d’épicycles13. Dans le chapitre «Sur la matière...» ($$ 56-57), 
Seth conclut sur la position des Stoiciens que la matiére ne constitue pas 
un eidos et qu’elle n’est pas incorporelle non plus (61, 8-9)14; «cette 
opinion est soutenue aussi par Jean Philopon qui s’opposa aux 
péripaticiens» (ibid., 10-12) écrit Seth, en terminant le chapitre. 

D'autres chercheurs ont évoqué la richesse des connaissances de Seth. 
A un moment, il écrit que les vapeurs viennent non seulement de la terre 
mais aussi bien de la mer («Sur l'air et le feu...», 28, 13-15); or, cette 
double provenance ne peut étre attestée ni dans Aristote ni dans 
Olympiodore!5. Selon nous, cette idée pourrait provenir soit du traité 
pseudo-aristotélicien De Mundo (394 a 4, 12-15)16- où la chose est posée 
en des termes vagues - soit de Théophrastel7, et trés probablement à 
travers l'influence arabel8. Théophraste, pseudo-Aristote, Philopon sont 


13 L. SIORVANES, Proclus. Neo-Platonic Philosophy and Science, Edinburgh, 
Edinburgh University Press, 1996, pp. 262-304. 

14 Cfr. E. BRÉHIER, La théorie des incorporels dans l'ancien stoicisme, Paris, 1908, 
pp. 37-63 et V. GOLDSCHMIDT, Le systeme stoicien et l'idée de temps, Paris, 1969, pp. 26- 
47. 

15 J. TELELIS, «Les savants byzantins du XIe s. et l'aristotélisme: le cas des 
‘Météorologiques’» (en grec), in The Empire in Crisis (?). Byzantium in the llth Century, 
Athens, National Hellenic Research Foundation, Institute for Byzantine Research, 
International Symposium 11, 2003, pp. 425-442. 

16 La référence faite par Aristote à Démocrite dans De Caelo (313 a 21-23) sur les 
émanations chaudes des eaux ne peut pas étre aisément associée à une théorie des vapeurs. 

17 Cfr. HJ.D. LuLors, «The Syriac Translation of Theophrastus's Meteorology», in 
Autour d'Aristote. Recueil d'études de philosophie ancienne et médiévale, offert à Mgr. A. 
Mansion, Louvain, Publications Universitaires de Louvain, 1955, p. 440. 

18 Dans la tradition arabe le De Caelo et le De mundo sont confondus (Al 
Sama' wal'alam); cfr. Ibr. MADKOUR, «La physique d' Aristote dans le monde arabe», in La 
Filosofia della Natura nel Medioevo. Atti del Terzo Congresso Internazionale di Filosofia 
Medioevale, Milano, 1966, p. 222. 
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bien connus de la philosophie arabe. Une possible influence des Arabes sur 
Seth parait un objet d'étude trés promettant, vu sa connaissance de la 
langue arabe. On a déjà un peu parlé de l’influence de la médecine arabe 
sur Seth; pourtant, ses sources concernant les materia medica arabes ne 
sont pas encore précisées. On sait que le célébre médecin-philosophe 
Rhazés a écrit un traité contre Galien19, comme Seth après lui; fut-il celui- 
ci une source d’inspiration pour Seth? On n’en sait rien, et il y a là une 
piste de recherche 4 suivre. 

Dans le Conspectus, il y a d’autres références 4 Aristote, qui ne sont 
pas signalées comme telles par l'auteur; p.e., dans le chapitre «Si le monde 
est vivant et gouverné par la providence», Seth note que le plus organique 
est un corps le plus il comporte d’actes psychiques; ainsi, le corps 
sphérique qui est tout simple, est privé d’äme (37, 1-6). Seth fait allusion 
à De Anim., où il est dit que «ce qui est commun à toute âme, c'est qu'elle 
est la premiére actualité d’un corps naturel doté d’organes» (412 b 4-6). 
De méme, dans le chapitre «Sur le lieu» (§§ 63, 64), Seth utilise le concept 
de phantasia aristotélicienne pour sortir de l’aporie de Stephanos 
d’Alexandrie; ce dernier avanga la question suivante: si quelqu’un s’éléve 
jusqu’au bout extréme du ciel et essaie de mettre sa main hors du ciel, 
celle-ci sortira-t-elle ou sera-t-elle empéchée? Seth attribue l’idée qu’un 
corps suit un autre corps à la «phantasia», faisant bien-sûr allusion au Ille 
livre du De Anim., ot les produits de la phantasia sont dits «la plupart du 
temps faux» (428 a 12)20 et la littérature chrétienne a sans doute ajouté a 
cette conception de la phantasia. On voit ici clairement la maniére dont 
Seth s’approche d’ Aristote. 

Il faudra insister davantage sur le développement sethien de la notion 
du «lieu», qui est si caractéristique du degré de son aristotélisme. Aristote 
a remplacé, comme on le sait, le concept de l’espace par celui du lieu. Le 
vide, pour Aristote, ne peut pas expliquer le mouvement. Le lieu — ni 


19 Cfr. Physical Thought from the Presocratics to the Quantum Physicists. An 
Anthology, select., introd. and ed. by S. SAMBURSKY, London, Hutchinson, 1974, pp. 123 
SS. 

20 Seth ne semble pas ici porter attention à la double fonction de la phantasia 
comme phantasia cooperans et phantasia impediens; cf. Jean Philopon, Commentaire sur 
le De Anima d’Aristote, traduction de Guillaume de Moerbeke, G. VERBEKE (éd.), Louvain, 
Publications Universitaires de Louvain, Paris, Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1966, p. 61, 75 
(Centre de Wulf-Mansion, Corpus Latinum Commentariorum in Aristotelem Graecorum). 
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matiére, ni forme, ni intervalle vide — est la surface intérieure du contenant 
les corps. Le lieu par excellence, le lieu naturel, c’est le ciel; «tout est 
placé dans le ciel mais le ciel n’occupe aucun lieu». L’espace infini est 
simplement renié. Quant à la notion du mouvement, on aperçoit avec 
surprise, vu notre définition, que le lieu d’un corps est défini au moment 
ou le corps quitte son lieu. Alors, le ciel, étant lui-aussi en mouvement, 
quitte-t-il son lieu? Non, car le ciel se meut de maniére circulaire tandis 
qu’ici-bas, les corps se meuvent en ligne droite. Dans le mouvement en 
ligne droite les parties sont mues par le tout, tandis que dans le mouvement 
circulaire, le tout l’est par les parties. Bergson dans sa thése latine sur la 
théorie de lieu chez Aristote, décrit la solution apportée par le Stagirite au 
probléme comme «dialectique», mélange de physique et de logique2l. 
Seth, de sa part, suit assez bien la théorie de lieu d’Aristote, en ce qui 
concerne les corps, mais pour ce qui dépasse la pesanteur des corps, il fait 
appel aux erreurs provoquées par la phantasia décrite par Aristote. 
L’intellect, conclut-il, de fagon trés significative, ne suit pas cette 
pesanteur corporelle mais la nature des choses. 

Sur le temps (dans le chapitre «Sur le temps et l’éternité», $$ 65-67), 
Seth dit que le temps est mesuré par le mouvement, qui, à son tour, est 
mesuré par le temps; cette prise de mesure à double tranchant fut explicite, 
selon Seth, par Philopon. Mais pour ce qui est de l'éternité, celle-ci n'est 
ni temps, ni partie du temps, ni quelque chose de mesuré. C'est notamment 
la thése défendue par Grégoire de Nazianze22. L'éternité n'est pas sur- 
temporelle parce qu'elle est hors mouvement, comme le prétend p.e. 
Simplicius, mais parce qu'elle est non-mesurable par le temps comme le 
dit Grégoire. La référence à Grégoire de Nazianze, faite aussi par Michel 
Psellos dans ses textes sur le temps, prouve encore une affinité entre Seth 
et le «consul des philosophes» que fut Psellos23. Pour récuser toute 
compréhension de l’éternité par la mesure de l'avant et de l'aprés, Seth fait 


21 «L'idée de lieu chez Aristote» [Quid Aristoteles De Loco Senserit, thèse de 
1889], in H BERGSON, Mélanges, trad. de R. Mossé-BAsTIDE et G. Sary, Paris, P.U.F., 
1972, pp. 1-56. 

22 Grégoire de Nanzianze, Orationes, PG 36, 320 a-b; cf. aussi 628 b-c, et 77 a. 

23 Cfr. L. BÉNAKIS, «Temps et éternité. Confrontation de l'enseignement grec et 
chrétien dans l’œuvre inédite de Michel Psellos» (en grec) Philosophia 10-11 (1980-81) 
398-421, et pour plus de détails sur la filiation à Grégoire de Nazianze, pp. 400-401 et n. 
7, 8, 9, 10, 11. 
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encore une fois appel à l'influence de la phantasia, et finit le chapitre en 
expliquant pourquoi le mouvement du soleil fut pris comme mesure du 
temps, étant plus précis que tout autre. Seth parle de ceux qui doutent de 
la facon dont le temps est mesuré par le mouvement, vu que le temps 
mesure aussi le mouvement, en se référant à Plotin (Ennéade UI, 7 [45], 1- 
99). 

Une référence que Delatte n'a pas pu identifier, malgré le fait que Seth 
l'attribue explicitement à Aristote et à son traité De Caelo, est la suivante; 
Seth écrit (dans le chapitre «Quelle est l'essence des astres», $ 39): «les 
anciens s'interrogeaient, les sphéres célestes ou les astres y contenus ont- 
ils plus de noblesse? Aristote dans son traité De Caelo a résolu le probléme 
en disant que si le porté est bien meilleur du portant comme cause finale 
de celui-ci, et que les sphéres portent les astres, qui sont portés, il est 
évident que ceux-ci ont plus de noblesse». Cette référence n'a pas pu étre 
tracée dans le dit traité aristotélicien24. Un autre texte où l’on voit les 
sphères et les astres liés à l'idée de l’objet le plus noble — non pas dans le 
sens sethien, toutefois - est tiré de ps.-Philopon (Michel d'Ephése) et ses 
Commentaires sur la Génération des animaux; on y lit: «les sphéres et les 
astres y contenus ne différent pas selon leur nature mais selon leur 
noblesse; celle [la sphére] qui a plus de noblesse est l'immuable, voire la 
saturnienne, et ainsi de suite25». Dans le texte de ps.-Philopon, l'auteur 
essaie de prouver que l'action de l’äme est bien meilleure que l'action des 
éléments, et le principe génétique ne vient pas de l'ordre des éléments et 
des corps mais de l'ordre de l’äme, la hierarchie du corporel et du 
psychique étant la méme dans les corps célestes. 

Les références de Seth aux textes aristotéliciens sont faites de deux 
maniéres: Seth attribue une théorie ou une proposition soit à Aristote soit 


24 Le mouvement des sphéres (cercles) qui porte les astres est relaté dans la 
Physique, 289 b 31 ss. 

25 Ioannis Philoponi (Michaelis Ephesii), [n De Gen. Anim., CAG XIV/3, (Hayduck 
1903), 86, 13-15. Bien sür, Michel semble postérieur à Seth d'aprés la plus récente 
recherche (cfr. St. EBBESEN, Commentators and Commentaries on Aristotle's Sophistici 
Elenchi, Corpus Latinum Commentariorum in Aristotelem Graecorum 7.1, Leiden, 1981, 
pp- 268-285; cfr. aussi, H.P.F. MERCKEN, «The Greek Commentators on Aristotle's Ethics», 
in Aristotle Transformed. The Ancient Commentators and their Influence, (R. SORABI, éd.), 
London, Duckworth, 1990, pp. 430-432). La mise en rapport des deux savants est trés 
significative en ce qui concerne l'activité de scholiasme à Byzance. 
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aux Aristotéliciens; plus rarement, il fait état d’une ceuvre spécifique. 
Philopon est mentionné toujours par son nom. Le fait qu’ici Seth se référe 
explicitement, et faussement, à Aristote et 4 un traité donné pourrait 
signifier soit qu’il avait, de toute probabilité, une certaine compilation 
entre les mains soit qu’il citait par mémoire. Mais, la question, ici, est de 
savoir dans quelle mesure Seth accepte, dans sa désignation de l'objet le 
plus noble, l'astronomie physique aristotélicienne qui dit que les astres se 
meuvent grace au mouvement des sphéres. Dans ce cas, il semblerait étre 
ignorant de l'astronomie ptoléméenne, du moment qu'il se référe 
explicitement deux fois à Ptolémée (45, 7 et 50, 6). 

On n'essaiera pas de répondre à cette question avant de faire un petit 
détour. Dans un article sur l’héritage proclusien, J. Whittaker26 a identifié 
une citation faite dans le Conspectus à «quelqu'un des savants grecs»: ce 
quelqu'un est Proclus. La citation se trouve dans le chapitre «Sur la 
premiére cause des étres et de la providence ci-venant d'elle» ($8 86-95). 
À l'époque de l'édition Delatte (1939) on n'avait que la traduction latine 
du texte de Proclus, faite par William de Moerbeke; aujourd'hui, on 
posséde aussi le texte grec sous le nom d'Isaac Comnéne27. Whittaker 
conclut qu'on ne peut pas prouver la dépendance de la citation de Seth du 
texte d'Isaac — d'ailleurs, si ceci était le cas, on aurait un argument pour 
identifier le dit Isaac comme frére d' Aléxios I Comnéne28. C'est Philopon 
et son De aeternitate mundi contra Proclum qui fut à l'origine de la 
référence de Seth, comme le dit Whittaker; le De Aet. comprend le texte 
de Proclus et sous le méme découpage qu'offre le texte de Seth. Il semble 
donc que Philopon fut une des influences de premier ordre pour Seth 
(Whittaker a aussi identifié une autre citation par Seth, dans le méme 
chapitre, faite à Plotin, Ennéade V, 5, 3, 8-21). 

Setb accepte la définition aristotélicienne de la nature comme repos et 
mouvement; dans le chapitre «Sur la nature» ($8 59-61), l'auteur fait 


26 J. WHITTAKER, «Varia Procliana», Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 14/4 
(1973) 425-427. 

27 Isaac Comnene, Dix problémes concernant la providence, in Proclus, Dix 
problémes concernant la providence, (D. Isaac éd. et trad.), Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 
1977, pp. 153-223. 

28 Sur le probléme de l'identité d’Isaac Comnéne, cfr. D. Isaac, Introduction, ibid., 
pp. 25-28. 


492 GEORGES ARABATZIS 


référence aux Anal. Post, comme le note Delatte (sur la nature comme 
repos et mouvement voir aussi dans Phys.,B 1, 192 b 13, 14, 21 et 22). On 
a déja parlé des difficultés que souléve Ja question du mouvement céleste 
chez Aristote. Dans le De Caelo, Aristote note qu’aucun élément 
sublunaire ne posséde le mouvement circulaire (A 2, 269 a 9-18). Plus bas 
dans le méme livre, il admet que les éléments se meuvent circulairement 
mais contre nature (269 a 30 - b 2). Dans les Météorologiques, il dit que le 
feu et une partie de l'air sont entraînés par la rotation du ciel (A 7, 344 a 
11-13). Devant cette aporie, les scoliastes ont proposé diverses solutions. 
Depuis Xénarque de Séleucie, une théorie disait que la masse du feu a le 
mouvement circulaire tandis que les parties ont le mouvement 
ascensionnel; Proclus aussi, selon Philopon (De Aet. Mund. 380, 23-381, 
D, adopta cette position29. En outre, Proclus suivit la thése anti- 
aristotélicienne de Ptolémée, annoncée dans les Hypothéses planétaires, 
que les planétes se meuvent par elles-mémes et ne sont pas seulement 
transportées par les sphéres. Proclus parle des sphéres comme des 
«kadous», des récipients (In Rep., 2.216.5), où sont posées les planètes. 
Pour revenir à l'aporie aristotélicienne du mouvement circulaire, une autre 
série de commentateurs, et parmi eux Philopon, ont proposé à cóté des 
mouvements naturels et contre-nature, des mouvements surnaturels 
produits par une réalité supérieure30. 

Seth, dans le chapitre déjà mentionné, «Sur l'essence des astres», 
soutient que sphères et astres sont faits par les mêmes éléments, le feu et 
l'air; plus d'air que de feu pour les sphéres, le contraire pour les astres; 
ailleurs, dans le chapitre «Sur l'àme» ($$ 68-70), Seth dit que l’äme est 
plus noble que le corps. Vu que l'auteur a refuté l'existence d’äme dans les 
corps célestes, comment peut-il établir une hiérarchie du plus noble entre 
sphéres et astres? La différence entre mouvant et mu, si elle était acceptée, 
elle entrainerait de sérieuses conséquences sur la cohérence interne du 
traité de Seth. Or, le verbe «pheromai» qu'il utilise ici est plus proche de 
la signification du verbe «porter» que de celui de «transporter». Ainsi, ce 
qui semble instaurer cette hiérarchie ce n'est pas le mouvement mais l'idée 


29 É. EVRARD, «Les convictions religieuses de Jean Philopon et la date de son 
Commentaire aux *Météorologiques'», Académie Royale de Belgique, Bulletin de la classe 
des lettres et des sciences morales et politiques, 5e série 39 (1953) 299-357. 

30 Ibid., pp. 308-310. 
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causalité; car, ce sont les astres qui apparaissent ici comme la cause finale 
des sphères. Cette idée s’accorde bien avec De Caelo, où la cause poétique 
se rapproche de la cause finale jusqu’à s’identifier avec elle. Ainsi, les 
astres comme causes des sphères sont, de fait, plus nobles. 

L’analyse de la source de la citation non-identifiée de Seth sur la 
hiérarchie de noblesse entre sphères et astres nous conduit à faire quelques 
remarques sur l'épistémologie sethienne. Seth, à un moment donné, écrit 
«selon nous...» (dans le chapitre «Sur le lieu», 65,17-66,1). Qu’est-ce que 
Seth veut dire au juste par ce «nous»? L’importance accordée à la notion 
de causalité, comme on l’a vu, est le propre du Stagirite31 qui a écrit: 
«nous pensons que nous avons de la connaissance scientifique quand on 
connait la cause», dans l'Anal. Post. (94 a 20), un ouvrage que Seth cite 
également. L'épistémologie sethienne devrait étre déterminée aussi par sa 
formation médicale et on devrait donc préciser l'influence de la biologie 
d' Aristote sur la cosmologie de Seth. Il faut noter que la recherche du plus 
noble ouvre l'important premier livre des Parties des Animaux (639 a 2), 
un ouvrage de prédilection pour les philosophes-médecins comme Seth; 
dans le m&me ouvrage, au début du premier livre, Aristote rejette le savoir 
encyclopédique en faveur de la connaissance d'un champ scientifique 
déterminé (639 a 6-10). Seth fait pareil quand il récuse la méthode de 
Plutarque, tout au début de son ouvrage, pour próner la recherche allant 
des sensibles aux premiers principes. La méme méthode est suivie par 
Aristote, au moins dans une partie de son ceuvre. (En outre, hors physique, 
la connaissance en soi peut bien aller des premiers principes aux choses 
individuelles, Métaph. 982, b 2-4). Un tel aristotélisme, comme celui de 
Seth, semble donc fortement marqué par l'influence de Philopon et du 
néoplatonisme. 


Centre de recherches sur la philosophie grecque 
de l'Académie d’Athenes 


31 Cfr. D.Z. ANDRIOPOULOS, «Aristotle's Causality Theory», Philosophical Inquiry, 
X/1-2 (1988) 23-36. 
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EL INTELECTO EN LA TRADICIÖN GNÖSTICA ISLÄMICA 


§ 1. En árabe, el término 'agl es muy complejo y recubre un amplio 
campo semäntico, que, sin embargo, tiene su fundamento en el propio 
texto coránico, donde la raíz ‘-q-/ aparece vinculada casi siempre a una 
cierta presencia de la razón y vinculada al vocabulario de la percepciönl. 
Se apela allí, de manera fundamental como vio Averroes2, a la razón y a 
las gentes que hacen uso de ella. En los diversos testimonios musulmanes, 
no obstante, sólo en parte corresponde al intelecto y a la razón (vouc y 
Aóyoc) de los griegos, según las determinaciones más conocidas que estos 
conceptos adquirieron en la tradición filosófica occidental, puestas de 
relieve en el mundo islámico por la Falsafa, cuya comprensión del ‘aql 
estuvo muy ligada al De anima de Aristóteles y a algunas lecturas 
neoplatónicas. 

La cuestión del intelecto tuvo su punto de partida en los orígenes 
mismos del filosofar en Grecia. Heráclito, Parménides y Platón fueron los 
hitos que configuraron la primera historia de este problema. Pero fue el De 
anima de Aristóteles el texto que delimitó el ámbito en el que habría de 
plantearse la cuestión del intelecto3, si bien lo hizo de una manera tan 


l Cfr. L'étrange et le merveilleux dans l'Islam médiéval, Paris, Ed. J.A., 1978, pp. 
26-36, discusión entre M. ARKOUN, C. BOYAHYA, L. GARDET y M. RODINSON. En diversas 
páginas se habla de los diversos y mültiples aspectos que puede ofrecer la raíz y el término. 

2 Averroes señaló explícitamente el estímulo al conocimiento racional que se 
encuentra en el Corán, cfr. Fas! al-magäl, ed. y trad. L. GAUTHIER, Alger, Editions 
Carbonel, 1948, p. 1. Trad. esp. Averroes, Sobre filosofía y religión, Introducción y 
selección de textos R.RAMÓN GUERRERO, Pamplona, Cuadernos de Anuario Filosófico, 
1998, p. 76. 

3 No hay que olvidar los otros textos en que Aristóteles habla del intelecto, como 
vio al-Farabi, cfr. su Risala fi ma‘äni l-‘aql, M. BOUYGES (ed.), Beirut, 1938; trad. esp. R. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 497-506. 
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problemätica que la historia posterior de ella no es sino el intento de 
esclarecer los limites en que él la situd: las condiciones de posibilidad del 
conocimiento humano estaban definidas por el intelecto capaz de hacerse 
todas las cosas y por el intelecto capaz de hacer todas las cosas4. 
Determinar la naturaleza de este segundo intelecto, llamado con 
posterioridad «intelecto agente», cuäles eran sus funciones y cömo hacia 
posible el conocer humano fueron las tareas a las que se entregó la 
filosofia posterior. Desde Teofrasto hasta los ültimos comentadores 
griegos, el problema fue pensado y meditado ampliamente, recibiendo 
distintas soluciones. Los ärabes, después de entrar en contacto con la 
filosofia griega, lo recibieron en herencia y lo convirtieron en eje sobre el 
que giró el pensamiento filosófico que elaboraron. Desde al-Kindi hasta 
Averroes, todos ellos se entregaron a la dilucidaciön de la naturaleza del 
‘aql y lo hicieron en términos aristotélicos y neoplatönicos5. No hicieron 
más que continuar la tradiciön filosófica en su sentido más estricto. 

$ 2. Pero, como la raíz ‘-g-] es coranica, los musulmanes se sirvieron 
de ella y entendieron el ‘ag! de una manera que poco tiene que ver con la 
concepciön aristotélica®. Asi, otros pensadores islamicos lo concibieron en 
términos más vinculados a su origen coränico, habiendo quedado 
recogidas algunas de ellas en libros de definiciones, como en Mafatih al- 
*ulüm (Las claves de las ciencias) de Muhammad b. Ahmad b. Yusuf al- 
Juwärizmi (m. ca. 380/990), en el que hay, en la parte correspondiente a 
las ciencias filosóficas, dos referencias al ‘aql, una al intelecto agente (al- 
‘aql al-fa‘‘al) y otra al material (al-'agl al-hayulani), diciéndose de aquél 
que es la facultad divina (al-quwwa al-ilahiyya) por la que se alcanzan las 
cosas tanto en el mundo superior como en el inferior e identificándolo con 
la facultad que poseen las cosas en el mundo natural y que se llama 


RAMON GUERRERO, «Al-Farabi: Epístola sobre los sentidos del término ‘intelecto’», 
Revista Española de Filosofia Medieval, 9 (2002). Pero, sin duda, la obra desde la que 
principalmente se estableció el intelecto como problema fue el De anima. 

4 De anima, III, 5, 430a 14-15. 

5 Para al-Kindi y al-Färäbi, cfr. R. RAMON GUERRERO, La recepción árabe del «De 
anima» de Aristóteles. Al-Kindi y al-Farabi, Madrid, CSIC, 1992. 

6 Los teólogos, por ejemplo, lo entendieron como un conjunto de conocimientos 
indiscutibles, basados en el hecho de ser aceptados por la mayoría de las gentes, como 
Sefialaba al-Farabi, obra citada, pp. 7-8. También en Fusül muntaza'ah (Selected 
Aphorisms), Arabic text, edited by EM. NAJJAR, Beirut, 1971, p. 89; trad. española, Obras 
filosöfico-politicas, trad. R. RAMON GUERRERO, Madrid, CSIC — Ed. Debate, 1992, p. 138. 
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«naturaleza» (tabi‘a), mientras que el segundo es la facultad que existe en 
el hombre, por la que éste es racional7. En el Kitab al-adkiya’ (Libro de 
los perspicaces) de ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Al-Yawzi (m. 597/1200), 
colecciön de anécdotas sobre quienes estan dotados de inteligencia viva y 
perspicaz, habla del intelecto como un don natural, dado por Dios, a través 
del cual el hombre alcanza el conocimiento de lo divino y realiza aquellas 
acciones que son virtuosas, y como luz puesta por Dios en el corazön 
humano8. Y, en fin, en el Kitab al-ta‘rifat (Libro de las definiciones) de 
‘Ali b. Muhammad al-Yuryäni (740/1340 - 816/1413) se leen varias 
entradas en las que se insiste en que el intelecto es una substancia 
espiritual, creada por Dios, luz que estä en el corazön, por la que se conoce 
la verdad y la falsedad, substancia que percibe las cosas ocultas9. 

$ 3. Fue en la tradición gnóstica y mística donde el término ‘ag! cobró 
nuevos y ricos matices, recogidos algunos de ellos en esas tres obras 
mencionadas. Esta tradiciön se caracteriza por ser tendencia hacia la 
Realidad Una, que no puede ser comprendida ni explicada sino por la 
sabiduria del corazön, la gnosis, a trav&s de una experiencia espiritual que 
no depende de métodos sensibles o racionales!0. Aunque la gnosis 
islámica parece haber comenzado dentro del movimiento Si, sin embargo 
en el Islam sunní también hubo una forma de gnosis, constituida 
inicialmente por el sufismo desarrollado a lo largo del siglo II/IX, cuyas 
reflexiones se ejercieron sobre la relación existente entre el hombre y lo 
divino, entre la ley externa y la verdad interior. Tales pensamientos fueron 
mezclándose posteriormente con otros de raigambre gnóstica, hermética y 
neoplatónica, hasta el punto de que más tarde sufismo y gnosis SU" 
llegaron en gran medida a fundirse, al menos en algunas de sus corrientes. 

Que en esta tradición se afirme la primacía de la sabiduría del 
corazón, esto no implica la negación de la vía racional. De hecho en la 
gnosis islámica se sostuvo la existencia de tres mecanismos distintos para 


7 Mafatih al-‘ulüm, Y. FAR AL-DIN (ed.), Beirut, Dar al-Manähil, 1991, p. 129. 

8 Kitab al-adkiyà', M.A. FAR30 (ed.), Beirut, 1990, pp. 9-14. Cfr. A. GHERSETTI, 
«La conception d'intellect dans le Kitab al-adkiyä’ par Ibn al-Gawzi», Quaderni di Studi 
Arabi, 10 (1992) 63-73. 

9  Kitàb al-ta‘rifat, G. FLÜGEL (ed.), Lipsiae, 1845; reimp. Beirut, Librairie du 
Liban, 1969, 156-158. 

10 Asi lo señala A. SCHIMMEL, Las dimensiones místicas del Islam, Madrid, Ed. 
Trotta, 2002, p. 20. 
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alcanzar el conocimiento de las realidades religiosas: los sentidos, el 
intelecto y la revelación, fundándose para ello en textos coránicos!!. El 
gnóstico que busca la Realidad no debe, pues, olvidar que por los sentidos 
y por el intelecto se puede llegar también al conocimiento de aquélla, 
aunque se requiera además la luz interior para lograr alcanzarla. Intelecto 
no será entonces sólo la facultad humana capaz de producir razonamientos 
teóricos y argumentos filosóficos, sino un don natural provisto de 
principios innatos, capaz de percibir la evidencia interior del tawhid y de 
la rubübiyya (la unicidad y el señorío divino), y de preceptos prácticos y 
morales. De ahí la vinculación del intelecto con la luz interior que se hizo 
en la tradición gnóstica. 

Idea común a toda ella fue que el ‘agl es un don que Dios ha dado al 
hombre para experimentar lo bello y agradable, como expresó Du 1-Nún 
al-Misri (m. 246/861), introductor de la idea de gnosis (ma'rifa) y de 
elementos neoplatónicos en el sufismo, segün el comentario que de sus 
palabras hizo Ibn ‘Arabi: «Cuando Dios creó el intelecto (‘agl), puso en él 
un principio sutil (latifa), que le ha hecho experimentar la atracción por 
todo lo que es bello y lo que es agradable de ver en el mundo sensible»12. 

Al-Harit b. Asad al-Muhäsibi (165/781 - 243/837) parece haber sido 
el primer autor que compuso una obra sobre el intelecto, el Saraf al-‘aql 
wa-mähiyya (Nobleza y esencia del intelecto), pequefia epístola en la que 
se ocupa de exponer la esencia del intelecto, las condiciones del hombre 
inteligente, las disposiciones naturales que poseen éstos y los diversos 
grados del intelecto que proceden de Dios. Sefiala allí que es un don 
natural, sólo conocido por sus operaciones, por medio del cual el hombre 
conoce a Dios y a través del cual da testimonio de Dios13. Distingue a los 
locos y extraviados, carentes de intelecto, como establecen los mismos 
hombres al afirmar que justamente son locos y extraviados por carecer de 
intelecto: «Dios Altísimo, loado sea, les informó de Él mismo por medio 


11 «Dios os ha sacado del seno de vuestras madres, privados de todo saber. El os ha 
dado el oído, la vista y el intelecto. Quizás así seáis agradecidos», Corän, 16,78. «El 
Enviado cree en cuanto le ha sido revelado por su Sefior, y lo mismo los creyentes. Todos 
ellos creen en Dios, en Sus ángeles, en Sus Escrituras y en Sus enviados. No hacemos 
distinción entre ninguno de sus enviados», Corán, 2,285. 

12 Ibn ‘Arabi, La maravillosa vida de Dü l-Nün, el egipcio, Murcia, Editora 
Regional, 1991, p. 430. 

13 Edición Mustafa 'Abd al-Qadir 'Atà', Beirut, Dar al-kutub al-'ilmiyya, 
1406/1986, pp. 17-19. 


EL INTELECTO EN LA TRADICIÖN GNÖSTICA ISLÄMICA 501 


de su intelecto y por medio de ese intelecto ellos Lo conocen. Ellos dan 
testimonio de El por el intelecto por el que ellos Lo conocen a partir de si 
mismos, el conocimiento de lo que les es útil y el conocimiento de lo que ` 
les es perjudicial. Quien distingue lo que le es útil de lo que le es: 
perjudicial en los asuntos de su mundo, sabe que Dios Altisimo es 
benevolente con él por el intelecto, del que han sido despojados los locos 
y los extraviados, y se despoja a la mayoria de los necios, aquellos cuyos 
intelectos son escasos» 14. 

Se desprende de esta obra de al-Muhäsibi que el intelecto presenta 
una dimensión espiritual, religiosa, ya que es el medio del que se sirve 
Dios para darse a conocer a los hombres, por el que el creyente es capaz 
de percibir directamente lo divino, poniéndose en contacto con ello y 
pudiéndolo alcanzar para obtener la salvaciön, por lo que ofrece también 
una dimensiön ética o moral, medio por el que puede amar y obedecer a 
Dios, tal como también han visto otros autores1s. 

El intelecto es como una luz situada en el corazön del hombre, para 
que éste vea en lo interior y reconozca por medio de una visiön interior: « 
Es una luz, que Dios ha puesto de modo natural y como un don instintivo 
(tab wa-garizat"”), por la que vemos e interpretamos. Es una luz en el 
corazón (nür fi l-qalb), tal como la luz en el ojo, que es la vista»16. Luz 
que no debe ser entendida en su sentido más estrictamente filosófico, sino 
como la visiön mistica por la que el hombre alcanza el conocimiento 
intuitivo (ma ‘rifa) de Dios!7. 

Este conocimiento es una especie de luz que emana de Dios, pues El 
mismo es Luz, segün un célebre pasaje coränicol®: Es, pues, una 


14 Ibídem, pp. 17-18. 

Is Se dice que el imam Ya‘far al-Sadiq afirmó: «Quien posee 'agl, posee una 
religión y quien tiene una religión logra el paraíso», al-Kulayni: A/-Usù! min al-kaft, 
edición, traducción persa y anotaciones de SAYYID YAwAD MUSTAFAWI, Teheran, 
Eslàmiyye, s. d., 4 vols. Texto en vol. I, p. 12. 

16 Al-Muhasibi, o.c., p. 19. 

17 Ibn ‘Arabi habla del intelecto y de la fe como tendentes a un conocimiento de 
orden elevado (ma'rifa naydiyya), es decir, las ciencias conferidas por donación ('ulüm 
wahbiyya), cfr. Ibn ‘Arabi, L'interpréte des désirs, Présentation et traduction de M. 
GLOTON, París, Albin Michel, 1996, p. 345. 

18 «Dios es la luz de los cielos y de la tierra. Su luz es como una hornacina en la 
que hay una candileja... Luz sobre luz. Dios guía a quien quiere hacia su luz», Corán, 
24,35. 
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iluminaciön directa, una revelaciön. Este conocimiento se convierte asien 
gnosis, en visiön reveladora que da acceso a lo invisible, trasciende el 
lugar de la percepciön sensible y se sitüa en el ämbito de lo imaginal, en 
el mundo simbölico, convirtiendo al mistico en un gnöstico y haciendo de 
él un iniciado en el camino de la salvaciön. Como es un conocimiento que 
procede de Dios, es el mäs noble de los conocimientos que el hombre 
puede tener, como apuntö Yunayd: «Si supiera de un conocimiento mäs 
noble que el nuestro bajo el firmamento, me habria apresurado hacia él y 
hacia aquellos que lo conocen para aprender de ellos»19. Asi, Dios mismo 
es la fuente de conocimiento en tanto que Luz, y no la razön, porque, 
segün los misticos, Dios extravia en la perplejidad a quien toma como guia 
a la razón. 

Uno de los primeros gnésticos andalusies conocidos, el cordobés Ibn 
Masarra (269/883-319/931), afirmó también esta realidad luminica del 
intelecto, creaciön divina, en una de sus obras, la Risdlat al-i‘tibar 
(Epístola de la reflexiön), que podria tenerse por filosófica, no sólo por el 
titulo, en el que emplea un término usado en los textos de los faläsifa, sino 
también por el planteamiento inicial que en él se encuentra: «Dios, loado 
y ensalzado sea, ha establecido para sus siervos (li-‘ubbäd) los intelectos 
(al-‘uqül), que son luz de Su luz, para que por ellos vean Su mandato 
(amr) y por ellos conozcan Su decreto (gadar)»20. Sin embargo, la lectura 
atenta de la obra muestra que su autor esta lejos de los propösitos de los 
filösofos, pues sélo pretende explicar la idea coränica que recomienda y 
exhorta repetidamente al hombre a considerar desde la razön los signos 
que Dios ha puesto en el mundo, para hallar en ellos lo oculto y elevarse 
hasta el reconocimiento de un Supremo organizador (mudabbir) del 
universo y de su Unicidad absoluta (tawhid). Para ello, hace una apelacién 
al intelecto humano, que procede de la luz divina, como facultad más 
elevada del hombre para conocer, cuyo uso da lugar a la reflexiön. 

Se trata de seguir un camino al que repetidamente invita el Corän: 
«Dios dice respecto de sus santos (awliya”), los que perciben 
interiormente: “Y meditan acerca de la creaciön de los cielos y de la tierra: 


19 Apud E. ROSENTHAL, Knowledge triumphant. The concept of knowledge in 
medieval Islam, Leiden, J. Brill, 1970, p. 193. 

20 Texto editado en Min gadaya I-fikr al-islàmi. Diräsa wa-unsüs, M. Kamal 
Ibrahim Ya‘far (ed.), El Cairo, Maktabat Dar al-‘Ulüm, 1978/1398, p. 348. 
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Sefior nuestro, no has creado todo esto en vano” (Corän, 3,191)»21. Ibn 
Masarra alude a un conocimiento que se obtiene por la visiön interior del 
corazön, pues habla constantemente de la percepciön del corazön, que da 
a conocer las realidades ocultas; es un conocimiento distinto al 
estrictamente filosöfico. Y habla constantemente de los «santos o amigos 
de Dios». Todo esto parece indicar que el término i‘tibar, la reflexión, es 
una actividad diferente de la ejercida por los falâsifa22. Hay un pasaje que 
parece clave para entender este tipo de actividad: «Por este camino al que 
alude el Libro y al que guían los Enviados se adquiere la luz que no se 
apaga nunca y se logran las visiones interiores (basd' ir) verídicas por las 
que se aproximan los que están cerca de su Sefior; llegan en este mundo y 
en el otro al lugar (maqam) digno de alabanza; ven con sus propios ojos lo 
oculto (al-gayb) por las miradas de sus corazones y conocen la ciencia del 
Libro; sus corazones dan entonces testimonio de que es la Verdad (al- 
Haqq)»?3. 

No se refiere para nada a una tarea intelectual del tipo de la que 
estamos acostumbrados a leer en los textos de los faldsifa, sino que apunta 
a ese conocimiento de las realidades ocultas. El hombre debe aplicarse con 
sus facultades al estudio del universo, porque desde abajo hacia arriba, en 
una reflexiön que pone en juego la vida interior del hombre, descubre la 
Verdad, confirmando el testimonio revelado, en una acciön que supone 
unir el camino descendente de la revelaciön con el ascendente de la 
reflexión: «No llega la humanidad al conocimiento de la ciencia del Libro 
hasta que se una la información con la reflexión y se verifique lo que se 
oye con lo que se infiere»24. 

Esta obra del gnóstico cordobés, no filosófica sensu stricto, no hace 
más que continuar una tradición a la que pertenecen los autores antes 
citados, pero también el séptimo Imäm Si *1, Müsä al-Käzim, quien ya 
había expuesto, a partir de los textos coránicos en que aparece la raíz ‘-q- 
I, los diferentes aspectos espirituales del intelecto ('agl), presentándolo 
como una facultad de aprehensiön de lo divino, de percepción de las 


21 Ibidem, p. 349. 
“22 Cfr. CL Appas, «Andalusi mysticism and the rise of Ibn ‘Arabi», in S. KH. 
JAYYUSI (ed.), The Legacy of Muslim Spain, Leiden, J. Brill, vol. II, 1994, pp. 916-917. 
23 Ed. cit., p. 351. 
24 Ibídem, p. 351. 
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realidades superiores, identificändolo con el basar o visiön interior y 
mostrándolo como una luz (nur) localizada en el corazón por la que se 
distinguen y reconocen los signos de Dios25. 

§ 4. El hecho de ser el intelecto una creaciön de Dios enlaza con otro 
aspecto que el término “aq! ofrece en la tradición gnóstica, el cosmológico, 
y tiene su apoyo en un hadit atribuido al Profeta, ampliamente repetido en 
diversos tratados, juzgado como apócrifo por la crítica actual. Se trata del 
hadit siguiente: «Es lo que ha querido decir el Profeta cuando ha dicho: Lo 
primero que Dios ha creado ha sido el intelecto; le dijo: ‘;Acércate!’. Se 
acercó. Luego le dijo: “¡Aléjate!”. Y se alejó. Dijo entonces [Dios]: “¡Por 
mi poder y mi grandeza! No he creado cosa más bella que tú. Por ti ensalzo 
y por ti humillo, por ti doy y por ti retengo»26. Pero ya no se trata sólo del 
intelecto humano como facultad, sino del Intelecto Universal, identificado 
a veces y sólo en algunos textos con el Intelecto Agente, dador de las 
formas a los seres27, pero sobre todo con el Trono Divino, primer ser 
creado por Dios28, que procede de su Luz, y se caracteriza por su sumisión 
y su voluntad de proximidad a ÉL. 

Así, en Ibn Masarra se encuentra la afirmación del mundo del 
intelecto, al que el hombre llega por su reflexión, como realidad divina y 
superior. Señala además que hay muchos ejemplos de cómo puede subir el 
hombre en la consideración del universo, desde el grado o peldaño más 
bajo hasta el más elevado. Se pueden contemplar como ejemplos el 
animal, la planta o incluso la muerte (al-mawt). Para él, las diversas 
acciones que ocurren en este mundo terreno no están dirigidas por los 


25 M.A. AMIR-MOEZZ1, Le Guide Divin dans le shî‘isme originel. Aux sources de 
l’ésotérisme en Islam, Paris, Verdier, 1992, p. 23. 

26 Al-Sahrastäni, al-Milal wa-l-nihal, Beirut, Dar al-Ma‘rifa, 1993, vol. I, p. 77. 
Trad. francesa Le livre des religions et des sectes, trad., introd., notes par D GIMARET et G. 
MONNOT, Louvain, 1986, p. 226. El hadit se encuentra en otros textos, como en el 
tradicionista Si‘i al-Kulayni (m. ca. 329/941), o. c., I, pp. 23-24. 

27 Al-Sahrastani, o. c., p. 77. Se lee en esta página: «La tercera innovación consiste 
en interpretar todo lo que se dice en la Tradición sobre la visión de Dios /.../ en el sentido 
de la visión del Primer Intelecto, que es el Primer Instaurado, es decir, el Intelecto Agente, 
de donde emana a los seres el flujo de las formas». 

28 Sobre el ‘ag! como primer creado en las tradiciones sunnfes, cfr. I. GOLDZIHER, 
«Neuplatonische und gnostische Elemente in Hadit», Zeitschif für Assyriologie und 
Vorasiatische Archäologie (Berlin) 1908, pp. 317 s. 
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cuatro elementos, que son contrarios entre si, sino por algo superior, por 
un motor animado. También los siete cielos y las esferas que los circundan 
exigen algo superior. Quien compone, distribuye y organiza es el Alma 
espiritual (al-nafs al-ruhäniyya), que no puede estar por debajo de las 
cosas terrenas y mortales. Este Alma es el lugar de la Sede o Escabel de 
Dios29. Como los cielos no pueden ser soporte de este Alma y como en ella 
hay limitación, sometimiento y servidumbre (‘ubüdiyya), por lo que esta 
marcada por la incapacidad o deficiencia, se sigue que debe haber algo 
superior a ella. Es el Intelecto (al-'agl) que la domina, la transforma, la 
impulsa y la mueve; es más grande y noble que ella; desde él se da el 
entendimiento, el conocimiento, las visiones interiores y la prueba (al- 
fahm wa-l-‘ilm wa-l-bas a’ ir wa-l-burhän). Esta esfera del intelecto o 
mundo del intelecto (falak al-‘agl, ‘alam al-‘aql) es el lugar del Trono de 
Dios. Pero también es limitado y deficiente, por lo que necesita de un 
Organizador (mudabbir) superior, un Duefio (malik) de todo lo que hay 
bajo él, al que no le afecta limitaciön alguna, nada lo abarca ni lo circunda, 
carece de arquetipo o idea ejemplar, no tiene principio ni fin, ni parte ni 
término, puesto que nada entra en su Unicidad (wahdaniyya) y grandeza. 
Es también el Rey (malik) mäs elevado, que sélo se conoce por las huellas 
que ha dejado en la creación, que dan testimonio de su Sefiorío. Permanece 
por sí mismo y es «Sefior, Rey, Primero, Creador de este universo; no hay 
nada semejante a El ni tiene nada en comün con la creación»30. La 
reflexión sobre los signos que hay en el universo lleva, pues, al 
reconocimiento de la Unidad divina, que «es la Verdad extrema (al-haqq 
al-aqsá)»31. Los filósofos, por no seguir este camino recto y pasarlo por 
alto, ensoberbecidos por las mentiras en las que no hay luz, no han llegado 
al Creador a través de sus sefiales. En cambio, los Profetas sí han afirmado 
todo eso. La profecía viene al principio, descendiendo desde el Trono 
hasta la tierra; la reflexión, actividad propia del hombre y no sólo de los 
filósofos, asciende desde la tierra hasta el Trono: no hay diferencia. 

En fin, fue Hamid al-Din al-Kirmäni (ss. X-XI) quien en su obra 
Rahat al-‘aql (La quietud del intelecto) sostuvo la realidad del Intelecto 
como cima del Pleroma constituido por los diez ‘ugul que forman el 


29 Ibn Masarra, o. c., p. 353. 
30 Ibidem, p. 356. 
31 Ibídem, p. 356. 
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«mundo de la instauración» (‘alam al-ibda‘), en el que aquél no es sino 
una sintesis original entre el Novg neoplatönico y el Dios de los filösofos 
y tedlogos, cima de la perfecciön32. 

Textos alquímicos33, textos místicos34, textos 31'1es35, incluso textos 
filosóficos36, muestran la variedad de matices con la que el término 


intelecto (‘agl) se ha revestido en la tradición gnóstica a la que todos esos 
textos parecen pertenecer. ` 


Universidad Complutense de Madrid 


32 Cfr. D. DE SMET, La quiétude de l'intellect. Néoplatonisme et gnose ismaélienne 
dans l'oeuvre de Hamid ad-Din al-Kirmäni (Xe-Xle s.), Lovaina, Peeters, 1995, 
especialmente el cap. 4 

33 Cfr. P. Lory, Alchimie et mystique en terre d'Islam, Paris, Verdier, 1989, pp. 27- 
30. 

34 Véase toda la literatura de Ibn ‘Arabi, por citar un solo caso. 

35 Basta aludir a la amplia bibliografía de H CORBIN. 

36 Me refiero especialmente a algunos pasajes de Avicena. Véase la comunicación 
de C.A. Segovia en este mismo Congreso. 
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MA‘ANI / INTENTIONES ET SENSIBILITÉ PAR ACCIDENT 


INTRODUCTION 


Dans la tradition arabo-latine du De Anima le mot arabe ma'nã, 
notion, sens, traduit en latin par le mot intentio, est un terme technique: 
ma'nã est l’objet de la faculté estimative chez Ibn Sina, de la faculté de la 
mémoire chez Ibn Rushd. Dans la tradition psychologique arabe la 
connaissance du ma‘nd est l'autre voie de la connaissance, pour démontrer 
que la connaissance sensible est plus vaste et plus pointue que la 
connaissance du sens. 

Dans ce travail je voudrais démontrer que les ma‘ani / intentiones de 
la tradition exégétique arabo-latine du De Anima sont à l'origine, à savoir 
chez Ibn Sinà et chez Ibn Rushd, ce qu'Aristote appelle ‘sensible par 
accident’ dans De Anima, II.6, et que la problématique, non résolue chez 
Aristote, de la sensibilité par accident est bien l'une des instances à 
l'origine de la notion de ma'ani / intentio dans l'exégése arabe du De 
' Anima. | 

Je procéderai donc de la manière suivante. D'abord j’exposerai les 
textes d’Aristote sur la sensibilité par accident. Ensuite je passerai aux 
différentes définitions de ma‘äni, d’abord dans le Kitab al-nafs d'Ibn 
Sinäl, puis dans deux des traités aristotéliciens d’Ibn Rushd, à savoir le 


1 Texte arabe utilisé: Avicenna’ s Kitab al-nafs, being the psychological part of 
Kitab al-Shifa’, RAHMAN (éd.), Oxford University Press, London — New York — Toronto 
1959. Il existe une autre édition: [bn Sind, al-shifa’. 6. Kitab al-nafs (De Anima), Texte 
établi et édité par G.C. ANAWATI et SA ‘ID ZAYED, Millénaire d’Avicenne, Le Caire 1974. La 
traduction latine médiévale est editée: Avicenna Latinus, Liber De Anima sive Sextus de 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (5.1.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 507-521. 
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Kitab al-hiss wa-l-mahsiis, le Livre du sens et du sensible, épitomé des 
Parva Naturalia d’ Aristote2, et le Grand Commentaire du De Anima3. Ces 
trois textes furent traduits en Jatin, notamment dans le mouvement des 
traductions des XIIe et XIIIe siècles. Enfin, je montrerai que Saint Thomas 


utilise la notion de ma‘nd/ intentio précisément pour éclairer la 
problématique de la sensibilité par accident. 


SENSIBLE PAR ACCIDENT ET SENSIBILITÉ PAR ACCIDENT : DÉFINITION DU 
DOMAINE CHEZ ARISTOTE. 


Au début du De Anima, Aristote envisage d'étudier, dans l'ordre, les 
objets, les facultés, les opérations de l’äme. Selon ce programme, en II.6 
il affirme que pour chaque sens il faut étudier les sensibles d'abord, et 


commence par expliquer le sens du mot atoOntov, ‘sensible’. Il explique 
que l'on parle de 'sensible' dans trois cas, dont deux sont ce que nous 
disons ‘percevoir par soi’, ka0’adtà alogdveotat, le troisième par 
accident, Kata cuuBeBnkóc. Des deux cas de perception par soi, l’un est 
le sensible propre, 1810v, de chaque sens, l'autre celui commun, Kotvóv, 
a tous. Aristote appelle sensible propre, ‘ce qui ne se laisse pas percevoir 
par un autre sens et qui ne laisse pas de place à l’illusion’4: la couleur par 
la vue, la saveur par le goüt etc. Les sensibles communs sont en revanche 
ceux dont la perception est possible par plusieurs sens, par exemple le 


Naturalibus, IV-V, Edition critique par S. VAN RIET, Introduction par G.VERBEKE, Peteers- 
Von, Louvain-Leiden 1968; Avicenna Latinus, Liber De Anima sive Sextus de 
Naturalibus, I-II-III, Édition critique par S.VAN RIET, Introduction par G. VERBEKE, 
Peteers-Vrin, Louvain-Leiden, 1972. 

2 Texte arabe utilisé: Ibn Rushd, Talkhis kitab al-hiss wa-al-mahsüs, HA 
BLUMBERG (éd.), Cambridge, Mediaeval Academy of America, 1972. Il existe deux autres 
Editions : Epitome der Parva Naturalia des Averroes, I, Text, Herausgegeben von H. Gatje, 
Otto Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden 1961; A. BADAWI, Talkhis kitàb al-hãss wa-I-mahsüs, dans 
Aristütälis fi - I-nafs, Le Caire 1954. Le texte latin est édité dans : Averrois, Compendia 
librorum Aristotelis qui Parva Naturalia vocantur, A.L. SHIELDS, H.A. BLUMBERG (eds.), 
Cambridge, Mediaeval Academy of America, 1949. Il existe aussi une traduction anglaise 
du texte arabe: Averroes, Epitome of Parva Naturalia, Translated from the original arabic 
and the hebrew and latin versions by H. BLUMBERG, Cambridge, Mediaeval Academy of 
America, 1961. 

3 FS. CRAWFORD, Commentarium Magnum in Aristotelis De Anima libros, ES. 
CRAWFORD (ed.) (Corpus Commentariorum Av. In Arist., VI/1), Cambridge 1953. 

4 Je cite toujours dans la traduction de Bodeiis, cfr. Aristote, De l’âme, trad. de R. 
Bopeüs, Flammarion, Paris 1993. 
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mouvement, ou la figure, ou le nombre peuvent étre percus et par la vue et 
par le toucher. 

Aristote passe enfin à la definition du troisiéme sens du mot 
‘sensible’, le sensible par accident: 


On parle enfin de sensible par accident dans le cas, par exemple, où le blanc se trouve 
être le fils de Diarés. C'est, en effet, par accident que ce dernier fait l'objet d'une 
perception, parce qu'il se trouve accidentellement lié au blanc qu'on perçoit. C'est 
aussi pourquoi le sens ne subit aucune affection comme telle, de la part de ce 
sensibles. 


. Ainsi, la perception inverse le rapport de la prédication: le fils de 
Cléon est sensible, visible par exemple, parce qu'il est un accident du 
blanc, qui est l'objet propre de la vue, tandis que dans la prédication le 
blanc serait un accident du fils de Cléon. 

Un décalage est déjà évident. Aristote parle d'abord de trois sens du 
mot ‘sensible’; il distingue ensuite ‘sensation’ par soi et sensation par 
accident; enfin il définit ‘sensible’ propre, sensible commun, sensible par 
accident. Il s'ensuivrait qu'il y a sensation par soi des sensibles par soi, 
propres et communs, et sensation par accident des sensibles par accident. 
Dans les chapitres qui suivent, 11.7-111.3, Aristote étudie notamment, dans 
l'ordre, les sensibles propres et les facultés spécifiques, les sensibles 
communs et la sensation commune, et les autres opérations complexes de 
la perception, enfin l'imagination, avant de passer à la noétique. Aucune 
analyse des sensibles par accident n'est donnée au cours du traité, la 
locution ‘sensible par accident’ n'apparait méme pas. En revanche, la 
notion de 'sensation par accident' joue un róle capital dans l'étude, au 
chap. 11.1, des sensibles communs. Ici il est évident que ‘sensible par 
accident’ et ‘sensation par accident’ sont des notions qui ne se superposent 
pas. 

Le passage que je propose de lire, De Anima, III.1, 425a14-b5, a été 
l’objet d'un grand nombre d'études menées par les commentateurs 
modernes et a donné lieu aux exégéses les plus différentes. Pour tout cela, 


5 Aristote, De Anima, IL6, 418a20-24 : kata ovußeßnKös Se Aéyetol 
aicentdv, olov el TO Aeukdv ein Atdpous vide - Kata ouuBefnkos yàp toútou 
aicOGvetou, Or TH AevKG cuubéBne toOto, OU aicOdvetat | Stò Kal OVOEV 
NAGYEL À TOLODtOV ÚMO TOD ALCONTOU. 
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je me permets de renvoyer à mon article sur le sujet6, ici je n’expliciterai 
que les points du texte qui posent des problémes de compréhension. 


Mais il ne pourrait y avoir non plus un organe sensoriel propre pour les sensibles 
communs, dont par chaque sens nous aurions une perception accidentelle, 4 savoir 
pour le mouvement, la stabilité, la figure, la grandeur, le nombre, l’unité. Tout cela, 
en effet, nous le percevons grâce à un mouvement’. 


La thése a réfuter est: il y a un organe sensoriel propre pour les 
sensibles communs, les sensibles communs sont l'objet propre d'une 
faculté autre que les sens, donc les sens en ont une perception accidentelle. 
Cela n'est pas vrai, commence Aristote, parce que si les sens en avaient 
une perception par accident, ils ne subiraient aucune affection, comme 
cela est expliqué au chapitre II.6. Or les sensibles communs sont pergus 
gráce à un mouvement, à savoir le mouvement d'altération des organes des 
sens, ce qui est le signe d'une perception par soi. 


Ainsi, la grandeur se pergoit par le mouvement, de sorte que la figure aussi, puisque 
la figure est aussi une certaine grandeur, tandis que l'état de repos, c'est par l'absence 
de mouvement ; et le nombre, c'est par la négation du continu et gräce aux sensibles 
propres, car chaque sens pergoit une détermination unique. Si bien qu'il est 
évidemment impossible qu'il y ait un sens propre pour percevoir l'une quelconque de 
ces déterminations, comme le mouvement. Car il en irait alors comme lorsque nous 
percevons effectivement par la vue ce qui est sucré. Mais cela, c'est parce qu'il se 
trouve que nous avons une perception de deux choses ; laquelle permet de les 
connaitre ensemble lorsque ils coincident. Sinon, nous n'en aurions absolument pas 
la perception, si ce n'est par accident, comme lorsqu'on voit le fils de Cléon. Car la 
vue ne dit pas que c'est le fils de Cléon, mais qu'il est blanc, bien que cet objet se 
trouve être le fils de Cléon8. 


6 C. Di MARTINO, «Alle radici della percezione. Senso Comune e Sensazione 
Comune in Aristotele, De Anima IIL1-2», Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du 
Moyen Age, 2001, pp. 7-26. 

7 Aristote, De Anima, 111.1,425a14-17: GAAG LV odSE TV xowdv oióv 
Teal oicOnujpióv ti Lë, Qv Ekdorn aiodrosı olo8ovóusOa xot 
ovußeßnKöc, oiov Kuvdopme, otácewc, oxfuatos, Uërëfoue, dpiôuoû, Evóg. 
zadra yap m&vta Kıvrosı olo0avópusOo. Il s'agit cette fois de ma traduction, la 
traduction de Bodeiis ne convenant pas au sens que je crois avoir ce texte, cfr. la discussion 
dans: C. Di MARTINO, «Alle radici». 

8 Aristote, De Anima, 425a17-27: oiov Léyedos kivnoe (ote xol oxu 
uéyedog yáp TI TO oxfua), TO 5 npeuobv TH un Kıveiodan, O Sáprouoc TH 
dnobdoer tod ovvexots, Kal roig Vëlo: EkdoTn yap Ev aicOd&vetar cicênoiç: 
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Si les sensibles communs étaient l’objet propre d'une autre faculté, 
toutes autres facultés, 4 savoir les sens, en auraient une perception par 
accident. Aristote donne deux exemples, deux cas différents de perception 
par accident: la perception du jaune par la vue, cas qui sera précisé plus 
tard, et la perception du fils de Cléon ; ces deux cas de perception sont mis 
en avant pour dire que la perception des sensibles communs est autre chose, 
à savoir qu’elle n’est pas une perception par accident. 


Or, des sensibles communs, nous avons bel et bien une perception commune, non par 
accident. Il n’est donc pas de sens qui leur soit propre, car, autrement, nous n’en 
aurions la perception d'aucune façon, sauf à la manière dont on dit que nous voyons 
le fils de Cleon9. 


Aristote a établi que la perception des sensibles communs est une 
perception par soi, maintenant il reprend les deux cas de perception par 
accident. Le fils de Cléon n'est pas un sensible, il ne peut y avoir, du fils 
de Cléon, qu'une perception par accident. Aristote en reste là. Le cas de la 
vue qui percoit le doux est plus délicat. Le doux est une qualité sensible, 
le propre du goüt. Si antérieurement la vue et le goüt avaient eu en même 
temps la perception du même objet, la vue de sa couleur, le goüt de sa 
saveur, alors la faculté perceptive, une faculté radicale dont les cinq sens 
seraient des branches, à l'aide peut-étre des autres facultés de l’äme, à 
savoir la mémoire, saurait reconnaitre et juger la coincidence des deux 
qualités. C'est ce qu'Aristote proposait dans les quelques lignes 
précédentes: le cas du doux percu par la vue est évidemment bien différent 
du cas du fils de Cléon. Il s'agit néanmoins, par exclusion, d'une 
perception par accident, puisque la vue n'est pas le sens propre du jaune, 
et qu'il ne produit pas directement une affection sur l'organe de la vue: 


dote Sov Om dsuvatov ótovodv iSiav caic@now Elvar TtOÚTOvV, oiov 
KLVÁCENÇ: o0to yàp totor Gonep viv TH Óyel TO YALKD olo8avóne8oc TOÙTO 
8 "ën dudoiv Exovtec tuyxdvouev oio8noiv, À Ótav cuopnénooiw duo 
yvopiCouev (ei dE un, oddapdc à AAN Kata ovupeßnkòs fodavóueoa, otov 
rdv KAéovoc vióv oùx ót KAéovoc vide, GAA "ën Aude, tovTM dE 
ovußeßnkev vid KA&ovoc ivar). 

9 Aristote, De Anima, IIL.1, 425a27-30: Tv dE xowóv nôn éxouev ato6noiv 
Koivýv, ob Kat& ovußeßnköc. ok dp’ ¿otiv istar ovdauds yàp Ou 
Ncdavöneda dÄ À oótoc dorep eiperan [tov KAéovoc vióv Ace ópav 1. 
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Ce sont, au contraire, leurs déterminations propres, des uns et des autres, que les sens 
perçoivent par accident, dans la mesure où il représentent, non des sens autonomes, 
mais une unité, chaque fois qu’ils ont ensemble la perception de la méme chose. Ainsi, 
lorsqu’on perçoit, de la bile, qu'elle est amère et jaune. Car il ne revient certainement 
pas à un sens different de dire que les deux forment une unité. Et c’est pourquoi le sens 
s'abuse et qu'en présence du jaune, il s'imagine qu'il s'agit de la bilel0. 


En somme, comme Aristote le répéte encore deux fois dans le traité 
(IIL.3 et IIT.8), le sens, un sens non corrompu évidemment, ne peut pas se 
tromper sur la présence de la qualité sensible qui est son sensible propre, 
mais peut se tromper sur le sujet auquel cette qualité appartient, le substrat 
dont la qualité est un accident. Aristote dit: « quant à dire, en effet, qu'il y 
a du blanc, pas d'erreur, mais quant à dire si c'est cela ou autre chose qui 
est blanc, il y a place pour l'erreur »11, 

Il est clair qu'une différence de champ existe entre perception par 
accident et sensible par accident. Aristote a établi en effet : 

1. que chaque sens perçoit par soi son sensible qui lui est propre, qui 

est un sensible par soi 

2. que chaque sens pergoit également par soi les sensibles communs, 

qui ne sont propres à aucun sens, et dont nous avons par 

conséquent, gráce aux sens, une sensation commune, non un 
sensation par accident. 

3. que chaque sens pergoit par accident les sensibles propres aux 
autres sens, dont un autre sens aura une perception par soi 

4. que chaque sens pergoit par accident les sensibles par accident, à 
savoir le fils de Cléon, qui ne sont pas, en soi, des sensibles, mais 
qui tombent accidentellement dans le champ des sens parce qu'ils 
se trouvent liés à une qualité sensible. 

Deux questions restent ouvertes : 

1. qu'est ce qu'une chose sensible par accident en elle-méme? 


10 Aristote, De Anima 111.1, 425b1-5 : tà S’OAANAWV Lë Kate ouvußeßnKöc 
oicO0dvovroi oi aiabroeic, odg fj arta, GAA uia, Ótav Gua YÉVNTOL ń 
oic0ncic Em tod abrod, oiov xoAfjc Or mkpà Kal Eaven (où yàp Sn Etépac 
ye TO eineiv ótt dugo Ev) * 816 xoà Anarärtan, Koi ¿av fi EavOdv, xoAT|v OlETOL 
iva 

11 Aristote, De Anima, IIL3, 428b19-22 : Ori ev yàp Aeukóv, OÙ wedderan, el 
Se TOÚTO TO Agukóv Y GAAO TI, WEVOETOL. 


MA‘ANI / INTENTIONES ET SENSIBILITÉ PAR ACCIDENT 513 


2. quelle est la faculté propre qui pergoit par elle-méme les sensibles 
par accident? 
Aristote ne donne pas de réponse. 


LA NOTION DE MA‘NA CHEZ IBN SiNA 


Dans son Kitab al-nafs, Ibn Sina ne se référe que trés peu aux 
passages d’Aristote cités. Or, comme Aristote, il établit que le sens 
commun n'est pas le sens propre des sensibles communs, car dans ce cas 
les autres sens auraient des sensibles communs une perception par 
accident, telle la perception du fils de Platon!2. 

Cependant, au début de son traité, dans Kitab al-nafs, 1.5, on retrouve 
le critére aristotélicien de la stricte détermination objet-faculté, puisque 
Ibn Sinä affirme vouloir classer les sens internes selon trois régles, dont la 
premiére est la suivante: «Quant aux facultés qui pergoivent de 
l'intérieur», écrit Ibn Sina, «certaines pergoivent les formes des sensibles, 
certaines perçoivent les ma'âni des sensibles ». Par exemple, explique Ibn 
Sina par un exemple bien connu, quand la brebis percoit le loup, son sens 
pergoit la couleur et le profil du loup, mais l'hostilité de l'espéce du loup 
envers l’espèce des brebis, le sens ne la percoit pas, et pourtant la brebis 
la connait, et s'enfuit. La méchanceté du loup, qui en fait un danger pour 
la brebis, est dite être une ma‘dni du loup, et cette ma ‘nà, intentio dans la 
traduction latine, qui est une qualité non sensible, est l'objet propre d'une 
faculté, différente de la faculté du sens, qu'Ibn Sinà appelle al-güwa al- 
wahmiyya, faculté estimative. 

Or, les suwär, les ‘formes’ sensibles, sont les sensibles propres et 
communs d'Aristote, justement pergues par le sens commun. Mais ni 
ma‘na, intention, ni al-güwa al-wahmiyya, faculté estimative, ne sont 
évidemment des termes aristotéliciens. Or l'existence de l'objet et de sa 
faculté s'impose, du fait qu'Ibn Sinà constate que la connaissance sensible 
est plus vaste et plus riche que la simple connaissance par le sens, et les 
deux notions, ma'âni et faculté estimative, sont liées fermement. En effet 
Ibn Sina, pour définir ce que c'est un ma'na, définit la faculté estimative, 
et réciproquement: le lien est si stricte que, comme Deborah Black l'a déjà 


12 Ce passage à la fin du livre III.8 du Kitab al-nafs est d'ailleurs le seul passage 
du traité qui concerne les sensibles communs. Pour le reste du traité, lorsque Ibn Sinà parle 
de perception de formes, c'est aux sensibles propres qu'il pense. 
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bien montré dans son étude de 1986, Estimation in Avicennal3, le rapport 
entre faculté et objet semble être inversé: ce n'est plus à la faculté à être 
définie par rapport à son objet, comme Aristote nous l'avait appris, mais à 
l'objet d'étre défini par rapport à la faculté qui l'appréhende: ce n'est plus 
l'estimative qui est la faculté des intentiones, mais, dans certains cas, c'est 
l'objet qui s'appelle intentio lorsqu'il est pergu par l'estimative. Bref, 
comme l'écrit Deborah Black, le statut d'un objet comme forma ou 
comme intentio n'est pas absolu, mais il est déterminé par la relation 
existante dans un certain acte de perception entre le sujet et l'objet percu. 
L'examen des différentes définitions de ma‘ani dans le Kitab al-nafs 
révèle, me semble-t-il, que l ambiguïté du statut du ma“äni vient en fait de 
l'ambiguité, chez Aristote lui méme, des notions de ‘sensible par accident’ 
et ‘sensation par accident’. Pourtant la problématique de la sensibilité par 
accident est bien l'une des raisons, sinon la raison principale, qui a 
déterminé dans la psychologique d’ Ibn Sina la notion de ma‘äniï / intentio. 
Ibn Sina donne trois définitions du ma‘ani: 


1. la chose que l'áme pergoit du sensible sans que d'abord le sens 
externe la percoivel4. 

2. ce qui n'est pas matériel dans son essence, bien qu'il lui arrive 
accidentellement d’être dans la matiérel5, 

3. ce que nous ne pouvons pas percevoir par les sens, ou bien (3a) 
parce qu'il ne s'agit pas du tout d'une chose sensible par sa nature, 
ou bien (3b) parce qu'il s'agit d'une chose sensible, mais que nous 
ne la percevons pas au moment du jugement16. 


La premiére définition se rapporte au cas cité du loup et de la brebis. 
On en a déjà parlé. Si le rapprochement avec les passages d' Aristote de 
IL.6 et II.1 est déjà évident dans la deuxième definition, il devient encore 
plus frappant dans la troisiéme: 


13 D BLACK, «Estimation in Avicenna: The Logical and Psycological Dimensions», 
Dialogue, XXXII (1993), pp. 219-258. 

14 Ibn Sina, Kitab al-nafs, L5, A 43 / L 86,99-103. Le texte d’Ibn Sina est toujours 
cité de la maniére suivante: A suivi de la page de l'édition RAHMAN du texte arabe/ L suivi 
de la page de l'édition VAN RIET du texte latin. 

15 Ibn Sina, Kitab al-nafs, IL.2, A 60 /L 118-9. 

16 Ibn Sina, Kitab al-nafs, IV.1, A 166 / L 6-7. 
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...il nous arrive de juger parfois dans le domaine des choses sensibles des intentions 
que nous ne pouvons pas percevoir (par les sens), 

3a) ou bien parce qu'il ne s'agit pas du tout de choses, par leur nature, sensibles, 
3b) ou bien parce qu'il s'agit de choses sensibles, mais que nous ne les percevons pas 
au moment du jugement. 


Suivent deux exemples: 


3a) Quant aux choses qui ne sont pas, par leur nature, sensibles, comme par exemple 
l'inimitié, la méchanceté, l'aversion que la brebis saisit dans la forme du loup... 


C'est l'exemple classique: la brebis perçoit l’hostilité du loup. En 
termes aristotéliciens, les sens de la brebis ne percevrait l'hostilité du loup 
que par accident, car ce ma“äni est l'objet propre d'une autre faculté, en 
occurrence ici l'estimative, et que chaque sens pergoit par soi son objet qui 
lui est propre, et perçoit par accident l'objet propre aux autres sens. Le 
deuxième exemple c'est le cas même ou Aristote mentionne, la vue qui 
percoit le doux : 


3b) Quant aux choses qui sont sensibles, nous voyons par exemple une chose jaune, 
et alors nous jugeons qu'il s'agit de miel et qu'il est doux17. 


Ibn Sinà a ajouté quelque chose. Aristote avait écrit: 


Lorsqu'on percoit de la bile qu'elle est amére et jaune 


Ibn Sinà reprend Aristote comme s'il écrivait: «lorsqu'on pergoit du 
jaune qu'il est amére et que c'est de la bile». Il en a fait un cas du 
type: «lorsqu'on pergoit du blanc qu'il est le fils de Cléon». 

Ainsi 1, 2 et 3a correspondent au “sensible par accident’ d' Aristote, 
De Anima, 11.6, 3b correspond aux deux cas de ‘sensibilité par accident’ 
d' Aristote, De Anima, IIL 1. 


17 Ibn Sina, Kitab al-nafs, IV.1, A 166 / L 6-7: Deinde aliquando diiudicamus de 
sensibilibus per intentiones quas non sentimus, aut ideo quod in natura sua non sunt 
sensibiles ullo modo, aut quia sunt sensibiles sed nos non sentimus in hora iudicii. Sed quae 
non sunt sensibiles ex natura sua, sunt sicut inimicitiae et malitia, quam apprehendit ovis 
de forma lupi... Aut sunt sensibiles sicut, exempli gratia, cum videmus aliquid ceruleum, 
iudicamus esse mel et dulce. 
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LA NOTION DE MA ‘NA CHEZ IBN RUSHD 


Le terme ma'âni / intentio apparait aussi dans I’ oeuvre psychologique 
d'Ibn Rushd. Dans le Kitab al-hiss wa-l-mahsûs, épitomé des Parva 
Naturalia d' Aristote, le critére traditionnel selon lequel chaque sens est 
déterminé et défini par son objet est bien souligné: trois objets sensibles 
possibles définissent dans les étres humaines trois facultés: la forme 
définit le sens commun, l'image définit la faculté imaginative, le ma‘ani 
définit la mémoire. Une quatriéme faculté, la faculté cogitative, a le róle 
d'abstraire de chaque image son ma'ná. Ce ma‘nd, la pulpe de l’objet, en 
devenant l'objet propre de la mémoire, en fait une faculté capable de 
perception et non seulement de conservation, une faculté liée à son objet 
propre et non au temps passé. Cette doctrine du Kitab al-hiss ayant déjà 
fait l'objet du savant article de Deborah Black, Memory18, auquel je vous 
renvoie pour toutes autres explications et implications doctrinales, je ne 
ferai ici que deux bréves remarques. 

Ce que l'imagination, écrit Ibn Rushd, pergoit de la chose sensible, est 
ce que le peintre peint dans son tableau, tandis que la mémoire saisit le 
ma‘ani de ce tableau. Par rapport à la source aristotélicienne, que D. Black 
a bien identifiée dans Aristote, De Memoria, 1, 450b21-27, l'image d'Ibn 
Rushd serait l’ «image en tant que 8epnu», en tant qu'objet de pensée, 
et le ma‘äni / «l'image en tant que EiK@®v», copie. Le ma'áni est une copie 
de l'objet particulier tel qu'il peut exister dans l’äme, dépouillé de toute 
matiére, il est la pulpe du sensible, que les autre facultés ont dépouillée de 
son écorce: or cette écorce sont les accidents sensibles, qui sont les 
qualités sensibles d'un individu existant dans le monde. 

Chaque forme imaginée, écrit encore Ibn Rushd, a un substrat, une 
matière, c'est sa figure, et une forme, c'est son ma'ná. Bien que, pour les 
raisons que D. Black a indiquées, matiére et forme d'une image ne 
correspondent pas à matière et forme de l'objet matériel, le ma‘äni semble 
ici étre la forme individuelle, matérialisée dans un objet du monde, ot elle 
existe enveloppée par une écorce d'accidents matériels. Dans ce cas, le 
ma'na ne serait sensible que parce qu'il se trouve avoir des qualités 
sensibles. Il serait ‘perçu par accident’ par la faculté du sens, puisque le 


18 D. BLACK, «Memory, Individuals, and the Past in Averroes” Psycology», 
Medieval Philosophy and Theology, V (1996), pp.161-187. 
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sens et l'imagination ne le perçoivent qu'à travers son image, en tant que 
matérialisé dans son objet enveloppé dans une image qui en donne les 


qualités sensibles, les accidents. Le ma‘ani est l'objet propre d'une autre 
faculté, 4 savoir la faculté de la mémoire. 


Ce qui est déja présent dans le Kitab al-hiss est explicité mieux dans 
le Grand Commentaire du De Anima d’ Aristote. Dans l'exégése averroiste 
de De Anima, II.6 il me semble hors de doute que la notion d’ intentio chez 
Ibn Rushd correspond bien au ‘sensible par accident’ d' Aristote. Ce sont 
les T/C 63-66 du livre II. 


visus enim non errat in colore utrum sit albus aut niger... sed isti sensus errant in 
comprehendendo differentias individuorum istorum sensibilium, v.g. in 
comprehendendo illud album quod est nix, aut differentias locorum illorum, v.g. ut 
comprehendat quod illud album est superius aut inferius...19 


Ce genre de perception, en effet, est une perception accidentelle, 
comme le disait Aristote et comme Ibn Rushd le répéte clairement: 


iudicare quod illud album est Socrates est sentire accidentaliter...20 


On a vu dans le Kitäb al-hiss l'analogie entre le couple matiére-forme 
et le couple image- ma‘nd, on a parlé d'individu enveloppé d'accidents 
sensibles, on a posé l'exemple d'un fruit dont les qualité sensibles sont 


l'écorce, le ma‘ani la pulpe. Tout cela comporte un risque, que l'ambiguité 
du texte d' Aristote posait déjà, et dont Ibn Rushd est bien conscient: le 


risque de croire que le ma‘ani est l'essence de la chose. Or ce n'est 
absolument pas le cas, Ibn Rushd l'exclut de la maniére la plus claire: 


Et cum (Aristoteles) dixit: sed in colorato quid est et ubi est, et in audito quid est et 
ubi est, non intendebat quod sensus comprehendit essentias rerum... hoc enim est 
alterius potentie que dicitur intellectus ; sed intendebat quod sensus, cum hoc quod 
comprehendunt sua sensibilia propria, comprehendunt intentiones individuales 
diversas in generibus et in speciebus; comprehendunt igitur intentionem huius 
hominis individualis, et intentionem huius equi individualis, et universaliter 
intentionem uniuscuiusque decem predicamentorum individualium?1. Et hoc videtur 


19 Averrois, Commentarium Magnum in Aristotelis De Anima libros, F.S. CRAWFORD 
(éd.) (Corpus Commentariorum Av. In Arist., VI/1), Cambridge 1953, C 63, p. 225. 

20 Averrois, Commentarium Magnum, C 65, p. 227. 

21 Cette idée que sensible par accident ce soient toutes les dix cathégories se 
retrouve chez un exégète moderne du texte d'Aristote, cfr. S. CASHDOLLAR, «Aristotle’s 
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esse proprium sensibus hominis ; unde dicit Aristoteles in libro de Sensu et Sensato 
quod sensus aliorum animalium non sunt sicut sensus hominis... Et ista intentio 
individualis est illa quam distinguit virtus cogitativa a forma ymaginata, et expoliat 
eam ab eis que fuerunt adiuncta cum ea ex istis sensibilibus communibus et propriis, 
et reponit ea in rememorativa22. 


Le sensible par accident n'était pas l'essence chez Aristote non plus, 
le ma‘ani, du reste, ne l’était pas non plus chez Ibn Sina, car le sensible par 
accident reste toujours un individu, il n'est jamais exempt de la singularité, 
il consiste toujours dans un rapport individuel et singulier. C'est pourquoi 
Aristote parle de cet homme-ci, le fils de Cléon, non de l'homme. C'est 
pourquoi, encore, Ibn Sinä explique, dans le passage qu'on a lu, que les 
ma‘ani sont des notions non-matérielles, mais il ne dit jamais qu'elles ne 
sont pas singuliéres: on peut connaitre la notion de méchanceté en soi, bien 
sür, mais ce que la faculté estimative de la brebis connait, ce n'est pas la 
Méchanceté, ce n'est qu'une méchanceté incamée dans un loup, la 
méchanceté de ce loup envers elle. Ibn Rushd va plus loin: est ma‘äni ce 
qui est percu par accident par le sens, et est l'objet propre de la mémoire 
toute détermination individuelle de la chose, sauf les sensibles propres et 
communs. Pourquoi? Parce qu'il faut revenir ici du rapport de la 
perception au rapport de la prédication. Parce que sensible propres et 
communs ne sont que des sensibles, ne sont que des accidents de 
l'individu. Les animaux aussi pergoivent les accidents. Mais la sensibilité 
humaine est infiniment plus riche, plus pointue: elle connait l'individu en 
tant qu' individu, sous tous les points de vue possibles, avant de passer à la 
connaissance de son essence. Ici la doctrine d'Ibn Rushd est fort distincte 
de celle d'Ibn Sinà: les animaux ne connaissant pas les ma' àni, pour tout 
ce qui n'est pas ‘sensible par soi’, dit simplement Ibn Rushd dans le Kitab 
al-hiss et dans le Tahafot, l'instinct leur suffit. Ainsi Ibn Rushd ne 
s'occupe plus de la ‘sensibilité par accident’, il appelle ma‘ani ce que 
Aristote appelait le ‘sensible par accident’, et il en fait simplement, suivant 
une régle bien aristotélicienne, le sensible propre d'une autre faculté. 


account of incidental perception», Phronesis, XVIIV2 (1973), pp.156-175. Voir aussi J. 
OWENS, «Aristotle on common sensibles and incidental perception», Phoenix XXXVI/3 
(1982), pp. 215-36. 

22 Averrois, Commentarium Magnum, C 63, p. 225. 
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INTENTIONES ET SENSIBLES PAR ACCIDENT CHEZ THOMAS D' AQUIN 


L'influence du Grand Commentaire du De Anima d'Ibn Rushd sur la 
Sentencia libri de anima de Thomas d' Aquin est connue, l'influence, en 
particulier, du commentaire d' Aristote d'Ibn Rushd, De Anima, II.6 sur 
l'exégése qu'en donne Thomas a été déjà signalée, et par Klubertanz dans 
son livre Vis Cogitativa23, et par l'éditeur de la Commissio Leonina, le 
pére Gauthier, dans ses notes à la nouvelle édition24. 

En commentant le texte d' Aristote, De Anima, II.6 Thomas d' Aquin 
donne d'abord, selon sa fagon de procéder, la division et l'explication 
littérale. Mais il n'est pas satisfait de la distinction entre sensibles 
communs et sensibles par accident. Il décide de consacrer à ce sujet une 
dubitatio. Cette dubitatio se compose de deux parties: la premiére établit, 
par des arguments classiques, que les sensibles communs sont des 
sensibles par soi, la seconde concerne les sensibles par accident. La 
question posée est la suivant: pourquoi une chose est dite 'sensible par 
accident’. Thomas répond avec la concision et la précision qui lui sont 
propres. Pour parler de ‘sensible par accident’ a propos d'une chose «x» 
deux conditions sont requises : 

1. x doit arriver (accidat) à ce qui est sensible par soi, par exemple il arrive 
au blanc d'étre un homme, le blanc se trouve accidentellement étre un homme. 

2. x doit étre connu par soi par une autre faculté. 

La condition 2 admet quatre cas : 

2a x est connu par un autre sens. C'est le cas de perception par 
accident que la vue a du doux. Thomas commente: dans ce cas x, à savoir 
le doux, n'est pas ‘sensible par accident’ universaliter, x est ‘sensible par 
soi’, ‘visible par accident’. 

2b x est connu par l'intellect. Thomas pose le cas: ‘je vois telle 
personne vivre’ 

2c x est connu par la faculté cogitative 

2d x est connu par la faculté estimative 

Or les deux derniers cas sont le méme genre d'appréhension, dans 
l'àme humaine et dans l'áme animale. Thomas explique le cas «je vois 


23 G.P. KLUBERTANZ, The discursive Power. Sources and Doctrine of the Vis 
cogitativa according to St. Thomas Aquinas, St. Louis 1952. 

24 "Thomas d'Aquin, Sentencia libri De Anima, P. GAUTHIER (€d.), Opera omnia 
XLV/1, Commissio Leonina, Rome 1984. 
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quelque chose de colorée, et je perçoit que c'est cet homme ou cet 
animal». Dans l’äme humaine, cette perception est le propre de la faculté 
cogitative, une sorte de raison particuliére, ratio particularis, qui connait 
les intentiones individuales, comme l'intellect connaît les intentiones 
universales. Chez les humains, sens et intellect sont connexes, la faculté 
cogitative participe de l’intellect. Dans l’àme animale la perception des 
intentiones individuales se fait par la faculté estimative naturelle, estimativa 
naturalis: ainsi la brebis reconnait son nourrisson. Thomas conclut: 


Differenter tamen circa hoc se habet cogitativa et estimativa: nam cogitativa 
apprehendit individuum ut existentem sub natura communi ... unde cognoscit hunc 
hominem prout est hic homo et hoc lignum prout est hoc lignum?5. 


Ce qui correspond bien, me semble-t-il, au ma‘ani / intentio d’Ibn 
Rushd. 


Estimativa autem non apprehendit aliquod individuum secundum quod est sub natura 
communi, set solum secundum quod est terminus aut principium alicuius actionis vel 
passionis, sicut ouis cognoscit hunc agnum non in quantum est hic agnus, set in 
quantum est ab ea lactabilis, et hanc erbam in quantum est eius cibus; unde illa 
individua ad quem se non extendit eius actio vel passio, nullo modo apprehendit sua 
estimativa naturali: naturalis enim estimativa datur animalibus ut per ea ordinentur in 
actiones proprias vel passiones prosequentas vel fugiendas26. 


Ce qui correspond au ma“äni / intentio d'Ibn Sina. 
Thomas a comblé le vide qu'il lui semblait qu' Aristote avait laissé à 
propos de la notion de ‘sensible par accident" par la notion, propre à la 


science psychologique arabe, de ma‘äni / intentio. 


CONCLUSION 


Bien que la filiation ne soit jamais explicitée chez Ibn Sina, et 
indiquée d'une façon assez ambigue chez Ibn Rushd, il me semble que le 
ma‘ani / intentio, une notion propre de la science psychologique arabe, et 
nouvelle par rapport à la tradition aristotélicienne, est la réponse de cette 


25 Thomas, Sentencia libri De anima, ILXIII, dubitatio II, p.122,205-211. 
26 "Thomas, Sentencia libri De anima, ILXIII, dubitatio II, p.122,211-222. 
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science a la problématique de la sensibilité par accident. C’est dans ce sens 
que Thomas d’Aquin l’utilise, en arrivant 4 accorder, dans son 
commentaire à Aristote, De Anima, II.6, les deux différentes notions de 


ma'âni qu’ Ibn Sina et Ibn Rushd avaient élaborés. 
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O INTELECTO NO KITAB AL-NAFS DE IBN SINA! 


«O aprendizado € um reclamo da aptidäo, em sua plenitude, à conexäo»2. 


Com esta afirmação, Ibn Sina se refere ao modo pelo qual os homens 
comuns adquirem conhecimento, ou melhor, o modo usual pelo qual a 
alma racional se conecta com os principios das formas inteligiveis 
presentes na inteligéncia agente. Nesse caso, comum a todos os homens, a 
aptidäo natural para o entendimento move a alma racional na direcäo da 
atualizacäo desta ou daquela forma inteligivel por meio do aprendizado. 
Implicito esta que, esse modo de apreensäo, näo se dä repentinamente de 
um s6 golpe mas, ao conträrio, a atualizacäo se dä paulatinamente no 
intelecto. Esse modo de apreensäo dos inteligiveis, näo obstante ser a regra 
pela qual segue o comum dos homens, não abarca todas as possibilidades 
de funcionamento da faculdade racional. No outro extremo, dispensando 


1 Para abordar os graus do intelecto seguimos mais de perto o Capítulo V, Seção 6 
do Livro da Alma (Kitab al-nafs) intitulado «A respeito dos graus das ações do intelecto e 
do seu mais alto grau que é o intelecto sagrado». Para o texto árabe utilizamos a edição do 
texto árabe por F. RAHMAN, Avicenna’s De Anima. London: Oxford University Press, 1960. 
Para o texto latino, Avicenna, Liber de Anima seu Sextus de Naturalibus (Avicenna 
Latinus), Edition critique par S. VAN RIET et Introduction doctrinale par G.VERBEKE, IV-V, 
1968 e I-III, 1972; e indicamos também as passagens na edição do texto árabe 
acompanhado de uma tradução francesa por J. BAKÓS, Psychologie d'Ibn Sina. Praga: 
Académie tchecoslovaque des sciences, 1956. 

2 RAHMAN: V, 6, 247 / BAKÓS: V, 6, 175. «(...) et ut discere non sit nisi inquire 
perfectam aptitudinem coniungendi se intelligentiae agenti (...)», cfr. RieT: V, 6, 148. 
(Edição, capítulo, seção e página respectivamente). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. 1, pp. 523-532. 
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todo e qualquer meio que a esse se assemelhe, Ibn Sina afirma ser possivel 
que, para alguns homens, a conexäo da alma racional com a inteligéncia 
agente näo seja intermediada pelo aprendizado mas sua aptidäo é tal que 
tais homens sequer necessitam de aprendizado pois, como os homens 
comuns, conhecem, mas é como se conhecesse toda coisa por si mesmo3. 
Entre esses dois extremos de funcionamento da faculdade racional, isto é, 
o primeiro mediado pelo aprendizado e o segundo realizado de modo 
imediato em conexão com a inteligência agente, pode se encontrar, ao 
longo do Kitäb al-nafs, uma gradação que sustenta e justifica ambos os 
modos. 

Focalizando as primeiras definições a respeito do intelecto, 
lembremos que Ibn Sina o define em seu aspecto teórico como sendo uma 
faculdade que tem a função de receber a impressão das formas universais 
abstraídas da matérias. A relação dessa faculdade com as formas 
inteligíveis não é unívoca, pois, visto que a coisa que tem por função 
receber algo passa da potência ao ato, é possível que se estabeleçam níveis 
diferentes nessa relação a partir dos distintos níveis em que se configura a 
potencialidade. 

Essa classificação se apresenta em três níveis: no primeiro nível, a 
potência seria uma aptidão absoluta da qual nada resulta em ato, bem 
como não se realiza aquilo pelo que algo resulta, como a capacidade de 
escrever em uma criança de tenra idade; no segundo nível pode-se chamar 
potência essa aptidão já mais desenvolvida, isto é, quando não se realiza 
senão aquilo pelo que é possível chegar a adquirir a ação sem 
intermediário, por exemplo, quando a faculdade de escrever se encontra 
num jovem que já conhece a pena e o tinteiro e é iniciado nas letras; no 
terceiro nível chama-se potência, essa mesma aptidão quando ela já está 
completa, quando já começou a ser a perfeição da aptidão, de tal modo que 
possa agir quando quiser sem ter necessidade de uma nova aquisição, 
bastando que se decida a agir. Por exemplo, a faculdade do escriba perfeito 
na arte, quando não escreve. Esses três graus da potência são nomeados 
por Ibn Sinã do seguinte modo: a primeira potência chama-se absoluta e 


3 RAHMAN: V, 6, 248 / Baxös: V, 6, 176 «imno, quia quicquid est, per se scit», cfr. 
RIET: V, 6, 151. 

^ RAHMAN: I, 5, 48 / Bakós: I, 5, 33. «Sed virtus contemplativa est virtus quae 
solet informari a forma universali nuda a materia», cfr. RIET: I, 5, 94. 
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material; a segunda poténcia chama-se poténcia possivel e a terceira 
potência chama-se perfeição da potências. | 

Tais niveis, assim assinalados, säo a base para que se apresente, em 
seguida, a divisäo triplice do intelecto. O movimento se dä por duas 
vertentes: na de baixo o intelecto prätico recebe os dados particulares e na 
de cima o intelecto teörico recebe os dados universais. A divisäo triplice se 
dä nas duas direções mas, em ambos os casos a prevalência é do aspecto 
analitico do intelecto que, em ültima instäncia, € o grau de juizo mais 
elevado e sob o qual estäo todas as apreensöes dos particulares. Melhor, 
tanto pela recepção dos particulares pelo intelecto prático como pela 
recepção dos universais pelo intelecto teórico, a atualização mais elevada 
da alma humana é pelo intelecto teórico cuja aplicação é feita nas duas 
direções — universal e particular. A primeira resultando no aspecto 
contemplativo do próprio entendimento e, a segunda, na ação deliberada 
dirigida pelo intelecto prático. 

O movimento proposto se dá a partir da distinção de três níveis de 
intelecção, como se fossem três intelectos ou três faculdades intelectivas 
ou, ainda, três graus distintos de apreensão nos quais opera o intelecto 
teóricos. No primeiro caso a relação é estabelecida nos parâmetros do que 
está em potência absoluta: este primeiro intelecto se encontra frente aos 
inteligíveis em um estado de potencialidade absoluta?. Isso se dá quando 
o intelecto teórico não recebeu nada ainda da perfeição que existe em 
relação a ele, cnamando-se então intelecto material8. por sua semelhança 
com a matéria prima que não possui por si mesma uma certa forma mas, 
ao contrário, é sujeito de inerência para toda forma. Esse grau pertence a 
todo indivíduo da espécie humana. Às vezes, a relação se dá aos moldes 
do segundo grau, isto é, da potência possível. Nesse caso, ocorre que no 
intelecto material, já estão em ato os primeiros inteligíveis, isto é, os 
primeiros princípios como, por exemplo, que o todo é maior que a parte, 


5 RAHMAN: I, 5, 48 / BAKÓS: I, 5, 33. «*Potentia autem prima vocatur absoluta 
materialis, secunda autem vocatur potentia possibilis, potentia vero tertia est perfectio», cfr. 
RIET: I, 5, 96. 

6 No que se refere às divisões do intelecto, deve-se ter em mente as fontes de Ibn 
Sinä, notadamente Al-Färäbi que já havia indicado a base da divisão adotada por Ibn Sinä. 
Cfr. - Epístola sobre o intelecto — Beyrouth, 1983 e E. GILSON, «Les sources gréco-arabes 
de l’augustinisme avicennisant», De Intellectu pp. 126-141. 

7 Cfr. R. RAMON GUERRERO, Avicena, Madrid, Ed. del Orto, 1994, p. 46. 

8 RAHMAN, I, 5, 49. 
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que duas coisas iguais a uma terceira säo iguais entre si, dos quais e pelos 
quais se chega aos inteligiveis segundos. Esse intelecto denomina-se 
intelecto em hábito e pode se dizer em ato em relação ao primeiro, mas em 
potência em relação ao terceiro. No terceiro e último nível, a relação se dá 
conforme o que se chamou de perfeição da potência e consiste em que nele 
já estão colocados em ato os inteligíveis segundos, sem que o intelecto 
hábito os considere e se volte para eles em ato, mas antes como se 
estivessem armazenados e, quando quiser, considera essas formas em ato. 
Esse grau denomina-se intelecto em ato? porque é um intelecto que 
conhece quando quer sem se dar ao trabalho de uma nova aquisição. Ao 
homem comum, portanto, o aprendizado é um meio pelo qual a potência 
absoluta do intelecto material passa gradativamente ao ato sendo que na 
medida em que a alma humana, comum, permanece no corpo, lhe é 
impossível receber de um só golpe a inteligência agente mas, ao contrário, 
a sua disposição é conforme o que dissemos10. De certo modo, talvez 
bastasse, no estabelecimento dos meios pelos quais se dá o processo de 
apreensão dos inteligíveis, esse itinerário ritmado através dos três níveis 
do intelecto assim definidos. Malgrado isso, Ibn Sinã ainda apresenta mais 
dois conceitos a respeito do intelecto: o intelecto adquirido e o intelecto 
sagradoll. 

Tratemos, pois, do primeiro, isto é, do intelecto adquirido, iniciando 
pelas seguintes questöes: ora, ja tendo estabelecido que a apreensäo dos 
inteligiveis € um processo que se inicia no intelecto material até a sua 
atualizacäo no intelecto em ato, qual seria a razäo de se estabelecer uma 
nova categoria no intelecto? A pröpria atualizacäo dos inteligiveis no 
intelecto em ato já não bastaria para explicar o final do processo de 
apreensão dos inteligíveis? Não seria essa atualização, para o homem, o 
termo de seu intelecto em vista das formas inteligíveis presentes na 
inteligência agente? Vejamos o que nos diz Ibn Sina. Num primeiro 
sentido, pode se entender intelecto adquirido 


quando se diz que alguém conhece os inteligíveis (...) o sentido disso é que , toda vez 
que ele quiser, ele pode se conectar à inteligência agente por um modo de conexão na 


9 RAHMAN: I, 5, 50. 

10 RAHMAN: V, 6, 247 / BAKOs: V,6,175: «Dum anima humana generaliter est in 
corpore, non potest recipere intelligentiam agentem subito, sed eius dispositio est sicut 
diximus», cfr. RIET: V, 6, 149. 

11 RAHMAN: V, 6, 248. 
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qual é concebido nele esse inteligível, sem que este inteligível esteja presente em seu 
espírito e seja sempre concebido em ato em seu intelecto, não como este inteligível 
era antes da instrução!2. 


Ou seja, conhecido um inteligível, a alma como se soubesse a via pela 
qual pode acessar na inteligência agente novamente tal inteligível, o faz. 
Isso não significa que a alma o deva conhecer novamente mas sim que o 
pode acessar novamente, pois esse algo já fôra adquirido. Assim sendo, o 
que fôra atualizado e denominado, a princípio, de intelecto em ato, só o é 
em relação ao primeiro aprendizado, mas não o é em vistas do uso deste 
inteligível. Sendo assim, o que chamáramos de intelecto em ato tornar-se- 
-ja intelecto em potência em vista da atualização que faz do uso do 
inteligível sempre em ato que está na inteligência agente. É por isso que 
nos diz Ibn Sinä: 


Esse modo do intelecto está em ato por uma atualização, mas ele é a potência que vem 
ao ato na alma para que a alma conheça por si o que quer conhecer, pois quando a 
alma quer, ela é conectada [à inteligência agente] e nela desborda a forma inteligível; 
e essa forma é, na verdade, o intelecto adquirido, enquanto que essa potência é o 
intelecto em ato em nós enquanto ele tem a conhecer. E quanto ao intelecto adquirido, 
ele é o intelecto em ato enquanto é uma perfeiçäol3. 


É nesse sentido que Goichon considera que, não obstante o intelecto 
adquirido corresponder à uma idéia muito complexa, ele é adquirido no 
sentido de que o conhecimento consiste na atualização provocada por uma 
forma vinda do exterior e dele deve se entender o próprio inteligível, 
atualizado e infundido pela inteligência agentel4. Assim, a diferença que 


12 RAHMAN: V, 6, 247 / Bakós: V, 6, 175s: «Cum enim dicitur Plato esse sciens 
intelligibilia, hic sensus est ut, cum voluerit, revocet formas ad mentem suam, cuius etiam 
sensus est ut, cum voluerit, possit coniungi intelligentiae agenti ita ut ab ea in ipsum formetur 
ipsum formetur ipsum intellectum, non quod intellectum sit praesens suae menti et formatum 
in suo intellectu in effectu semper, nec sicut erat priusquam disceret», cfr. RIET: V, 6, 149s. 

13 RAHMAN: V, 6, 247s. / BAKÓs: V, 6, 176, «Hic enim modus intelligendi in 
potentia est virtus quae acquirit animae intelligere cum voluerit; quia, cum voluerit, 
coniungetur intelligentiae a qua emanat in eam forma intellecta. Quae forma est intellectus 
adeptus verissime et haec virtus est intellectus in effectu (...) secundum quod est perfectio», 
Cfr. RiET: V, 6, 150. 

14 Cfr. L. GARDET, La pensée religieuse d'Avicenne. Paris: Von, 1951, p. 115: «Para 
Ibn Sina, ao contrário de Al-Farabi, (...) o intelecto adquirido não é o intelecto humano 
enquanto poténcia atualizada, mas é recebido por este ültimo». 


528 MIGUEL ATTIE FILHO 


se estabelece entre o intelecto em ato em nös e o intelecto adquirido, € que 
este último é a perfeição da conexão entre o intelecto em ato e a 
inteligência agente sendo que, nesse caso, enquanto a inteligência em ato 
é uma faculdade, a inteligência adquirida é uma perfeiçäol5. Essa 
perfeição significa que a atualização dos inteligíveis no homem é, de um 
certo modo, sempre potência em vista de algo, pois se fosse atualização 
absoluta, retiraria da inteligência agente o desbordar constante de sua luz 
na abstração última e perfeita dos inteligíveis. Não se deve esquecer que, 
para Ibn Sinã o homem não tem condições de realizar isoladamente o 
processo de abstração absoluta a não ser pelo desbordar da luz da 
inteligência agente que, comum a todos os homens, localiza-se na esfera 
lunar e é, talvez, para confirmar essa dependência da esfera sublunar à 
esfera lunar que Ibn Sinã diferencia este grau do intelecto, isto é, o 
intelecto adquirido, significando com isso a própria conexão da alma com 
a inteligência agente. 

De certo modo, a condição de atualização dos inteligíveis na alma do 
homem já estava garantida no estabelecimento do último nível de seu 
intelecto, isto é, o intelecto em ato, mas o intelecto adquirido sublinha a 
intervenção inexorável da iluminação da inteligência agente nesse 
processo de apreensão. Por isso, a cada vez que o inteligível, já conhecido, 
ressurge na alma, ocorre essa conexão da forma sempre em ato da 
inteligência agente com o intelecto humano. Assim entendido, não é 
possível dizer, pois, que o intelecto adquirido é um novo intelecto no 
mesmo sentido da tríplice classificação do intelecto do homem mas esse 
nome se aplica à própria conexão que se efetua entre o intelecto em ato e 
a inteligência agente e, sendo o próprio fenômeno ocorrido pelo contato 
entre os dois, é muito diverso da simples atualização do intelecto em ato 
no homem. Numa metáfora poderíamos dizer que estaríamos diante da 
própria visão do toque de luz da forma sempre em ato da inteligência 
agente com o intelecto humano que, tocado, passa ao ato e conhece, então, 
este inteligível ou, nas palavras de Gardet, é o intelecto humano que 
totalmente iluminado pela inteligência agente separada, torna-se espelho 
perfeito das formas inteligíveisl6. Com certeza não se trata de uma volta 
ao conhecido no sentido da reminiscência mas, com mais propriedade, 


15 Cfr. A.M. GOICHON, Introduction a Avicenne — son épitre des définitions. Paris: 
Desclée, 1933. p. 46. 
16 Cfr. GARDET, op. cit. p. 115 
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trata-se de um retorno ao principio conhecido. Assim sendo, pode se 
entender que o intelecto adquirido, em Ultima anälise, ocorre em todos os 
homens sendo que 


na inteligência adquirida está completado o gênero animal e a espécie humana que 
pertence a ele; e aí a inteligência humana já está assimilada aos princípios primeiros 
de toda existéncial7. 


No entanto, ao se afirmar que é comum a todos os homens com isto náo 
se significa que o grau em que ele se dé seja o mesmo em todos os homens. 
Por exemplo: sem perder de vista que, nos homens comuns, o aprendizado 
é um meio para a atualizacáo do intelecto, Ibn Sinà observa que no exercício 
do aprendizado hä distintos eraus de aptidäo entre os alunos em que uns sáo 
mais rápidos na apreensáo do conhecimento, enquanto outros sáo mais 
lentos. Esta aptidäo, chamada por Ibn Sinä de intuicäo intelectual (hads), 
não sendo observada de modo equânime em todos os homens, é passível de 
ser classificada segundo sua variação, podendo ser mais ou menos atival8. 
Desse modo, admitindo-se que a variação dos graus da aptidão tem sua 
causa na variação da intensidade da intuição intelectual, não é difícil 
perceber que Ibn Sinã não encontra nenhum obstáculo em afirmar que esta 
aptidão levada a um grau extremo, torna o homem que a possui, um homem 
com qualidades bastante distintas das do homem comum. E assim, abre-se a 
possibilidade de haver uma conexão entre o intelecto humano e a 
inteligência agente, sem que o aprendizado, o meio utilizado pelo homem 
comum, seja o seu meio de se conectar com as formas inteligíveis da 
inteligência agente. Resume Ibn Sina: 


17 RAHMAN I, 5, 50 / BAKÓS: I, 5, 34. «et in intellectu accommodato finitur genus 
sensibile et humana especies eius, et illic virtus humana conformatur primis principiis 
omnis eius quod est». Cfr. RIET: I, 5, 99. O intelecto adquirido garante a união do intelecto 
humano com a inteligência agente e não uma unidade com perda da substância da alma 
individual. 

18 Cfr. A.M. GorcHon, Lexique de la langue philosophique d'Ibn Sina. Paris: 
Desclée, 1938, pp. 65 — 66, o termo hads é definido como intuição intelectual em oposição ' 
à intuição sensível sendo entendido como um tipo de lampejo de compreensão que se 
produz no espírito, em que se descobre subitamente uma verdade até então não percebida. 
Este caráter repentino da hads não exclui um certo tipo de movimento para atingir o termo 
médio quando o problema é colocado ou para se atingir o termo maior quando o termo 
médio é obtido. No entanto, não se trata do movimento progressivo mais próprio da 
cogitação que caberia melhor ao termo fikra (idéia - reflexão) que é um movimento 
deliberado de busca. 
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Essa aptidão aumenta, às vezes, num certo homem de modo que, para se conectar à 
inteligência agente, ele não tem necessidade de muitas coisas, nem de educação, nem de 
ensinamento; ao contrário, ele é forte na aptidão. É por essa razão que a segunda aptidão 
vem ao ato nele, melhor, como se ele conhecesse toda coisa por si mesmo. E este é o mais 
alto dos graus desta aptidão. E esta disposição da inteligência material deve ser chamada 
inteligência sagrada, mas esta disposição é do gênero da inteligência hábito, salvo que a 
inteligência sagrada é muito elevada. Ela não é disso que todos os homens possuem em 
comuml9. 


Do mesmo modo que entendemos não ser possível dizer que o 
intelecto adquirido possa ser chamado de um novo tipo de intelecto no 
sentido análogo ao da tríplice classificação do intelecto humano, também 
o intelecto sagrado não pode ser classificado como um novo tipo de 
intelecto mas um grau, aliás, o mais alto grau possível no processo de 
apreensão das formas inteligíveis presentes na inteligência agente. Nesse 
sentido, também o intelecto sagrado se dá segundo as mesmas condições 
do intelecto adquirido, sendo apenas de maior alcance20. Ao analisar a 
hierarquia das faculdades apresentadas por Ibn Sinä, Goichon chega a 
identificar como sinônimos a inteligência adquirida e o intelecto 
sagrado2!. 

No intelecto sagrado, o mais alto grau no processo de conexäo do 
intelecto humano com a inteligéncia agente, deve-se ter em conta que seu 
modo de apreensäo difere do aprendizado convencional enquanto € 
atualizado de modo imediato, isto é, sem ensinamento mas, por outro lado, 
continua mediado pela intuição intelectual. A referência a esse tipo de 
conhecimento imediato deve ser entendido, pois, apenas no sentido de que 


19 RAHMAN V, 6, 248 / BAKÓS: V, 6, 176. «(...) quae aptitudo aliquando in aliquibus 
hominibus ita praevalet quod ad coniungendum se intelligentiar non indiget multis, nec 
exercitio, nec disciplina, quia est in eo aptitudo secunda; imno, quia quicquid est, per se 
scit: qui gradus est altior omnibus gradibus aptitudinis. Haec autem dispositio intellectus 
materialis debet vocari intellectus sanctus qui est illius generis cuius est intellectus in 
habitu, sed hic est supremus in quo non omnes homines conveniunt». Cfr. RIET: V, 6, 151. 

20 Cfr. A.M. GOICHON, Introduction a Avicenne — Son épitre des définitions, Paris, 
Desclée, de Brouwer, 1933, p. 42. 

21 IBID. p. 45 «A hierarqia das forças compreende 26 graus, desde a mais alta forma 
da inteligéncia até as qualidades dos corpos simples. O intelecto adquirido ou intelecto 
sagrado é servido por todas as outras; abaixo dela vem o intelecto em ato, servido pelo 
intelecto em hábito, servido, ele mesmo, pelo intelecto em poténcia (...) em homens raros, 
enfim, cuja preparação chega à perfeição, o intelecto adquirido merece ser chamado 
sagrado». 
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€ sem a mediagäo da instrugäo convencional de transmissäo dos termos da 
proposição através de um mestre ou de um aprendizado comum mas, o 
processo permanece mediato enquanto se realiza, necessariamente, através 
dos elementos do silogismo por meio da intuigäo intelectual. Nesse 
processo, a inteligência agente pode infundir tanto o termo médio que 
movimenta o silogismo permitindo a conclusäo, ou entäo, infundir a 
própria conclusão. No que tange ao Kitab al-nafs parece bastante clara a 
distância de um sistema de iluminação mistica em Ibn Sinä, a não ser que 
o entendamos como uma espécie de iluminação racional que opera por 
silogismos. Nessa medida, todo o conhecimento das formas inteligiveis, 
inclusive o do intelecto sagrado, é intuição intelectual através do 
silogismo. Numa primeira afirmação, Ibn Sina faz uma distinção entre dois 
modos de apreensão das formas inteligíveis ao dizer que o termo médio 
pode vir de dois modos à alma: tanto pela intuição intelectual, em que a 
alma descobre o termo médio por si mesma, ou pelo ensinamento. Ora, mas 
não são também os princípios do ensinamento intuições intelectuais 
descobertas pelos mestres destas intuições intelectuais? Portanto, todo o 
conhecimento só pode se dar por meio da intuição intelectual, seja ela mais 
lenta ou mais rápida, seja ela já conhecida por alguns ou não. Em suma, 
podemos entender o intelecto sagrado como sendo um largo espectro do 
próprio intelecto adquirido sendo que é justamente para diferenciar o 
intelecto adquirido, no sentido comum em relação ao homem comum, que 
Ibn Sinã o nomeia intelecto sagrado. Não se trata de haver modificação da 
qualidade entre os dois mas de intensidade. 

Não sendo comum a todos os homens, o intelecto sagrado, é 
característico apenas dos que possuem raras qualidades na alma as quais, 
por sua vez, são refletidas em sua conduta. Os seus atos são guiados por 
essa régia conexão e sua faculdade prática, recebendo esses influxos, é 
dirigida por tais princípios e não o guiam as faculdades hierarquicamente 
mais baixas da alma, como por exemplo, os sentidos externos, os sentidos 
internos, as faculdades motoras ou as faculdades vegetais. O contato desse 
homem de alma nobre com a inteligência agente é mais intenso e mais 
constante, sem que com isso transgrida qualquer premissa do 
entendimento natural da faculdade teórica da alma racional. Na medida em 
que todo o entendimento somente é possível pela cadeia do silogismo, Ibn 
Sinã ao salvaguardar tais princípios e não pedindo jamais que os 
abandonemos para entendermos os fatos surpreendentes realizados por 
alguns homens, vislumbra a possibilidade lógica de haver 
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entre os homens um individuo com a alma fortificada por uma grande pureza e pela 
estreita junção com os princípios intelectuais, até que se inflame de uma intuição 
intelectual, quero dizer, recebendo os princípios intelectuais da inteligência agente 
para todas as coisas, e que nele se imprime a forma que está na inteligência agente, 
seja de um só golpe, seja quase de um só golpe, não de uma maneira imitativa, antes 
seguindo uma ordem que inclui os termos médios (...) e isto é um modo de profecia, 
ou melhor, a mais alta das faculdades da profecia e esta faculdade é a mais digna de 
ser chamada faculdade sagrada, e ela é o mais alto grau das faculdades humanas22. 


Universidade de São Paulo 
Projeto FAPESP 


22 RAHMAN: V, 6, 250 / Bakós: V, 6, 177. «Possibile est ergo ut alicuius hominis 
anima eo quod est clara et cohaerens principiis intellectibilibus, ita sit inspirata ut accedatur 
ingenio ad recipiendum omnes quaestiones ab intelligentia agente, aut subito, aut paene 
subito, firmiter impressas, non probabiliter, sed cum ordine qui comprehendit medios 
terminos (...) et hic est unus modus prophetiae qui omnibus virtutibus prophetiae altior est. 
Unde congrue vocatur virtus sancta, quia est altior gradus inter omnes humanas». Cfr. RIET: 
V, 6, 153. A referência final de que isto é «um modo» de profecia nos leva a perguntar quais 
seriam, então, os outros. A título de indicação deveríamos nos remeter aos capítulos 
precedentes em que encontramos mais dois modos de profecias ligados a duas outras 
faculdades da alma: a faculdade imaginativa e a faculdade motora. O modo de profecia 
associado à faculdade motora permite, por exemplo, que o homem fortificado nesta 
faculdade interfira na matéria e na ordem da natureza. Quanto à profecia ligada à faculdade 
imaginativa destacamos que, sem ela, os profetas não poderiam, por exemplo, criar 
alegorias que mostram de uma maneira simbólica as verdades intelectuais que podem lhe 
chegar pelo intelecto sagrado. Os três modos de profecia não são excludentes e podem 
atuar em conjunto num mesmo homem, inserindo-se em três níveis: o sensível, o 
imaginativo e o intelectual. 
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THE WAHM IN IBN SINA’S PSYCHOLOGY 


A strong Avicennian current flowed through the philosophy, science, 
and medicine of the Latin middle ages; and the thought of Ibn Sinä (in 
Latin, Avicenna; 980-1037) did not cease to have importance in the West 
until at least the seventeenth century. (I hardly need mention the immense 
influence of Ibn Sinä in the Islamic world.) In the Islamic and Western 
middle ages, at least, the wahm was a main feature of Avicennian thinking. 
Since the wahm is bordered on either side, as it were, by intellect and 
imagination, it could well be said to lie at the center of the theme of the 
present Congress. 

The discussion below starts from the accounts shared by the Kitab al- 
Shifä’ (the Book of Healing) and the Kitäb al-Najat (the Book of Salvation; 


constructed largely of excerpts from the Shifa’, and an introduction to— 
not a summary of—the philosophy and science presented at length in that 


massive treatise)1. I proceed with further material from the Shifa’, which 
is my main source, and pay some attention also to Al-Qänün fi al-Tibb 
(The Canon of Medicine, Ibn Sina’s encyclopedic account of medicine); I 


1 IBN Sina, Al-Shifa’. Al-Tabi'iyyat, 6. Kitab al-Nafs: all citations of the Arabic 
text are to Avicenna’s De Anima (Arabic Text), being the Psychological Part of Kitab al- 
Shifa', F. RAHMAN (ed.) London, 1959, as: Shifa’: Nafs, plus the Magála (Book; Pars) and 
fasl (chapter; capitulum) nos. Citations of the medieval Latin translation are to AVICENNA, 
Liber de Anima seu Sextus de naturalibus, S. VAN RIET (ed.) 2 vols., Louvain and Leiden, 
1972, 1968, as: Avicenna, De anima; note that Van Riet gives the pagination of the Rahman 
edition in the margin. IBN Sina, Al-Najar: all citations of the Arabic text are to the second 
Cairo edition, Muhyi al-Din Sabri al-Kurdi, Cairo 1357/1938, as: Najat; citations of the 
English translation of the chapter dealing with psychology are to F. RAHMAN, Avicenna’s 
Psychology, An English Translation of Kitàb al-Najät, Book II, Chapter VI, London, 1952, 
as: RAHMAN (tr.). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
medievale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 533-549. 
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then turn briefly to the Magala fi al-Nafs (Compendium on the Soul), the 
first of Ibn Sina’s psychological works2. (All of those are middle period or 
earlier writings, from before ca. 1027)3. I approach the subject from the 
vantage of psychological theory4. 

For the «estimative faculty» (vis/virtus aestimativa) and its 
corresponding activity (aestimatio) I shall use the Arabic term employed 


by Ibn Sina, [al-]wahm; he also calls the faculty al-guwwa al-wahmiyya 
and uses other, usually closely related, designationsS. (The English words 
«estimative» and «estimation» seem misleading and too little helpful). 


Wahm is a fourth channel of cognition, found in higher animals and man. 
In animals there are also sense-perception and imagination, in man, those 
three plus intellection. 


2 Ten Sina, Al-Qànün fi al-Tibb, I. AL-Dasügi (ed.), 3 vols., Cairo [Büläg], 
1294/1877; citations in the form: Qánún. Idem, Al-Magála fi al-nafs, ed. and tr. S. 
LANDAUER, in his «Die Psychologie des Ibn Sina», Zeitschrift der deutschen 
morgenländischen Gesellschaft 29 (1875) 335-418, at 339-372 (Arabic text) and 373-418 
(German tr.); citations in the form: Magäla (in a reference to the Arabic text or German tr.). 

3 I follow the chronology of D. GUTAS in his Avicenna and the Aristotelian 
Tradition. Introduction to Reading Avicenna's Philosophical Works, Leiden, 1988, unless 
otherwise indicated. 

^  H.A. WoLrsoN's classic paper, «The Internal Senses in Latin, Arabic, and 
Hebrew Philosophic Texts», Harvard Theological Review, 28 (1935) 69-133, reprinted in 
HA WOLFSON, Studies in the History of Philosophy and Religion vol. Y, I. TWERSKY and 
G.H. WILLIAMS (eds. Cambridge, Mass., 1973, pp. 250-314; and related work by 
WOLFSON, S. Pines and S.M. STERN, have not been fully superseded. Fazlur Rahman’s 
introduction and commentary to his translation of the psychological chapter of the Najat 
(cited in the preceding note) and his chapter, «Ibn Sina», in M.M. SHARIF (ed.), A History 
of Muslim Philosophy, 2 vols., Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden, 1963, 1966, vol. I, pp. 480-506, 
remain helpful. J.R. (Yahya) MicHor, La Destinée de l'homme selon Avicenne, Louvain, 
1986, is valuable on the wahm. The principal study, well-focused and philosphically acute, 
is D.L. BLACK, «Estimation (Wahm) in Avicenna: The Logical and Psychological 
Dimensions», Dialogue [Canadian Philosophical Review] 32 (1993) 219-258. D. HASSE, 
Avicenna s De anima in the Latin West, London and Turin, 2000 (Warburg Institute Studies 
and Texts, 1), is a fundmental study of the subject of its title, but the analysis of the 
theoretical psychology of Ibn Sinä is much less satisfactory. Black comes to the wahm 
initially from the logical works; HASSE, from the De anima of the Latin Shifa’ and then the 
Arabic text; and MICHOT, from Al-Mabda' wa al-Ma‘äd. I am pleased to acknowledge the 
benefit I have had from conversations in Oxford on the present subject with Mr M. Afifi 
al-Akiti and Dr Inna Kupreeva. 

5 Whether these terms are meant in a technical sense is something that must be 
decided at each occurrence; not trying out the technical meaning is a mistake. The most 
common of the other terms, tawahhum and al-mutawahhima, are at least as problematic. 


THE WAHM IN IBN SINA S PSYCHOLOGY 535 


The place of the wahm in psychological theory is among the «internal 
senses» (or the «internal apprehensional [mudrika] faculties»), the faculties 
of the sensory part of the soul that lie beyond the external or special senses. 


(Ibn Sina analyzes the human soul into rational, animal, and vegetative 
levels, following the Aristotelian pattern; the animal level has sensory and 
motor halves.) There are five internal senses, explicitly grouped together by 


Ibn Sinä6: (1) al-hiss al-mushtarak: Aristotelian «common sense» (sensus 
communis), which integrates the reports of the external senses and 
continuously passes the integrated images on to the next faculty. (2) oi 
quwwa al-musawwira (or al-khayal): the sensory memory, or the passive 
imagination (or, if one wishes to retain something of Ibn Sina’s unfortunate 
Arabic terms, which mean «imaging» or «imagining», the image-storing 
faculty; note that al-khayal also has a less narrow use in theoretical 
psychology); this is the storehouse for the images produced by al-hiss al- 
mushtarak and by the next faculty. (3) al-guwwa al-mutakhayyila 
(alternatively called al-mufakkira, the cogitative faculty, and specifically so 
when being used by the intellect): combinative, or active, imagination; 
«imagination» in the usual English sense. It divides and combines the 


images it acquires, whether they come (via the musawwira) from present 
sensation or were stored images. It is essentially the same as Aristotle’s 


6 Ibn Sina's most familiar account of the wahm and of the internal senses in 
general, which I now follow, is contained in: (1) Shifa’: Nafs, 1.5, pp. 43 line 1-45 line 16 
(Najät, pp. 162 line 6-163 line 16; RAHMAN (tr.) pp. 30 line 3-31 line 30; this is ch. iii of 
the psychological part of the Najät, except for a few lines at the end of the chapter; and (2) 
Shifa’: Nafs, IL2, pp. 58 line 4 —61 line 17 (Najat, pp. 168 line 22-171 line 9; RAHMAN (tr.), 
pp. 38 line 6-40 line 36, which is ch. vii of the psychological part of the Najar). (Note that 
there are often minor variations between the Shifa’ and excerpts in the Najat.) BLACK, op. 
cit., p. 246 n. 3, speaks of «canonical presentations»; she includes besides those two (note, 
however, that three of the four references to the Najät are given wrongly), Shifa’: Nafs, 
IV.1. HASSE, op. cit., p. 136, speaks of Ibn Sinä’s «core theory» of wahm, which he has 
based on the same two chapters of the Najät (and the corresponding texts in the Shifa’), 
plus Shifa’: Nafs, IV.1 and about half of Shifa’: Nafs, IV.3 (p. 183 line 14-p. 185 line 15 
and p. 187 lines 13-20). No convincing criteria are given for making those passages 
«canonical» or «core». The basic psychological texts found also in the Najät have been 
selected by Ibn Sina himself and thus may be considered elementary, that is, basic qua 
introductory; but such texts also include further passages on the wahm, from chs. 2, 4, 6, 
and 8 of the psychological part of the Najät. Since all of these further passages (except the 
short one in ch. 8 relating to geometry) are taken from Shifa’: Nafs, LS, it would seem best, 
in a monographic study, to take that chapter as Ibn Sinä’s standard introduction to the 
internal senses and the wahm. 
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phantasia bouleutiké or «deliberative imagination»7. (4) al-wahm. (5) [al- 
quwwa] al-häfiza (or al-dhäkira or al-mutadhakkira—or just al-dhikr, 
«remembering»): the retentive (or memorative or recollective) faculty; the 
storehouse for the entities apprehended by the wahm. 

An object of the wahm is called a ma‘nan in Arabic, an intentio in 
Latin. I shall use intentio (pl., intentiones) in this paper®. The intentiones 
reach us from the external, sensible world by way of the (special) senses. 
Although they somehow accompany the special sensibles or are contained 


in them, the objects of the wahm differ in kind from the special sensibles 
and thus, too, from the objects of imagination. The intentiones are 


apprehended only by the wahm, from the sensible forms reaching it from 
the passive imagination (sensory memory) or the combinative imagination; 
the lower faculties are unable to apprehend the intentiones. This 
distinguishing or extracting of the intentiones from the sensibles is the 
«bedrock» function of the wahm. Ibn Sina’s favorite example is the intentio 
of contrariety/enmity found in the sheep’s apprehension (idrak)—by the 
wahm, not by sense (or imagination or intellect)—of the (image of the) 
wolf; or as Ibn Sina says about forty lines later, the quwwa wahmiyya is, for 
example, the faculty in the sheep that judges (al-hàkima) that this wolf is 
something to escape from or that this offspring is something to incline 
toward9. Apprehension and judging are not two separate things here10. 


7 See De an. UL3 and 9-11, and De mem. (both chs.) for Aristotle on sensory (or 
reproductive) and deliberative (or combinative) imagination; the former is related to the 
function of Ibn Sina's musawwira, while the latter is very close to takhayyul. 

8 Intentio seems the least objectionable possibility, and is frequently adopted by 
scholars. Ma‘nan is very often used in unrelated senses and is strange to the Western eye 
and ear. «Intention» is too tightly connected to wrong specific senses in English, against 
which intentio gives warning while suggesting the right area of meaning. 

9 Shifa’: Nafs, LS, p. 43 lines 9-13 and p. 45 lines 6-11 (Najat, p.162 lines 12-15 
and p.163 lines 9-12; RAHMAN (tr.), p. 30 lines 15-20 and p. 31 lines 18-23). (Shifa’: Nafs, 
p. 45 lines 10-11, adds that it appears that the wahm «also acts freely on the objects of 
active imagination (al-mutakhayyilät) with regard to combining and separating».) A further 
passage at Shifa’: Nafs, IV.1, p. 166 lines 7-10, uses the compatibility the sheep feels with 
regard to its master as the positive example; Qanün, Book I, Fen 1, chapter (ta‘lim) 6, 
section (fasi) 5, vol. I, p. 72 lines 3-5, uses the wolf, the offspring, and also the shepherd 
(«the guardian who feeds»). 

10 Pace HASSE, op. cit., pp. 131-137 (and see also p. 142). Here h-k-m is being used 
in its weak sense of «discriminating» or «distinguishing»—like Greek krinein, as in 
Aristotle’s discussions of similar matters in De an. III.1-4. Ibn Sinä applies it in this way 
even to the special senses, and to the intellect as well as the active imagination and the 
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In a later chapter of the Kitab al-Nafs of the Shifa' (one not excerpted 
for the Najat), Ibn Sina sets out the different modes of wahm in the context 
of actions. He starts with examples of a class of behaviour based on divinely 
given «instincts» (ilhamat: the usual translation, «inspirations», is misleading 
here; the term is curiously rendered as «cautela», «caution», in the medieval 
Latin text)11. He presents some well-chosen instances: the newly bom baby 
seeking the breast; the infant clinging to something for support to keep from 
falling after being made to stand; the blinking of an eye to remove a speck 
even before the person knows it is there (for us, a reflex action). In a similar 
way, animals have natural instincts (ilhamät ghariziyya), and by them the 
wahm in an animal apprehends intentiones as to what is harmful 
(disadvantageous) and what is beneficial (advantageous). Again Ibn Sina 
mentions the sheep and the wolf, but this time says explicitly that every sheep 
is wary of a wolf, even if it has never seen one before; and he points out that 
that kind of avoidance does not come from experience (tajriba)12. 

Actions of animals in Ibn Sina’s second class of behavior, however, 
are indeed like the results of experience (tajriba). Thus dogs fear clods of 
earth and (pieces of) wood and the like, from repeated previous bad 
treatment. Ibn Sina discusses in detail the psychological processes in such 
understanding by means of the wahm: it involves images from: present 
sensation, from the sensory memory, and from active imagination (where 
the sensory images are perhaps manipulated), and intentiones stored in the 
memorative faculty. These are all brought together by the wahm and 
compared and judged—an intentio calls up what is relevant in the active 
imagination—and the wahm is aware of all of them simultaneously. The 
new intentiones are added to those already in the memorative faculty for 
future use by the wahm. No instinct here: as Ibn Sina says, this is behavior 
based on experience, or rather what corresponds in the practical realm to 
«experience» in the theoreticall3. 


wahm. See Shifa’: Nafs, 1.2, p. 61 lines 15-16 (Najat, p. 171 lines 7-8; RAHMAN (tr.), p 40, 
lines 31-33, where «knowledge», rather than my «apprehending», is used to translate 
idrak); Shifa’: Nafs, V.1, p. 208, lines 3-5; and also ibid., IV.1, p. 165 lines 13-18. 

M Shifa’: Nafs, IV.3, p. 183 lines 16segg.; cautela, Avicenna, De anima, vol. II, p. 
37 line 20. 

12 Shifa’: Nafs, IV.3, p. 184, lines 5-12. 

13 Ibid., pp. 184 line 13-185 line 3. At a time when life was full of animals trained 
in one way or another (draft animals, beasts of burden, riding-animals; monkeys, dancing 
bears, parrots; hunting dogs and cats, falcons) and there was no awareness of conditioned 
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The actual initiation of actions belongs to the other half of the animal 
level of soul, that of desire (shawg; Greek, orexis), which, too, is 
subdivided into faculties. Here Ibn Sinä makes an important contribution 
in the concept of ijmà' and the quwwa ijmã'iyya: the phase of 
«consensus», of weighing the desires and acting accordingly (or not 
acting). The desires are activated by the intellect qua practical through the 
wahm or by the wahm itself. This cluster of complex matters repays 
careful study, but here I shall simply quote Ibn Sinä’s statement that 
«desire (shawg) does not exist at all except after consideration-by-the- 
wahm (tawahhum) of the object of desire»14. 

The activity of the wahm in «recollection» (tadhakkur; Greek, 
anamnesis) has similarities to its functioning in behavior based on 
experience. (But note that even the ordinary processing of visual images, 
and presumably of every external sensible, uses all the internal senses, 
including the wahm and its memory!5). «Recollection» is understood in 
the sense of Aristotle’s De memoria et reminiscentia, 2, and is a «quest» 
(talab; Aristotle’s zétésis), limited to humans, for a lost memory (now an 
intentio of the retentive faculty). It is undertaken through wahm, aided by 
reason (nutq), not through combinative imaginationl6. 

After the second discussion of recollection, Ibn Sina turns to human 
emotions and their strong connections with the wahm, and he adds to this 


reflexes, the connection of animal behavior with empeiria/tajriba must have seemed 
obvious. (Ibn Sina treats the «incidental sensibles» of Aristotle [De an. II.6 and III.1-2] in 
an advanced way surprisingly similar to his account of animal behavior based on 
experience: to assign sweetness to a yellow liquid without tasting it requires past 
experience of such a liquid, and must involve stored intentiones as well as present images; 
see Shifa’: Nafs, IV.1, p. 166 lines 12-16, and BLACK, op. cit., pp. 225-227 and 237.) 

14 Shifa': Nafs, IV.4, p. 196 lines 10-11 (on the wahm and ijma‘, pp. 196 line 8 to 
197 line 2). Another important account of human actions is ibid., V.1, pp. 206 line 10-208 
line 7. In the Qanin, note the passage at 1.1.6.6, last sentence, vol. I, p. 72, lines 31-32, 
where Ibn Sina speaks of the additional nature (tabi'a) in every muscle whereby it follows 
the judgment of the wahm, which necessitates ijma‘. 

15 Shifa: Nafs, 111.8, pp. 153 line 9-154 line 10; a marvelous account of the process, 
fully specified even as to the workings of the spiritous substrate—but an impossible one, 
even with Ibn Sinà's image of the brain. 

16 Ibn Sinä’s analysis, which is detailed, is found in two main places: Shifa’: Nafs, 
IV.1, pp. 167 line 8-168 line 11 (note especially p. 167 lines 11-18) and, for the «quest», 
pp. 168 line 12-169 line 2; and IV.3, pp. 185 line 7-187 line 12 (for the restriction of 
recollection to humans, p. 185 lines 10-15). 
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treatment in another major passage!7. So the emotions are very much 
present in Ibn Sina’s theoretical psychology—a largely non-Aristotelian 
feature, although Aristotle’s ethics, political theory, rhetoric, and poetics 
had influence in this regard. 

One of the most important functions of the wahm is its role in the 
cognitive activity of the human soul when turned towards intellection. 
Among objects of cognition only the intelligibles, the objects of 
intellection, are entirely abstract. The other, lower and radically distinct, 
objects of cognition belong to the sensory part of the soul; they include the 
intentiones, which, however, are more removed from matter and more 
distant from particulars than are the sensible forms and the imaginables. 
(The intelligibles are abstract but have not been abstracted; the intentiones 
have been abstracted from material existence to a high degree, but are not 
[absolutely] abstract!) The objects of the wahm serve as proto-intelligibles 
(or «pre-intelligibles», if «proto-» seems to imply things of the same 
nature) in producing abstract thought, but not as potential intelligibles: the 
intentiones lead to the acquisition of actual intelligibles but are not 
converted into them. 

The objects of the wahm correspond to the contents of «experience» 
(empeiria; Arabic, tajriba) in Aristotle’s accounts of the acquisition of the 
starting-points of the arts and sciences (Posterior Analytics I.19 and 
Metaphysics A.1). There, «experience» arises from the retention and 
comparison of images, and is like a set of «average» images. But for Ibn 
Sina, tajriba must comprise cognitive objects more abstract than the 
images of sense and imagination. Such things are the intentiones. The 
establishing of an intentio by the wahm occasions the reception by the 
intellect/rational faculty of the corresponding (truly abstract) intelligible. 
(A person has no intellectual memory in Ibn Sinä’s theory, since the 
intelligibles are immaterial; they remain in the celestial Active Intellect, 
which is eternally in act, and must be access again whenever the human 
rational faculty is actually thinking.) A particular duty of the wahm is to 
establish empirical premisses, such as (a famous medical example) 
«Scammony purges bile»18. The wahm has been made an element in an 


17 Shifa’: Nafs, IV.3, p. 187 lines 13-20; and IV.4, p. 196 lines 1-8. 
18 Ibn Sina, Al-Shifa’. Al-Mantiq, 5. Al-Burhän, A.E. AFFIFI (ed.) Cairo, 1956, 
Magäla IM, fasl 5, p. 224 line 2 (cited as: Shifa’: Burhan, followed by the Magala and fasi 
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Aristotelian structure, one that fills a perceived gap in Aristotelian faculty 
psychology19. | 

There is a special class of intentiones linked to theoretical cognition: 
«mathematicals», the special entities treated by mathematics, are objects 
of the wahm in Ibn Sinä’s (best) opinion. These are «geometricals» 
(perfect circles, breadthless lines, and the like) and «arithmeticals». Ibn 
Sina says mathematicals subsist externally in determinate matters that are 
subject to change, but exist in the soul abstracted from all specific matters 
and their changes without being absolutely separate from matter. Ibn Sina 
lists among his classes of existents (i) «things in the wahm, but not 
externally subsistent, for example, the square»; and (ii) all accidents that 
attach to number like addition and subtraction, multiplication and division, 
taking roots and cubing,..., which are both in the wahm and in extended 
existents20, 

Interesting remarks on the apprehension of geometricals by 
imagination (takhayyul) but also by the intellect and by the wahm are 
found in the psychology of the Shifa’ and the corresponding chapter of the 
Najat21. The «punch line» is at the very end: «When you know that about 
the imagination (khayäl), you will know it about the wahm, which [here] 
apprehends its object only as attached to. the particular forms of the 


nos. and pp. [and line] nos.); Najat, p. 182 lines 19-21, RAHMAN (tr.), p. 55 lines 31-35. The 
locus classicus is Qaniin, II, Tractate (Jumla) 1, ch. (magäla) 2, vol. I, p. 225, lines 9-11. 

19 On tajrid, tajriba, and acquisition of intelligibles, see first R.E. HALL, «A 
Decisive Example of the Influence of Psychological Doctrine in Islamic Science and 
Culture: Some Relationships between Ibn Sinä’s Psychology, Other Branches of his 
Thought, and Islamic Teachings», Journal for the History of Arabic Science 3 (1979) 46- 
84, at 54-73 and particularly 63-71; here the importance of Shifa': Burhan, IV.10, pp. 330- 
333, is stressed. (The intellect also requires assistance from the wahm in gaining the 
«primary intelligibles». I shall not consider this complex and obscure matter here; yet I 
should like to suggest that the primary intelligibles, which have a special status with respect 
to the human intellect, are likely also to have a special status with respect to the human 
wahm). 

20 Ibn Sina, Al-Shifa’. Al-Mantig, I. Al-Madkhal, G. ANAWATI et al. (eds.) Cairo, 
1952, Magdla I, fas! 2, pp. 12 line 11-14 line 10; quotation, p. 13 lines 2-3. Note ME. 
MARMURA, «Avicenna on the Division of the Sciences in the Isagoge of his Shifa’ [with 
English tr.]», Journal for the History of Arabic Science 4 (1980) 239-250. Many other 
passages are relevant, including ones in the Metaphysics (Al-Ilähiyyat) of the Shifa'. 

21 Shifa': Nafs, IV.3, p. 188 line 2-194 line 2; Najat, p.171 line 11-174 line 18, 
RAHMAN (tr.), ch. 8, pp. 41-45. 
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imagination». Aristotle spoke of the severance of circles from their 
occurrences in bronze, stone, or wood as being effected by thought 
(dianoia); the translation of this passage in the Metaphysics by Ustäth, 
probably the only version available to Ibn Sinä, rendered «dianoia» by 
«wahm»22. | 

Mathematical astronomy and optics work through geometricals, such 
as the «visual cone» from the object to the eye in optics. Ibn Sinä states in 
his account of vision that «a cone extends, in the wahm, from the external 
form [in the object that is being seen] tapering down so that it makes an 
apex behind the crystalline (humour)fi.e., the «lens», not understood as 
such]»23. Hasse’s discussion of Ibn Sinä’s theory recognizes the role of the 
wahm in visual processing but not in mathematical optics. The phrase «in 
the wahm» that relates to the visual cone, Hasse interprets as meaning «not 
in reality»24. He admonishes Black, and perhaps scholars generally, for 
too often taking «wahm» in its technical sense of «faculty of estimation»: 
«Cf. the non-technical use of it in a passage in Avicenna’s optics», he says, 
unfortunately choosing the lines just quoted for his example25. There, of 
course—as often— Ibn Sinä is using language that will convey an 
acceptable meaning to the scientific and philosophical novice, yet provide 
to the more sophisticated reader the theoretical depth given by the 
technical meaning. 

An important question is whether the intentiones of the two kinds we 
have considered are the same thing. It is a wolf as such that the sheep 
avoids or else the enmity as such of the wolf; and it is the caringness of the 
shepherd that it seeks. It is cruelty as such that the dog shuns, for that 
example does not refer to a particular tormentor. Such intentiones have 
correspondences with species of animals or their characteristics and with 
other universals; so they are, as they should be, the same things as the 
intentiones in the theoretical functions of the wahm, such as the producing 
of tajriba. 


22 Metaphysics, Z.11, 1036a30-b3. 

23. Shifa’: Nafs, ILE, p. 151 lines 19-20 (for the account as a whole, pp. 151 line10- 
154 line 10). 

24 HASSE, Avicenna’s De Anima, pp.120-123, 138, and 141(bottom)-142; «not in 
reality», p. 142. 

25 Ibid.,n. 322, pp. 136-137. Here Hasse rather archly criticizes BLACK, op. cit., for 
several supposed serious errors of judgment; the effect is somewhat ironical. 
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That comfortable model ofthe wahm as a quasi-Aristotelian faculty of 
the soul, well-defined if imperfect, is about to be expanded, distended, and 


shattered. First of all, note that the wahm actually «senses» (ahassa)26 and 
uses apprehensibles of all sub-intellectual sorts. This has emerged in 


previous accounts; but Ibn Sinä, who must have a faculty that can deal 
with sensibles and intentiones at the same time, makes the point 
emphatically27: 


This faculty that puts together [sensible] form and form, form and intentio, and 
intentio and intentio is as if it were in subject the quwwa wahmiyya ... [which] seems 
to be itself the cogitative (mufakkira) and imaginative (mutakhayyila) and 
recollective faculty and itself the judging faculty (al-häkima): judging, in its essence 
(dhat); and by its movements and acts, imaginative and recollective. 

The wahm is the chief and greatest «judging» faculty in animals28, and animals 
follow the judgment of the wahm (or a lower faculty) in their actions—as do persons 
who resemble animals29. But the judging by the wahm is not decisive like that of the 
intellect and has no rational certainty. 


All of that might might still be considered an independent-minded 
exegesis of Aristotle’s primary sensory faculty (Zo protón aisthetikon). The 
real «expansion» of the wahm relates to the human soul, where the wahm 
becomes not only directive but potentially dominant—even over the 


intellect, even when it is mistaken30. Of course the wahm is also 


26 For this extended use of «sensing» in connection with the wahm, see, e.g., Shifa’: 
Nafs, IV.3, p. 185 lines 1-2; «perceive», for once, might well be used here. 

27 Shifa: Nafs, IV.1, pp. 168 line 12-169 line 1. See also the passage cited in note 
13 above. 

28 «Judging» (along with other words from the base form of h-k-m) is greatly 
overused by Ibn Sina in connection with the wahm. The meaning shifts from 
«discriminating» or «distinguishing» to making judgments about what to do or what to 
believe, that is, to «directing» or «controlling». As a term in a language of analysis it has 
little value unless it is clearly qualified each time; but, of course, it must be used in 
translation or paraphrase. 

29 The wahm as chief animal-level judging faculty: Shifä’: Nafs, IV.1, p. 167 lines 
1-3; and IV.3, p. 182 lines 14-15 and 183 lines 1-3. The basic directive office of the wahm 
is «to have dominion (sultän) over the whole range of the apprehending (mudrika) faculties 
in animals» (SAifa': Nafs, IV.4, p. 196 lines 15-16)—and so in humans without the control 
of the intellect. Also Qanzn, 1.1.6, sects. 5 and 6, vol. I, pp. 71-72; for the Magäla, see 
below. 

30 The wahm as potentially dominant is an extensive topic without clear limits. A 
start can be made with BLACK, op. cit., pp. 227-229; and MICHOT, op. cit., pp. 148-152, who 


THE WAHM IN IBN SINA S PSYCHOLOGY 543 


beneficial, gua dominant in the sensory soul. It restrains excessive (or 
obsessive?) activity in a faculty, for example; and that is in addition to its 
roles in theoretical cognition, as well as its basic functions in perceiving 
and acting31. Ibn Sina is favorably disposed towards the wahm in the early 
Magala fi al-Nafs (see below). He comes to realize, however, that the 
judgments of the wahm may lead to the denial of immaterial existences— 
even the Active Intellect and God32: perhaps that is the reason for his 
change of attitude. In any case, the fact of the opposite faces of the wahm 
is unsurprising. Simply put, the wahm is good when it acts in cooperation 
with the intellect, and bad when it opposes it—and it can do either, or 
rather we can do either through it. For Ibn Sina, our basic moral duty is to 
see that the intellect and not the wahm is predominant, just as for Plato and 
for Aristotle it was our moral duty to see that rational choice prevailed 
over lower desires. 

So far I have dealt with the wahm as a faculty in a human soul that 
interacts with other faculties in that soul. Now the model breaks apart: the 
wahm takes wing—or disintegrates. The analysis ceases to be Aristotelian 
and abandons natural science (but not the intellect). There is a 
«dynamical» aspect to the wahm, and it looms rather large in Ibn Sina: the 
«wahm that acts», or «operant wahm» (al-wahm al-‘amil; aestimatio 
operans), is associated with thaumaturgy, and with the psychical powers 
of Prophets and less extraordinary human souls to act directly upon other 
souls or bodies—i.e., with supernatural causation. These matters have 
been too little discussed in Western scholarship33. In their own bodies, of 
course, souls produce heating and cooling, in emotional responses that Ibn 
Sina assigns to the wahm; and the temperament of the body can be 


stresses the unreliability of the wahm. Sub-demonstrative premisses in logic, notably prone 
to producing error, often involve the wahm; see BLACK, op. cit., passim. 

31 For the restraining role of the wahm, Shifa’: Nafs, IV.2, p. 171 lines 9-10. A 
major benefit from the wahm is its creative activity in literary and artistic endeavor: see 
BLACK, op. cit., pp. 227-8, and other writings by her. 

32 For the denial of existent things, especially immaterial ones, Shifa’: Nafs, IV.1, 
p. 166 lines 16-18. 

33 A nice mise-en-scène is provided by MICHOT, op. cit., pp.142-147. The doctrines 
of causation at the level of soul also mean that in the medieval and, especially, the 
Renaissance West there is a possibility of Avicennian influence in the occult sciences, for 
example, spiritual alchemy and spiritual magic. 
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changed. The wahm also produces involuntary (e.g., sexual) movements34. 
But its actions are not limited absolutely to its own soul and body. 

The wahm can act also on other souls. Ibn Sina even says that true 
medical healing is that which occurs when the form (süra; tawahhum) of 
health, found in the soul and specifically in the wahm of the physician, is 
transmitted directly to the patient and is the cause of his cure, a cure more 
thorough than what he achieves through his instruments and devices35. 
Moreover, a powerful soul can go beyond its own body and through direct 
action establish new forms in the external corporeal world (in the natural, 
sub-lunar realm), that is to say, act directly on other bodies; in this 
connection Ibn Sina mentions the «evil eye» and the «operant wahm»36. 
In acting on the natural world in supernatural ways, such a soul must 
operate in accordance with the intelligible structure of the world (bi-hasab 
al-wajib al-‘agli); it acts directly as soul, however, without following the 
processes of Aristotelian science, where bodies that change must be in 
contact and act and be acted upon through the primary natural qualities of 
hot and cold, moist and dry37. The production of miraculous actions at a 
distance by Prophets (and certain others) involves the whole soul gua 
practical (i.e., the conative moving powers in the animal level of the soul; 
al-quwwa al-hayawaniyya al-muharrika al-ijmã'iyya)38; these, as we 
have seen, are under the direction of the wahm, here the operant wahm. 
Such a faculty does not lie between imagination and intellect! 

The afterlife, when fully treated by Ibn Sinä, is given imaginational 
and «estimative» dimensions39. Indeed, the wahm appears throughout 


34 Shifa’: Nafs, IVA, pp. 197 line 3-198 line 20; p. 198 lines 16-20, for the 
expansion of bodily organs owing to the presence of a form from the active imagination in 
the wahm. 

35 Ibid., p. 199 lines 14-15 and 199 line 17-200 line 1. This seems not to relate to a 
«power of suggestion» (but the possible role of words is obscure); it is not a «faith cure»; 
nor is the intelligible form of health involved: an intentio is - somehow — being implanted 
or activated. 

36 Ibid., pp. 200 line 11-201 line 9; «evil eye» (not analyzed in the text here) and 
«operant wahm», p. 200 line 12. 

37, Ibid., p. 201, lines 2-3 (accord with intelligible structure); p. 199 lines 1-3 and 9- 
13 (direct action as soul). It is this theorizing that is associated with the «occult sciences». 

38 Ibid., pp. 200 line 17-201 line 9, especially p. 201 lines 8-9. The actions include 
bringing rain, producing fertility, causing disappearance (?; khasf), and starting epidemics 
(by «evil-doers»); pp. 200 line 20-201 line 2. 

39 These are main concerns of Michot, op. cit. 
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much of the Shifa’ and in most other works of Ibn Sinä’s. In psychological 
theory as everywhere, Ibn Sinä seeks to cover all topics. The wahm can 
become something of a bucket for tasks not easily assigned either to 
faculties that use sensory images or to intellect. 

The final aspect of the wahm that I take up belongs to the medical 
rather than the philosophical tradition. (Ibn Sina’s fame, of course, is as 
great in medicine as in philosophy, and in the West, greater; the influence 
of medical authors reaches into his philosophy.) The Islamic medical 
tradition built upon Greek medicine in the Galenic form it had acquired by 
the fourth century. Theoretical psychology in that tradition was materialist: 
no intelligibles, no intellect. Nor did the physicians have a separate faculty 
corresponding to the wahm. 

Ibn Sina imposes on himself the task of localizing the higher cognitive 
faculties (except the rational faculty/intellect). Aristotle assigned all basic 
psychological faculties (except the intellect, which had no corporeal 
organ) to the heart. Anatomical and physiological research in the third 
century B.C., however, led physicians to assign the higher psychological 
faculties/functions to a newly analyzed nervous system seated in the brain. 
Galenic psychology, which was Platonic in origin, had a concupiscent 
soul, an irascible soul, and a rational soul; Galen seated the concupiscent 
soul in the liver, the irascible soul in the heart, and the rational soul in the 
brain. The Galenic rational soul was divided into sensory, motor, and 
«hegemonic» (controlling) parts. In later Galenic tradition the three 
faculties of the hegemonic part (to hégemonikon), which were responsible 
for the three highest mental functions, were given standard locations, one 
in each ventricle (hollow space) of the brain40. Localization creates a 
problem for Ibn Sina’s account of the internal senses. 

The encephalon has four ventricles. Two paired ventricles at the front, 
which are standardly treated as one, connect at their join to a middle 
ventricle, the other end of which is linked to a rear ventricle by a short 


40  Galen's faculty psychology has been little studied recently (R.E. SIEGEL’s work 
is to be used with caution). Two discussions by R.J. HANKINSON are relevant in part: «Greek 
Medical Models of Mind» in STEPHEN EvERSON (ed.), Psychology, Cambridge, Cambridge 
University Press, 1991, pp. 194-217 (on Galen, pp. 208-16 and bibliography on pp. 249- 
50) (Companions to Ancient Thought: 2); and «Galen’s Anatomy of the Soul», Phronesis 
36 (1991) pp. 197-233; 
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channel. The vermis, a wormlike structure, was thought by Galen (owing 
to a rare mistake in dissection) to be able to open and close the passage 
between the middle and rear ventricles. Galen’s dissection-based 
descriptions of the ventricles and the vermis (including the idea that it 
served as a valve) provide the anatomical foundation for the discussions of 
the encephalon in Islamic medicine. 

The Galenist schema of localizing the three faculties of the 
hegemonikon, based partly on Galen’s reports of the effects of wounds to 
the brain, emerges no later than the fourth-century. It is used by the Islamic 
physicians, including al-Razi (ca. 855 — 925 or 935; the Latin Rhazes) and 
‘Ali ibn al-‘Abbäs al-Majüsi (d. ca. 990; Haly Abbas), who are well 
known to Ibn Sina. In the so-called front ventricle is «imaging» 
(takhayyul, tasawwur,...; Greek and Latin phantasia; equivalent to 
Aristotle’s and Ibn Sinä’s «common sense»); in the middle ventricle, 
«reasoning» or «cogitation» (fikr, ...; dianoia, cogitatio; the only rational 
faculty, which functions like Ibn Sinä’s mutakhayyila and involves solely 
the manipulation of images in the pneuma); and in the rear ventricle, 
(sensory) memory (dhikr, hifz; mnéme, memoria; the storehouse for the 
other two hegemonic faculties)41. 

Ibn Sina does not need a location or substrate for the intellect (the 
rational faculty), but he does require places for the internal senses: and 
there are five of them for the three ventricles. (The paired front ventricles 
in humans have a shape different from that in the animals dissected by 
Galen; the Galenic anatomy makes Ibn Sina’s localization a little more 
credible). I shall pay attention to what affects the wahm. The primary 
introductory account in the Shifa’ and Najät (one consistent with the 
«censored» account in the Qánún, which does not burden the physician 
with higher theory) places the combinative imagination in the middle 


41 The developments in the medical tradition between Galen and Avicenna are 
summarized (on the basis of the printed Latin texts) in: E. RUTH HARVEY, The Inward Wits: 
Psychological Theory in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance, London, 1975, pp. 8-21 
(Warburg Institute Surveys, 6). ‘Ali ibn al-*Abbás, probably the Islamic physician most 
influential on Ibn Sina’s psychology (mainly by way of reaction), treats the hegemonic 
faculties at: ‘ALi IBN AL-/ABBàs AL-Marüsi, Kamil al-Sinã'a al-Tibbiyya (Al-Kitab al- 
Maliki), 2 vols., Cairo [Bulag], 1294/1877; Part (Juz’) I, Book (Magala) IV, chapter (bab) 
9, vol. I, pp. 143-144; in his anatomy of the brain, ibid., I. III. 11, vol. I, pp. 93-97, the 
hégemonikon is called the ‘ag! (intellect!). 
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ventricle of the brain near the vermis (Arabic, düda) and puts the 
estimative faculty in the extremity (fi nihäyat) of the middle ventricle; the 
memorative faculty is located in the rear ventricle42. (The vermis remains 
a valve, now between the wahm and the memorative faculty.) So the wahm 
is nicely situated between the mutakhayyila, with which it has so much 
traffic, and its own memory. 

Yet the wahm has no direct communcation either with the sensory 
memory (the musawwira, in the rear or lower part of the front ventricle) or 
the common sense (in the front ventricle [the Najat adds: in its front or 
upper part]). There is no «valve» between common sense and sensory 
memory, nor between sensory memory and the mutakhayyila, and no 
physical control for the flow of images between the mutakhayyila and the 
wahm. 'That is an inconsistent, contrived, and deficient theory of the 
physical basis of the internal senses, and an inadequate synthesis of Galen 
and Aristotle. Such a failing is rare with Ibn Sina. 

The wahm is present already in the first of Ibn Sina's writings on 
psychological theory, the Magala fi al-Nafs. The exposition there shows 
plainly how early the work is, not least through the rhetorical use of varied 
terminology; yet much of the theoretical psychology of the Shifa’ is in 
place. The account of the internal senses, however, and of the wahm in 
particular, differs in several places from the mature theory43. 

The Magäla emphasizes the role of the wahm in correcting illusions 
of sense and imaging, such as size at a distance—the apparent size of the 
sun or of the prey of a lion44. Another important difference from the 
introductory account in the Shifa’/Najat is the localization of the faculty. 
The combinative imagination is assigned to the middle ventricle; the 
memory for the wahm, to the rear ventricle—and the wahm itself (in this 


42 Shifa: Nafs, LS, p. 45 lines 2-15 (Najat, p. 163 lines 6-16; RAHMAN (tr.), p. 31 
lines 12-30). Qanün, 1.1.6.5, vol. I, pp. 71 line 28-72 line 25. The locations for the two 
faculties in the middle ventricle are not entirely clear, but they are meant to be different. 
The best construal is for the mutakhayyila to be in the front region of the ventricle, and the 
wahm in the lower/back region (in whatever picture Ibn Sinä may have in mind). 

43 Magaäla, pp. 352 line 11-353 line 14, 359 line 13-360 line 9, and 360 line 15-361 
line 2; German tr., pp. 389-391 and 400-403. (Through some mental lapse, I suggested 
incorrectly in the abstract of this paper—I had no access at the time to the text of the 
Magala—that the wahm did not appear in the earliest works of Ibn Sina.) 

44 Magala, p. 359 lines 15-19; German tr., p. 401. Later there was frequently an 
emphasis on the unreliability of the wahm; see above,pp. 10-11 and note 30. 
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line, al-quwwa al-mutawahhima) has its dominion (sultan) in the whole of 
the brain, but especially in the domain of the combinative imagination 
(i.e., the middle ventricle)45. The wahm is already the predominant faculty 
of the sensory part of the human soul 46. Ibn Sinä immediately mentions 
the matter of how damage to the ventricles affects the faculties, and thus 
reveals the early influence on him of the medical tradition. He was already 
becoming a leading doctor in Bukhara, and this treatise is connected with 
his appointment as a court physician. | 

There are no imaginary parts of ventricles here, but there is no attempt 
to produce effective localization in the middle (or the front) ventricle. The 
wahm is not truly localized, but ranges over all ventricles as if it were 
incorporeal like the intellect. The only happy effect of this is to give the 
wahm the direct communication that it ought to have with all the other 
internal senses47; that is something the geometry of the ventricles makes 
impossible with fully localized faculties. The model is radically 
unacceptable, not least in the incompletely localized wahm. Nevertheless, 
Ibn Sina proves unwilling to give up entirely such a helpful idea, and it 
emerges scarcely modified in the Kitab al-Nafs of the Shifa’: «The wahm 
has mastery over the whole of the brain, and its [own] dominion (sultan) 
is in the middle [ventricle]»48. With respect to differences in the analyses 
of the internal senses, among which variations in localization are 
prominent, Ibn Sinä’s writings from the Magála fi al-Nafs through the 
time of the Shifa’ disclose a fascinating history of development49. 


45 Magala, pp. 360 line 15-361 line 2 (for al-quwwa al-mutawahhima, p. 360 lines 
18-19); German tr., pp. 402-3. 

46 Earlier in the work Ibn Sina has presented an elaborate analogy between the 
faculties of the human soul and the offices of a princely administration where the wahm is 
the wazir, the prime minister—but things are by no means straightforward (Magala, p. 353 
lines 10-14; German tr., somewhat naive, pp. 390-391). 

47 Note what Ibn Sina says at Shifa’: Nafs, IV.1, p. 168 lines 14-15 (in a passage 
partially translated above, p. 10): «[the place of the wahm] has been put in the middle of 
the brain so it can reach the storehouses both of intentiones and of (sensible) forms». 

48 V.8, p. 268 line 9 (and at least once outside the writings considered in the present 


paper). ; 
49 I am publishing an article that investigates the localization, functions, and 


nomenclature of the internal senses in Ibn Sinä in most of the writings to the end of his 
«middle period» (ca. 1027): the four works used here, and Al-Mabda’ wa al-Ma'ãd, Al- 
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It is likely that the idea of the wahm as a separate and distinctive 
faculty originated with Ibn Sina. The wahm became an important part of 
the Avicennian tradition in the Islamic world, and in the West in the 
Middle Ages and beyond. Consideration of the wahm contributed many 
problems, concepts, and analyses—and some preliminarily satisfactory 
solutions—in human and animal psychology and in adjoining or 
overlapping fields including noetics, epistemology, theory of prophecy, 


soteriology, cosmology, and even physiology. It was an exceptionally rich 
subject. 


Queen’s University, Belfast 


Nukat wa al-Fawa’ id, the Uyün al-Hikma, Al-Adwiya al-Qalbiyya, and Al-Hidaya; plus 
the Ahwal al-Nafs, Al-Hikma al-Mashrigiyya, and Al-Ishärät wa al-Tanbihät, which are 
uncertainly dated. 


J. JANSSENS 


THE NOTIONS OF WAHIB AL- SUWAR (GIVER OF FORMS) AND 
WAHIB AL-‘AQL (BESTOWER OF INTELLIGENCE) IN IBN SINA 


In the Metaphysics of his major work, the Shifa’, Ibn Sina mentions 
only twice the famous notion of «Giver of Forms», more particularly in 
chapter five of book nine. The first time, he characterizes all the first 
principles (al-awa’il) as «givers of forms»1. In matter, according to its 
preparation, the most dignified form is realized by them. However, 
somewhat later2, it is stated that matter, as soon as it is prepared to the 
reception of the form of a single body, will receive that form from the 
Giver (in the singular!) of forms. This time, it is added that the preparation 
of the matter is realized by the celestial spheres, or, possibly, only one of 
them. Both affirmations make clear that for Ibn Sina the full realisation of 
bodies in the sublunary world is dependent upon the influence(s) of the 
higher sphere(s) and Intelligence(s). The former prepare(s) matter, i.e., 
they (it) supply (supplies) it with the substance of corporeity which is 
ultimately a kind of substantial unity, being potentially many since 
possessing divisibility3. The latter provide(s) it with the convenient form. 
When referred to in the singular, it is almost self-evident that it has to be 
identified with the Agent Intellect, the last of the separated Intelligences, 


l1 Ibn Sina, Shifa’, Ilähiyyat, S. ZAYED, G.C. ANAWATI and S. Dunya (eds.). Cairo 
1960, p. 411, 9. Compare Avicenna Latinus, Liber de philosophia prima seu scientia 
divina, S. VAN RIET (ed.) Louvain — Leiden, Peeters —Brill, 1980, p. 490, 35. 

2 Ibid., p. 413, 11; Compare Avicenna Latinus, Liber de philosophia prima, p. 493, 
95. 

3 A. STONE, «Simplicius and Ibn Sina on the essential corporeity of material 
substance», Princeton Papers. Interdisciplinary Journal of Middle Eastern Studies, 9 
(2001) 73 - 130, esp. 114. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. L pp. 551-562. 
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which rules directly over the sublunary world. But, at least in the present 
context, Ibn Sinä seems to be hesitant about the fact whether this 
Intelligence alone is sufficient in order to explain the reception of forms in 
this world. 

Since the metaphysical part of the Shifa’ has been translated at a rather 
early period into Latin in the Middle Ages, the Latin West, Le, 13th. 
century Scholasticism, became familiar with the notion of the Dator 
Formarum. However, the Latin West disposed of another important source 
where this Avicennian notion was present, i.e., al-Ghazzali’s Magäsid, 
translated into Latin as Summa theoreticae philosophiae4. In this work, the 
notion of Dator formarum, while being always used in the singular, is 
mentioned twice in the metaphysical part, however within the same 
chapter; but, strikingly, it is also present, and such several times, in the 
physical part. As far as the metaphysics are concerned, al-Ghazzäli 
adheres to the perspective which came to the fore in the second fragment 
of the Metaphysics of the Shifa’. The second of his quotations in the 
metaphysics is actually an almost literal translation of the Metaphysics of 
Ibn Sina’s Danesh-Nameh6, which explicitly evokes the notion of «Giver 
of the form(s)» and also stresses that there is no stinginess in him. This last 
characteristic seems to be more appropriate to God than to a separate 
Intelligence, so that one may wonder whether the expression «Giver of 
form(s)» is not one among many appellations of God7? However, it will 
later be shown that such is not true. 

Undoubtedly of greater importance are the six cases in the physical 
part where the notion of «Giver of forms» appears’. The «Giver of forms» 
now is linked with the change in elements; the arrival of a new form due 


4 This work is, as I have shown in an earlier publication, a slightly reworked 
version of Ibn Sinä’s Danesh-Nameh. See my «Le Dänesh-Nämeh d’Ibn Sina: un texte à 
revoir?», Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale 28 (1986) 163-177. 

5 Al-Ghazzali, Magäsid, S. Dunya (ed.), Cairo 1960, p. 294, 15; 295,18. 

6 Ibn Sina, Dänesh-Nämeh, ‘Ilm ilahi, M. Mo‘in (ed.), Tehran 1953, P. 161, 13, 
where one finds the Persian expression süra dinanda. 

7 For the identification of the «Giver of form(s)» with God, see Albertus Magnus, 
Super primum sententiarum, 44 B 2, p. 392, quoted by DN HAssE, Avicenna's De Anima 
in the Latin West, London-Turin, The Warburg Institute — Nino Aragno editore, 2000, p. 
189 and n. 620; among contemporary commentators, see Fr. GRIFFEL, Apostasie und 
Toleranz im Islam. Leiden 2000, p. 138. 

8 Al-Ghazzali, Magásid, p. 330, 17; 344, 10; 350, 17; 352, 14; 359, 5 and 369, 12. 
Hasse, Avicenna’s De Anima, p. 188, n. 616 enumerates only the last four cases. 
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to the mixture of minerals; the presence of odours in well-prepared air; the 
actualisation of visual forms and the connection of a soul with a body 
which is ready for its reception (twice). Does this mean that Ghazzäli is 
thus introducing a personal element of interpretation? Surely, he, as Ibn 
Sinä, does never identify in a clear-cut way the «Giver of forms» with the 
Agent Intellect. But one cannot deny that his use of this very notion largely 
surpasses what the use in the Metaphysics of the Shifa’ allows, or even 
suggests. 

However, the notion «Giver of forms» is not only present in the 
Metaphysics of the Shifa’, but also in some of its physical parts, i.e., the 
De Generatione et Corruptione (al-Kawn wa-l-fasäd) and the De 
actionibus et passionibus (al-Af'àl wa-I-infi‘alät). In the former, it appears 
twice, i.e., in ch. 139, where it is stated that the matter of a body has to be 
prepared in order to receive a calefaction from the «Giver of forms» (Ibn 
Sinà adds in this case an explicit reference to the Metaphysics) and in ch. 
1410, affirming that the «Giver of forms» lends the particularized matter 
the appropriate form. The latter work somewhat modifies the notion of 
«Giver of forms» into that of «Giver of forms and powers»!1, stressing 
that the composed body, by its very perfect physical constitution (mizaj, 
complexio), receives a particular shape, form and powers. From what 
follows, it seems that even tastes and odours figure among these 
characteristics and powers!2. It has to be noted moreover that the actual 
influence of the «Giver of forms and powers» is characterized as an act of 
liberality (jud), a characterization which normally typifies God. 

These few passages show that Ibn Sina himself already reserved a role 
for the «Giver of forms» in the change of elements and in the transmission 
of sense-perceptible forms. 


9 Ibn Sina, Shifa, al-Kawn wa-l-fasäd, M. QASSEM (ed.), Cairo 1969, p. 187, 3. 
Note that the medieval Latin translation, i.e., auctore formarum, is clearly mistaken (may be 
due to a scribal error?), see Avicenna Latinus, Liber tertius Naturalium. De generatione et 
corruptione, S. VAN RIET (ed.). Louvain-la-Neuve — Leiden, Peeters -Brill, 1986, p. 136, 1. 

10 Ibid., p. 190, 14 and 16. Compare Avicenna Latinus, Liber tertius Naturalium, p. 
139, 47 and 49. 

11 Ibn Sina, Shifa, al-Af'àl wa-l-infi'alàt, M. QASSEM (ed.), Cairo 1969, ch. II, 1, p. 
256, 10. Compare Avicenna Latinus, Liber quartus Naturalium. De actionibus et 
passionibus, S. VAN RIET (ed.). Louvain-la-Neuve — Leiden, Peeters — Brill, 1989, p. 79, 
80-81. 

2 See HA DAVIDSON, Alfarabi, Ibn Sind, and Averroes, on Intellect, New York — 
Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1992, p. 79. 
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Ghazzäli therefore did surely not introduce innovations in these 
respects; at most, he expressed in a more explicit way what Ibn Sinä had 
tought. But even that is perhaps a too strong affirmation. In fact, in the 
Ta‘ligat, the multifaceted role of the «Giver of Forms» reveals itself in a 
most manifest way. The notion occurs more than twenty times in quite 
different contexts. Of course, the particular nature of the work13 results in 
the fact that some of its formulations may not stem directly from Ibn Sina, 
but may be (re-)wordings by his immediate pupils. But however it may be, 
it is hard to believe that such a prominent use is the sole result of an 
unwarranted pupil's intervention, especially since the Shifa” contains the 
basis for a larger use, as has been shown. 

First of all, it is striking that the «Giver of forms» is presented as the 
beneficial giver of being (mufid al-wujiid)14. Hence, it is not a simple cause 
of motion. The realisation of a form cannot be explained by the purely 
natural process of motion. Note that Ibn Sina, in order to explain the 
existence of the created realm, clearly replaces the Aristotelian notion of 
motion by the -undoubtedly Neoplatonic inspired- idea of the realisation of 
being!5. Furthermore, the «Giver of forms» is characterized as the 
«beneficial giver of the form» (mufid as-süra)16, indicating that he is the 
essential cause of the arrival of the form, e.g., the form of humanity is 
afforded to a child by him, and by no one else. As to the natural cause, it is 
an accidental cause, e.g., the father is only an accidental cause of the son. 
Being responsible for the existence of form in matter in act17, the «Giver of 
forms» insures also the perduration of generable and corruptible things, 
perduration which is impossible without the simultaneous existence of the 


13 See D.C. REISMAN, The Making of the Avicennan Tradition. The Transmission, 
Contents, and Structure of Ibn Sinã's al-Mubähatät (The Discussions), Leiden, Brill, 2002, 
passim, but esp. p. 247. See also my «Les Ta‘ligät d’ Ibn Sina. Essai de structuration et de 
datation» in A. DE LIBERA, A. ELAMRANI-JAMAL and A. GALONNIER (eds.), Langages et 
Philosophie. Hommage a Jean Jolivet, Paris, Vrin, 1997, pp. 109-122. 

14 Ibn Sina, al- Ta'ligãt, A. BADAWI (ed.), Cairo, 1973, p. 173, 22-23. 

15 Compare his categorical rejection of Aristotle’s proof for God's existence from 
«motion» in his K. Al-Insäf, Šarh harf al-lam, A. BADAWI (ed.) in Arista “inda l-‘Arab, 
2Kuweit, 1987, pp. 22-33, p. 23. 

16 Ibn Sina, al- Ta‘ligat, p. 46, 7 and 177, 5. 

17 Ibid., p. 47, 18-19 and p. 86, 22-23, but in the latter case this idea is expressed 
within an hypothetical statement. 
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cause and the caused18. Thanks to him, the fundamental unity of matter can 
be maintained, notwithstanding the presence of a multitude of forms!9. 
Whereas form figures as the medium between the «Giver of forms» and 
matter, subject (mawdü‘) fulfills this mediating role between him and the 
accidents20. 

If the former considerations rather belong to metaphysics, the 
following ones clearly can be situated inside a physical context: 

1. The realisation of elements in particular instances is explicitly 
attributed to an intervenience of the «Giver of forms». Despite that all 
illustrations only do concern fire21, there is no obvious reason why this 
theory would apply to this element alone. Nothing in the text points to 
such a peculiarity. 

2. The actualisation of natural light (dau’22) finds its origin in the 
«Giver of forms»23. 

3. Each soul is linked by the «Giver of forms» with a particular body, 
specially prepared in order to receive it24. What otherwise had to be 
deduced, although with great probability, of different passages in various 
works of Ibn Sinà25, is explicitly affirmed here, i.e., the active role played 
by the «Giver of forms» in the simultaneous origination of a particular 
soul and of a particular body, they both forming together a new human 
individual. Note that the concerned determinate body is not the cause of 
the origination of the soul: the essential priority is always on the side of 
the soul26, Note also that for Ibn Sina the study of the soul is an integral 
part of the physical sciences. Finally, it has to be stated that since the 
«Giver of forms» can provide a given matter with only one form, the 
impossibility of the coexistence of one soul with two bodies, and hence of 
metempsychosis, inevitably follows27. 


18 Ibid., p. 39, 26 and p. 46, 1-3. 

19 Ibid., p. 57, 6-7. 

20 Ibid., p. 58, 27-28. 

21 Ibid., pp. 54, 16-17; 96, 21-24 and 135, 15-19. 

22 For this notion, see HASSE, Avicenna's De Anima in the Latin West, pp. 108-113. 

23 Ibn Sina, al- Ta‘ligät, pp. 47, 11-13 and 67, 10-13. 

24 Ibid., p. 110, 9. 

25 See HA DAVIDSON, Alfarabi, Ibn Sind, and Averroes, on Intellect, pp. 80-81. 

26 See my «Ibn Sinä’s Ideas of Ultimate Realities. Neoplatonism and the Our" än as 
Problem-Solving Paradigms in the Avicennian System», Ultimate Reality and Meaning 10 
(1987) 252 - 271, p. 256. 

27 Ibn Sina, al- Ta'ligat, p. 67, 13-14. 
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In all this, striking similarities with Ghazzäli’s use of the notion of 
«Giver of forms» are obvious. Therefore, it looks probable that the latter 
was inspired by genuine Avicennian ideas, if not by the very wording of 
the Ta‘ligat or a text similar in nature but unknown to us. Of course, the 
Latin scholastics ignored the Ta ‘ligät and thus became more familiar with 
this notion through Ghazzäli than through Ibn Sina, since the above 
mentioned physical parts of the Sifa’ were translated into Latin only in a 
later period28. 

Surprisingly, the Ta‘ligat limit not the functions of the «Giver of 
forms» to what might be called Ibn Sina’s theory of creative emanation29. 
It moreover applies it to an outspoken epistemological context30. First, it 
is stated that the contemplation (rw ya) of the soul has no other goal than 
to perfect its preparation in order to receive the form looked for from the 
«Giver of forms»31. Furthermore, it is affirmed that the forms of the things 
known (suwar al-ma‘lümät) are given to the soul by the «Giver of forms» 
as soon as the preparation of the soul has been perfected32. Hereby is 
stressed that the intelligible forms befall men from without. Finally, it is 
said that what is unattainable for discursive demonstration by the human 
soul, i.e., the first notions and the first principles of demonstration as 
elsewhere shown by Ibn Sina33, can be acquired from the «Giver of 
forms», who brings the human intellect from potentiality into actuality34. 
Moreover, in parallellism with this acquisition of theoretical knowledge, it 
is declared that the «Giver of forms» provides the soul, which has been 


28 Their actual translation has to be dated near the end of the 13th. century, and they 
evidently had no such major influence as the earlier translation of the De Anima and the 
Metaphysics of Ibn Sinä’s Shifa’,or what was called in the Renaissance edition: Logica et 
philosophia of Algazel, i.e., the Medieval Latin translation of al-Ghazzäli’s Magäsid. 

29 See my «Creation and Emanation in Ibn Sina», Documenti e Studi sulla 
Tradizione Filosofica Medievale 8 (1997) 455-477. 

30 Hasse, Ibn Sind’s De Anima, p. 188 denies such an epistemological application, 
but he clearly ignores the Ta ‘ligat-fragments referred to further in the exposé. 

31 Ibn Sina, al- Ta'ligát, p. 84, 9-10. Compare (ps.-) Färäbi, Ta‘ligat, J. AL-Yäsin 
(ed.), Beyrouth, 1988, p. 52, § 53; Latin translation by A. ALPAGO, Avicennae philosophi 
praeclarissimi ac medicorum princeps. Aphorismi de Anima, Venetiis 1546. Repr. 
Hildesheim, 1969 , Aphorism 30. 

32 Ibn Sina, al- Ta‘ligät, p. 166, 10-12. 

33 Ibn Sina, Shifa’, Ilahiyyat, I, c. 5. 

34 Ibn Sina, al- Ta‘ligät, p. 194, 2-5. 
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prepared by performing good actions, with an excellent natural disposion, 
i.e., moral habitus (malaka)35. In other words, also the ultimate perfection 
of the practical intellect depends upon a gift from the «Giver of forms». If 
any reference to an epistemological function of the «Giver of forms» 
seems to fail in Ghazzäli, this is no longer the case in al-Shahrastani. In 
the latter’s. Kitab al-milal wa-l-nihal, Book of Religions and Sects, more 
precisely in the framework of an (imaginative) discussion between 
Sabaeans and Hanefites36, the idea is ascribed to the latter that the «Giver 
of forms» lends to the soul the intelligible forms, and also, and even first 
of all, the forms of the first intelligibles37. Hereby, Shahrastani may have 
made use of the Ta‘ligät or, eventually, another Avicennian work as e.g., 
the K. al-Insaf38. 

But who actually is the «Giver of forms»? Since he is dealing with 
material things, which are open to several forms, insofar as matter has to 
be prepared to their reception, the Agent Intellect as supervisor of the 
sublunary world presents himself as the most natural candidate. But thus 
far such an explicit identification fails, and a few characterisations in some 
passages even let one incline to consider him as God. However, in the 


Mubahathat, it is explicitly denied that the «Giver of forms» can be a 
body39, and, therefore, it looks reasonable, if not unavoidable to say that 


he is necessarily an Intelligence (‘agl)40. Such a description does not apply 


35 Ibid., p. 37, 23-25. 

36 See my «le Livre des Religions et des sectes d'al-Shahrastàni: une conception 
particuliére de l'historiographie de la pensée», Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale 35 
(1993) 104-112, p. 110 

37 Al-Shahrastani, Kitab al-milal wa-l-nihal, W. CURETON (ed.), London 1846, p. 
220-221; French translation: Shahrastàni, Livre des religions et des Sectes. II, traduction 
avec introduction et notes par J. JoLivET et G. MONNOT, Paris, Peeters / Unesco, 1993, pp. 
123-124. 

38 See my «Les Ta'ligat d’ Ibn Sina», p. 122, n. 38. 

39 Ibn Sina, al-Mubähathät, M. Bidärfar (ed.), Qom, 1992, p. 266, 8 772; A. 
BADAWI (ed.) in Aristã “inda l-'Arab, 88 212-213 a. The question belongs to what Reisman, 
The Making of the Avicennan Tradition, passim, but especially pp. 245-248 has 
characterized as part VIc and which contains elements of correspondence with Ibn Zayla 
as well as with Bahmanyär and Abi 1-Qasim al-Kirmäni. The present question seems to 
belong to the correspondence with Bahmanyär (and Abii 1-Qasim), see ibid., p. 246. 

40 Ibn Sinä, al-Mubähathät, M. Bidärfar (ed.), p. 254, 8 743, where it is objected 
against Ibn Sinà that his proof for qualifying the «Giver of forms» as an Intelligence fails. 
This objection, as well as Ibn Sinä’s riposte is lacking in the Sighnäkhi-recension, and 
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to God, who, although having intelligence, is never characterized as being 
Just an Intelligence. Thus it appears to be an higher Intelligence. This still 
does not prove that the «Giver of forms» is the Agent Intellect, but, taken 
into account his various functions, the identification with another higher 
Intelligence sounds rather problematic. Therefore, Davidson is probably 
right in his identification of the «Giver of forms» with the Agent Intellect, 


although he wrongly states that Ibn Sina «calls» him «Agent Intellect»41. 
Such an explicit affirmation only occurs in an apocryphal work, attributed 


to al-Färäbi, but which seems to be slightly posterior to Ibn Sina, i.e., the 


Sarh Risalat Zinün al-Kabir42. There, one finds the explicit affirmation 
that of the Agent Intellect it is said that he is the «Giver of forms»43. 


Hence, it is almost certain that for Ibn Sina also this was the correct 
identification. This fact seems confirmed by J. Hallevi’s claim in the 
Cuzari that the philosophers call the Agent Intellect «Giver of forms»44. It 
also seems validated by Averroes, i.a. in his Long Commentary on the 


Metaphysics, book Zeta, where it is explicitly stated that Ibn Sina calls the 
Agent Intellect «Giver of forms»45. 


hence in Badawi’s edition. It may have been written after 772, but this deserves a more 
detailed examination which falls outside the scope of the present paper. According to 
Reisman, The Making of the Avicennan Tradition, p. 262 the paragraph 772 probably 
belonged to a lost correspondence situated between IVb and Va. In this respect, he points 
to a direct link with § 229, which belongs to Va (and in which the idea of a giver of form(s) 
is present, but not mentioned as a technical notion). 

41 H.A. DAVIDSON, Alfarabi, Avicenna, and Averroes, on Intellect, pp. 78 ff. 

42 Since none of the Arabic editions of this text was available to me, I based myself 
on the Spanish translation by J. Pula, «El Tratado de Zenón el Mayor. Un Comentario 
atribuido a al-Farabi», La ciudad de Dios 201 (1988) 287-321, pp. 314-321. For the 
probable post-Avicennian character of the treatise, see ibid., pp. 295-305. 

43 Ibid.. p. 318 § 6. 

44 J. HALLEVI, Cuzari, D. BANETH (ed.), Jerusalem 1977, 5, $ 4, reported according 
to H.A. Davipson, Alfarabi, Avicenna, and Averroes, on Intellect, p. 183. I had no direct 
access to the Arabic edition, but Davidson adds quotation-marks to «call». He herewith 
may indicate that he himself introduces this specific verb. This seems to be confirmed by 
the French translation, see Ch. TOUATI, Le Kuzari. Apologie de la religion méprisée, 
Louvain - Paris, Peeters, 1994, p. 196: «La différenciation des substances par leur forme... 
a conduit les philosophes à affirmer l'existence d'un Intellect Agent divin donateur de ces 
formes». But however it may be, it is obvious that for Hallevi the philosophers identify the 
«Giver of forms» with the Agent Intellect. 

45 Ibn Rushd, Tafsir mà ba‘d al-Tabi‘a, M. BOUYGES (ed.), Beirut 1942, tome II, p. 
882. 
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As far as I can see, the very notion of «Giver of forms» has been 
invented and elaborated by Ibn Sinä. One looks in vain for it in the works 
of al-Kindi and al-Farabi, at least as far as they are authentic. In fact, there 
does exist a spurious work, attributed to al-Färäbi, i.e., the ‘Uyan al- 
masá'il, where mention is made of the «Giver of forms» in a context of 
evoking the realisation in act of man as an intelligible being, i.e., as having 
a soul46. But the farabian character of this treatise has -both on 
terminological and doctrinal grounds - seriously been questioned by F. 
Rahman47. The very occurrence of the notion of «Giver of forms», while 
being completely absent in al-Farabi’s major works, may therefore be 
considered to constitute a supplementary argument against the attribution 
of this text to the Second Master. However, this does not necessarily mean 
that Ibn Sina has coined this notion in a philosophical vacuum. He might 
have found a source of inspiration in Themistius’ paraphrasis of 
Metaphysics, Lambda, where it affirms: «Or, il ne suffit pas de connaitre 
une cause motrice; il faut également connaitre une cause qui donne la 
forme»48. In a note49, Brague refers to Plotin’s Enneades, V, 9 [5], 3, 34, 
where one finds the expression ton tyn morphyn parechonta, and also to 
the Epistola de scientia divina, § 12, which affirms: «So mind becomes a 
form to soul, and it is mind that fashions her with various forms, just as 
soul fashions bodies with various forms, even so has God put into mind 
the potentiality of all forms», and he explicitly identifies this «cause which 
gives form» with the Avicennian «Giver of forms». Also Averroes50 points 
to Themistius’ paraphrasis of book Lambda as expressing a similar view 


46 Al-Färäbi, ‘Uyin al-masä’il, F. DIETERICI (ed.), Alfarabi’s philosophische 
Abhandlungen, Leiden 1890, 56-65, p. 64, 11; German translation: Leiden 1892, 92-107, 
p. 106,7. 

47 F. RAHMAN, Prophecy in Islam: Philosophy and Orthodoxy, London 1958. Repr. 
Chicago and London, University of Chicago Press, 1979, pp. 21-22, n. 2 (pace J. LAMEER, 
Al-Färäbi and Aristotelian Syllogistics. Greek Theory and Islamic Practice, Leiden, Brill, 
1994, pp. 24-25 who ignores Rahman’s publication). 

48 I quote the French translation present in THEMISTIUS, Paraphrase de la 
Métaphysique d’Aristote (livre Lambda). Traduit de l'hébreu et de l'arabe, introduction, 
notes et indices par Rémi BRAGUE, Paris, Vrin, 1999, p. 124, § 19. The Arabic translation 
of this passage does no longer exist. Ignoring myself Hebrew, I do not know what the 
probable Arabic equivalent of the Hebrew translation was. 

49 Ibid., p. 152, 19. 

50 Ibn Rushd, Tafsir mà ba‘d al-Tabi‘a, tome II, p. 883. 
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to Ibn Sina’s. As to S. Van den Bergh51, he links Ibn Sinä’s notion with 
Plotinus’ idea of nous, but now defined as the chorygos toon logoon52. 
However, if one may find in Plotinus, eventually mediated by Themistius, 
ideas which more or less prefigure the Avicennian notion of «Giver of 
forms», it is obvious that Ibn Sinä does not simply partake their doctrines. 
He never considers the forms to be models and he insists much more on 
the role of matter, and its preparation. His major framework of thought 
remains Aristotelian, although this Aristotelianism is not free from some 
Neoplatonizing tendencies. But, above all, it is simply Avicennian, which 
means that Ibn Sinä has clearly elaborated his own philosophical system. 
Herein, he undoubtedly takes into account the preceding philosophical 
tradition but without slavishly copying it. Thus, if a notion of his has 
historical antecedents (even clear ones, which is surely not the case here), 
the real impact of these latter has always to be examined with care. 
Unfortunately, such examination exceeds the limits of the present paper. 

I finally will briefly pay attention to a notion, which at first sight is 
very similar to that of the «Giver of forms», i.e., the notion of «Bestower 
of intelligence». This expression occurs in a few closing formulae, i.a. the 
Metaphysics of both Danes-Nameh and Najat, the first part of the Isagoge 
of the Shifa’, the Mantig al-Mashrigiyyin, the Ithbat al-nubuwwa and the 
Aqsam al-‘ulum. It figures also in two manuscripts in the closing formula 
of the Kitab al-hudüd. It seems to refer to God since it figures instead of 
the usual laudatory closing formulae, which always concern God, 
eventually followed by the prophet and his family. These closing formulae 
may have been added at a later time, as becomes evident when one looks 
at the variant manuscripts of a particular work53. Hence, they have to be 
handled with due caution. Nevertheless, it might well be that they have 
been added by Ibn Sina himself, since they do appear not only at the end 
of complete works, but also of parts of them, i.e., the first part of the 
Isagogè of the Shifa’ and the Metaphysics of the Danes-Nameh (the latter 


51 S. VAN DEN BERGH, Averroes’ Tahafut al-Tahafut, London 1954. Repr. in 1 vol. 
London 1978, p. II, 25 

52 Plotinus, Enneades IV-V, P. HENRY and H.-R. SCHWYZER (eds.), Oxford, Oxford 
University Press, 1977, p. 291, V, 9 [5], 3, 31. 

53 See eg. the Kitab al-hudüd, where as mentioned it appears only in two 
manuscripts of the ten, which Goichon has choosen for her edition, see Avicenne, Livre des 
définitions, édité, traduit et annoté par A.-M. GOICHON, Cairo 1962, p. 45 (Arabic). 
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figures between logics and physics). As far as I can see, such formula is 
never used in, or for works by other Muslim philosophers of that time. But 
it appears several times in works of the christian author Yahyä ibn ‘Adi, 
e.g., at the end of several smaller treatises54, as well as twice in his M. fi 
l-tawhid, i.e., in an eulogy to God at the beginning of a chapter35 as well 
as at the end of the treatise56. There may be more occurrences, but these 
materials suffice in order to show a rather systematic use. Yahya, now was 
a scholar in the school of al-Farabi, and, although being a christian, he was 
a leading thinker in his time, the tenth century Baghdad. Moreover, he had 
among his disciples both christians and muslims57. It looks therefore 
probable that Ibn Sinà was familiar with at least some of his works, and, 
hence, with this kind of expression. Contrary to Yahya, he, perhaps 
consciously, avoided the complete formula, which normally is as follows: 
(hamd li) Allah, dhü l-jud wa-l-hikma wa-l-hawl, wa-l-wali 1-“adl, wa- 
wähib al-‘agl, «(love to] God, the one who has generosity, wisdom and 
power, the patron of justice and bestower of intelligence». The first three 
characteristics mentioned of God, i.e., generosity, wisdom and power may 
have had a too trinitarian connotation. As to the expression «patron of 
justice» it has a clear mu‘tazilite background. In view of Ibn Sina’s anti- 
mu‘tazilite attitude58, it rather appears to be normal that he also omits 
mentioning it. I must admit that this does not constitute a definite proof that 
the concemed formula was already in the original writings of Ibn Sinà. 
However, it no longer appears as an absolute impossibility. Sure, in the very 
articulation of his thought, one never comes across it59. But such seems to 
be neither the case in Yahyä, and hence appears not to constitute a serious 
counter-argument. 


54 See A. PÉRIER, Petits traités apologétiques de Yahya ben ‘Adi, Paris 1926, pp. 
43, 68, 86 and 128. 

55 Yahya ibn ‘Adi, Magdla fi I-tawhid, Kn. SAMIR (ed.), Jounieh - Roma, Librairie 
St.-Paul — Pontificio Istituto Orientale, 1980, p. 265, 5. 

56 Ibid., p. 277, 14. 

57 See I. NETTON, Al-Färäbi and His School, London - New York, Routledge, 1992, 
p. 8-9. 

58 See my «Les Ta'ligát d’ Ibn Sina. Essai de structuration et de datation», p. 117. 

59 However, it has to be noted that in the Shifa’, De Anima, F. RAHMAN (ed.), 
London, Oxford University Press, 1959, p. 247, 8, one finds the expression al-mabda’ al- 
wahib lil-'agl, «the principle giving intelligence», but the context shows that this is a 
reference to the Agent Intellect. 
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However it may be, the notion «Bestower of intelligence» is surely 
not of great doctrinal significance for Ibn Sinä’s system. It, at most, shows 
that he was not totally reluctant to use an expression which probably was 
coming from a christian milieu. The notion of «Giver of forms», on the 
contrary, is of major significance and undoubtedly played a great role in 
the new synthesis he tried to elaborate. 


Louvain-la-Neuve, Leuven 


CARLOS A. SEGOVIA 


DEL ENTENDIMIENTO AL ÄNGEL: 
EN TORNO AL LUGAR DE LA GNOSIS AVICENIANA 


La obra de Avicena comprende, ademäs de los escritos conocidos por 
el Occidente medieval latino, un conjunto de textos que exceden, por su 
caräcter y estilo, los parämetros aristotélicos bajo los que suele enmarcarse 
su filosofia. Parcialmente editados por Mehren en el último tercio del siglo 
XIX, la lectura de tales textos ha suscitado un singular debate 
hermenéutico durante las ültimas décadas. Asi, frente a quienes defienden 
que Avicena quiso transmitir en ellos una sabiduria de corte iluminativo 
transida de referencias gnösticas, se sitüan quienes ven en sus paginas la 
transposiciön a un lenguaje otro, meramente alegörico, de las nociones 
peripatéticas en que abunda su filosofia, y quienes consideran que ellos 
traslucen, a lo sumo, cierto talante mistico que su autor habria cultivado a 
titulo individual y sin mayores pretensiones. La ponencia que presento 
aqui querria contribuir a arrojar nueva luz sobre tan polémica cuestiön, 
precisando y reevaluando algunos de los argumentos esgrimidos por unos 
y por otros y confrontando lo sugerido por tales textos con ciertos 
contenidos de la Revelaciön coränica. 


* 


Verdad es, como advierte Abraham Heschell, que, en su deseo por 
reconciliar la filosoffa y la religiön, muchos han tratado de probar que no 
sölo no hay conflicto entre las doctrinas reveladas y las ideas adquiridas 
por la razön humana, sino que ambas son en ültima instancia idénticas, 


1 Cfr. A.J. HESCHEL, God in search of Man - A Philosophy of Judaism, New York, 
1955 / Dieu en quéte de l'homme. Philosophie du Judaisme, Paris, 1968, pp. 20-21. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.!,E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 563-569. 
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variando de la una a la otra el modo de la exposiciön en razén de la 
finalidad a la que el discurso sobre las verdades primeras puede en 
principio plegarse: la divulgaciön o el conocimiento, respectivamente. 
Semejante distinciön, para la que la filosofia representaria el cénit del 
nadir profético, conlleva, sin embargo, el travestimiento y la disoluciön de 
los datos revelados: atin no plenamente racional, la Revelaciön constituiria 
una suerte de rudimento de aquello que la filosofia reclamaría a titulo 
propio y en grado eminente. Y es asi como se da lugar no a una «filosofia 
de la religiön», sino, lo que es bien diferente, a una «religiön de la 
filosofia». 


Fueron los filösofos peripatéticos del Islam quienes primero se 
pronunciaron en favor de dicha 6ptica apoyändose para ello en la lögica 
aristotélica. Y quienes dieron pie, de ese modo, a una actitud de la que la 
filosofía occidental se hizo eco, al menos, hasta Hegel2. Pero hay que decir 
que, en el propio Occidente -tanto como en Oriente-, subsistió otra 
interpretación opuesta a ésta, y que la célebre frase de Shahrastäni segün 
la cual la sabiduría de los griegos procedía del «nicho de las luces de la 
profecía», contó con no pocos defensores también en él. La historia de la 
recepción del platonismo es buena muestra de ello: antes de que Engel Jo 
convirtiera en una propedéutica y Tenemann en un sistema, el pensamiento 
de Platón fue estudiado por algunos a la luz de la Ur-religion de la que se 
creyó había dependido la antigua sabiduría de los egipcios, los persas, los 
hebreos y los árabes3. Ejemplo sumamente elocuente, éste, pues quizá no 
se trate, después de todo, sino de restituir a la filosofía su originaria 
simbolicidad. 


A mi juicio, los escritos simbólicos de Avicena apuntan justamente en 
esa dirección. 


2 Cfr. Averroes, Sobre filosofía y religión. Introducción y Selección de textos de R. 


Ramón Guerrero, Pamplona, 1998, p. 28. 
3 Cfr. J.-L. VIEILLARD-BARON, Platonisme et interprétation de Platon à l'époque 


moderne, Paris, 1988. 
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Que hay en Avicena una cierta «filosofia de la religiön» y no 
simplemente una «religiön de la filosofia», es del todo evidente. Färäbi 
elude toda referencia explícita al sagrado Qur’ an; Averroes acude a él por 
razones de orden apologético, para legitimar desde él el ejercicio de la 

- filosofia; Avicena lo comenta. Y, distanciändose de aquellos a quienes les 
bastarfa con hacer de Dios el Primero o el Ultimo de los seres, subraya con 
vigor el bi-rabb al-falag incorporado en la primera aleya de su penültima 
azora4. Semejante énfasis esconde mas de lo que a simple vista parece, 
pues, cualquiera que sea el alcance que demos en concederle, la Soberania 
del Dios que yace oculto a las puertas del Misterio de la vida no puede 
ejercerse plenamente sin un Testigo; dicho de otro modo: no hay rabb sin 
‘abd. Están, además, la sección novena de la tercera parte de las Zshärat, 
cuya definición del ‘2757 resulta sumamente elocuente al respecto; la 
Qasida fi-l-nafs, cuya belleza poética no debería llevarnos a olvidar lo que 
en ella no es sólo belleza ni poesía; y, finalmente, los textos editados por 
Mehren y estudiados entre otros por Corbin, sobre todo la Risäla Hayy ibn 
Yaqzan, la Risälat al-tayr y la Qissa Salamàn wa Absäl, de la que sólo nos 
queda el resumen de Tüsi. Pero comencemos por reparar en otra epístola: 
la Risala fi-I-malä’ika, conservada en tres fuentes manuscritas y a la que 
Corbin dedicó asimismo unas páginas memorables en su obra sobre 
Avicena de 19545. 


Tengamos en cuenta, por de pronto, el célebre principio ex uno non fit 
nisi unum, que el propio Avicena consignó en sus escritos. Una ünica 
entidad emana del Dios ünico: el primer Intelecto o primer Emanado, fruto 
de la auto-contemplación divina que tiene lugar conforme a la idea segün 
la cual la reversión sobre si de lo Mismo genera transcendentalmente la 
Alteridad. Se trata, en efecto, de la auto-revelación de Dios en la figura de 
un primer y único Otro a través del cual El mismo se contempla y conoce, 
se piensa y toma conciencia de sí exteriorizándose, convirtiéndose, por 
decirlo así, en el Objeto especular de un Sujeto que lo contempla 
necesariamente como su Causa y que de ese modo genera una segunda 
autoconciencia que a su vez engendra una tercera, y así sucesivamente 
hasta un total de diez, correspondiendo el grado de cada Teofanía a las 


^ Cfr. Qur'an 11311. 
5 Cfr. H. CORBIN, Avicenne et le récit visionnaire, Paris, 1954, pp. 74-ss. 
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Inteligencias que rigen los Cielos del cósmos, descendentemente 
engarzados bajo la ley de un único Reflejo, o lo que es lo mismo, de una 
única Imagen impresa de espejo en espejo. Acontecimiento, éste, que se 
repite como es sabido de esfera en esfera. Sólo que la décima Inteligencia, 
incapaz por excesivamente lejana de su Fuente de producir una única 
Inteligencia y un Alma única, estalla en una multitud de almas: las almas 
humanas, que son por consiguiente el último vestigio, bien que 
fragmentado, de la Imagen progresivamente reflejada de Cielo en Cielo, o 
sea, las últimas «imágenes» de la Imagen, y en cuanto tales reciben y 
atesoran su Luz alumbradas por la que es su última expresión todavía 
unitaria: la décima Inteligencia, hacia la que aspiran a retornar y hacia 
cuyo encuentro se elevan las que contemplan su Origen con nostalgia. 


Véase pues que lo que puede ser descrito en términos noéticos puede 
serlo también en términos «imaginativos». De memoria e imagen habló ya 
y por lo demás Plotino6, quien, influido por la gnosis, fue el primero en 
esbozar el esquema así desarrollado por algunos pensadores ismA ‘ilies, por 
Färäbi y por el propio Avicena. El intelectualismo peripatético tiende a 
soslayarlo, así como tiende a ignorar el drama que late bajo tal cúmulo de 
ideas. En una palabra: la vida del alma es una excepcional aventura no sólo 
en pos del conocimiento, sino también y sobre todo en pos de su Imagen. 


De ahí el otro nombre que le otorga la Risala fi-l-mala'ika: no ya 
Intelecto (‘agl), sino Angel (malàk) Desde antiguo, los persas han 
llamado Angeles a las Teofanías por medio de las cuales Dios se muestra 
al alma y es conocido en tanto que visualizado por ella, pero también al 
doble celeste de ésta, a esa otra mitad suya que ella debe esforzarse por 
alumbrar para reencontrar su Imagen, su rostro eterno, espejo de la Luz 
divina. Las nupcias del hombre con el Entendimiento Agente equivalen 
por tanto a algo mäs que a alcanzar la plenitud del conocimiento que él le 
suministra acerca de las formas suprasensibles y de los principios del 
universo. { Qué ocurriria si leyéramos a partir de ahí las otras epístolas de 
Avicena? Es lo que en su dia se propuso Corbin para desconcierto de 
algunos; pero le asistian buenas razones, una formidable intuiciön y un 


6 Cfr. O. GÓMEZ DE LIANNO, El idioma de la imaginación (Ensayos sobre la 
memoria, la imaginaciön y el tiempo), Madrid, 1992, pp. 173-213. 
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conocimiento de primera mano de la mistica especulativa irania, de la 
tradiciön hermética de la Antigüedad, de la espiritualidad judeo-cristiana 
y de la gnosis islämica, cuyas reflexiones discurren en paralelo en mäs de 
un aspecto. Denominar al Ängel al-Insän al-Kämil, como hacen ciertos 
gnösticos musulmanes, es sin duda otra posibilidad, pero a decir verdad 
complementaria, puesto que el Angel es también el arquetipo de la 
Humanidad: rostro de Dios vuelto hacia el hombre, rostro del hombre 
vuelto hacia Dios. La imamologia shi‘ita, en la que cualquiera que fuera 
su ulterior compromiso con la Shi‘a fue educado Avicena, no ensefia otra 
cosa7. Reencontrando su Imagen en virtud de la creatividad de una 
imaginaciön que no cabe pensar en clave aristotélica y que confiere todo 
su alcance a la visión profética -de la que el propio Qur’dn dice que no 
puede acaecer sin la mediación del Angel8 y respecto de la que la visión 
inspirada de los awliyã' varía únicamente en cuanto al grado-, el alma se 
reencuentra a si misma a la vez que a Dios, al Dios de la que ella es el 
Testigo y la Visiön. Y es de ese modo como queda sellado -dirä Ibn 
‘Arabi9 el secreto de la Soberania divina; repärese en que las raices Ma- 
La-Ka y Ra-BB, sobre la última de las cuales insiste tan signifi- 
cativamente el tafsir de Avicena, dibujan en efecto un mismo campo 
semántico: el de la Rubübiyya divina; razón, ésta, que explica asimismo 
los diversos títulos de Santidad que, mediante la inclusión de la raíz Qa- 
DDa-Sa, recibe en la Epístola sobre los Ángeles cada Inteligencia. 


De espaldas a dicha visión, el destino del hombre -el ayqaz al- 
na’imin del que habla un conocido hadith al que Avicena parece haber 
prestado mayor atención que otros falasifa- permanecería incierto. 
Aunque hay de decir que tanto su consecucién como el pleno 
cumplimiento de la Soberania divina, de la que el hombre es el custodio, 
depende del compromiso por él asumido con vistas a la transfiguraciön del 
mundo, tarea que la Revelacién le encomienda al pedirle que transforme 
la Creaciön en Redenciön, el cösmos en Historia y la Historia en preludio 
de] Reino; mientras que la gnosis pagana es dualista, pues la visiön de lo 


7 Cfr. H. CORBIN, Face de Dieu, Face de l'Homme, Paris, 1983. 

8 Cfr Qur'àn 42/51. 

9 Cfr H. Cosin, L'imagination créatrice dans le soufisme d'Ibn ‘Arabi, Paris, 
1958 / La imaginación creadora en el sufismo de Ibn ‘Arabi, Barcelona, 1983, pp. 145-ss 
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esencial redunda para ella (si bien cabrian matices por lo que hace a la 
gnosis zoroastriana) en una fuga mundi. La postura de Avicena no es clara 
en este punto, pero lo que importa es el modo en que sus escritos 
simbölicos nos instan a reflexionar, a poco que nos apliquemos a leerlos 
cuidadosamente, sobre el contenido de los dos pasajes coränicos 
anteriormente citados y de tres ahädith profeticos ampliamente glosados 
por los espirituales del Islam: el ya mencionado, el relativo al Tesoro 
oculto que busca ser conocido y el que versa sobre la necesidad de servir 
a Dios como si se le viera. 


Luego st, tuvo razén Michot al llamarlos «escritos sobre el destino del 
hombre»10. Pero también Mehren y Massignon al calificarlos de 
«misticos»11. Lo que no es posible es ver en ellos una mera transposiciön 
«alegórica» de tales o cuales doctrinas peripatéticas, como pretendió 
Goichon12. Otra cosa es que Avicena combinara ambos modos de pensar; 
es probablemente lo que hizo, al igual que yuxtapuso, entre otras, ideas de 
proveniencia neoplatónica y aristotélica. En rigor, no podemos saber en 
qué medida fue corrigiendo, a lo largo de su vida, un punto de vista por el 
otro, en qué medida pudo parecerle que cada uno de ellos era adecuado a 
sus fines, prefigurando así la pluridimensional topologia noética que 
desarrollarán después ciertos pensadores shi‘itas, o en qué medida vivió 
con tensión su eventual superposición. La reconstrucción ulterior de los 
problemas de los que la obra de todo auténtico filósofo es únicamente el 
indicio sólo puede quererse, nos guste o no, aproximativa. Nadie ha 
afirmado, por otra parte, que los escritos esotéricos de Avicena contengan 
su «verdadera» filosofía. Pero tampoco puede sostenerse lo contrario y 
reducirlos a una inofensiva exposición literaria, en mayor o menor grado 
cifrada, de su auténtico pensamiento. Así como no es de recibo, por 
último, atribuirlo todo a una iniciativa individual más o menos 


10 Cfr. J. MicHOT, La destinée de l'homme selon Avicenne, Louvain, 1986. 

11 Cfr. A. MEHREN, Traités mystiques d’Avicenne, Leiden, 1889-1899, 4 vols. & L. 
MASSIGNON, «La philosophie orientale d'Avicenne et son alphabet philosophique», 
Memorial d'Avicenne, Le Caire, 1952, t. IV. 

12 Cfr. A.-M. GOICHON, Le récit de Hayy ibn Yaqzàn comenté par les textes 
d'Avicenne, Paris, 1959. 
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descontextuadal3. Es más bien un diálogo complejo el que se perfila ante 
nosotros: entre el Occidente del concepto y el Oriente de la imaginación, 
entre el discurso de la filosofia y la Palabra revelada tal y como la 
interpreta la gnosis. Un diälogo cuya suerte dependerä de que nos 
sumemos 0 no a él, esclareciendo sus posibles ambigiiedades y explorando 
sus certezas. 


Universidad Complutense de Madrid 


13 Cfr. Avicena, Tres escritos esotéricos. Estudio preliminar, Traducción y Notas de 
M. Cruz Herndndez, Madrid, 1998. 
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THE INTRODUCTION OF AVICENNIAN PSYCHOLOGY INTO 
THE MUSLIM THEOLOGICAL DISCOURSE: THE CASE OF 
AL-GHAZALI (D. 1111) 


It is widely acknowledged that the influence of Ibn Sinä’s (Avicenna) 
philosophy on Muslim theology started within the later Ash‘arite school of 
the 12th century. From here it spread through influential figures like Fakhr 
al-Din al-Räzi (d. 1210) into other Muslim schools of thought, most 
prominently Imami Shi'ism!. Although the precise nature of Ibn Sinä’s (d. 
1037) influence still merits study, it has become apparent that his 
psychology had a great impact on later Muslim theology. In the following 
I would like to take a look at one of al-Ghazalr's (d. 1111) works which 
suggests that his views on prophecy have been shaped by Ibn Sinä’s 
psychology. Al-Ghazäli, however, is mostly known as a critic of 
Avicennian philosophy due to his discussion and subsequent 
condemnation of 20 philosophical teachings in his Incoherence of the 
Philosophers (Tahäfut al-faläsifa). If Ibn Sina became such an influential 
figure for Muslim theology, it has been argued, it was despite of al- 
Ghazali's writings and not because of them. Arguing against this view I 
rather suggest — as I did in my book on Apostasy and Tolerance in Islam2 
— that al-Ghazäli’s sharp criticism of some of the Muslim peripatetic 


1 S. SCHMIDTKE, Theologie, Philosophie und Mystik in zwölferschiitischen Islam 
des 9/15. Jahrhunderts: Die Gedankenwelten des Ibn Abi Gumhür al-Ahsá'i (um 
838/1434-35-nach 905/1501) Leiden 2000, (Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Science; 
39), pp. 4-13. . 

2 E GRIFFEL, Apostasie und Toleranz im Islam. Die Entwicklung zu al-Gazaális 
Urteil gegen die Philosophie und die Reaktionen der Philosophen, Leiden: Brill, 2000 
(Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Science; 40), pp. 10, 318f., 350ff., 465. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofía Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.L. E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. 1, pp. 571-582. 
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philosophers’ teachings in his Tahafut was a first and important step in the 
process of integrating peripatetic philosophy into Muslim theology. It 
aimed at cleansing philosophical teachings from those elements that al- 
Ghazäli’s and probably many of his colleagues in the religious sciences 
deemed to be unbelief and apostasy. Such a critique, in turn, enabled al- 
Ghazäli’s and his colleagues at the Ash‘arite colleges to include the non- 
apostatic elements of the teachings of the falasifa — here understood as 
Muslim peripatetic philosophers — in their curriculum. 

This paper is divided, first, into an analysis of al-Ghazali's criticism 
of Ibn Sinä’s position on prophecy in his Tahafut al- faläsifa. The second 
part of this paper analyzes a passage from al-Ghazali’s Faysal al-tafriga 
bayna l-Islàm wa-l-zandaga and explains how al-Ghazali understood 
divine prophecy. 

In the Tahäfut al- faläsifa, the philosophers’ views on prophecy are 
dealt with in the introduction to the part on the natural sciences 
(tabi‘iyyàt) and in the preceding 16th discussion on celestial souls — the 
last discussion in the part on metaphysics. In the introductory chapter to 
the natural sciences, al-Ghazali reports Ibn Sina’s teachings on prophecy 
from the psychological part of his Healing (al-Shifa’). Al-Ghazali 
presents three elements of Ibn Sina’s psychological teachings on 


prophecy in.this passage. All three concern the distinct ways that make it 
possible for prophets to receive revelation and perform miracles3. First, 
al-Ghazali reports the possibility for prophets to receive imaginative 
revelation4. He gives a concise account of Ibn Sina’s view that prophets 
receive revelations as visions in their imaginative faculty (quwwa 
mutakhayyila). 

Al-Ghazali explains this in Ibn Sinä’s language and terminology. 
Prophets lack impeding forces that in the case of ordinary people suppress 
visions while they are awake and receive sense data. Therefore, prophets 


3 al-Ghazali, Tahafut al-falasifa = Algazel, Tahafot al-falasifat, M. BOUYGES 
(ed.), Beirut 1927, pp. 272-274. On Ibn Sinä’s three elementary parts of explaining 
prophecy cfr. D.N. Hasse, Avicenna's De Anima in the West. The Formation of a 
Peripatetic Philosophy of the Soul 1160-1300, London/Turin 2000, pp. 154-156 and 
Fazlur Rahman, Prophecy in Islam, London 1958, pp. 30-52. 

^ «Imaginative revelation» is a term used by Fazlur Rahman in his Prophecy in 
Islam, pp. 36ff. It is maintained here in order to distinguish this way of revelation from 
«intellectual revelation» mentioned below. 
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receive in their waking hours visions what ordinary people receive in their 
sleeps. 

Secondly, al-Ghazäli reports Ibn Sinä’s teachings on intellectual 
revelation’. He gives an account of the view that prophets receive 
revelations as theoretical knowledge in their intellectual faculties (quwwa 
'agliyya nazariyya). Prophets have the power of intuition (guwwat al- 
hads) and have the capacity to find immediately the middle term of a 
syllogism. This capacity makes the prophets achieve perfect theoretical 
knowledge without instruction, i.e. solely through intuition (hads)7. 

Thirdly and finally, al-Ghazali in this passage reports Ibn Sina’s view 
on the ability of prophets to perform miracles by virtue of an exceptionally 
strong practical faculty of the soul (quwwa nafsiyya ‘amaliyya). Since all 
souls have the capacity to effect physical changes in their own bodies, the 
extraordinary powers of the prophets’ souls have the capacity to bring 
about changes in natural objects outside of their own bodies. Prophets 
have the capacity to let gales rage, rain fall, cause earthquakes, or let 
people sink into the ground. They are, however, not capable of changing a 
piece of wood into an animal and of splitting the moon8. 

The first two elements of Ibn Sinä’s explanation of prophecy, i.e. 
imaginative and intellectual revelation, pass through al-Ghazäli’s 
Tahäfut without further comment or criticism. Only the falasifa's 
explanation of miracles is criticized by al-Ghazali . First, he stresses that 
he does not reject their explanation and that he agrees with the falasifa 
on the prophets' capacity to make other bodies do their bidding9. But al- 
Ghazali objects that this capacity is not limited to a change of some 
accidents within the bodies. Prophetical miracles, he argues, also include 
the change of essential qualities like in the transformation of a stick into 


5 al-Ghazali, Tahafut, p. 272.10f., cfr. Ibn Sina, De anima, = Avicenna s De Anima, 
F. RAHMAN (ed.), London 1959, p. 173.12. 

6 «Intellectual revelation» is also a term coined by E. RAHMAN in Prophecy in 
Islam, pp. 30ff. 

7 al-Ghazali, Taháfut, 272.ult—274.2; cfr. Ibn Sina, De anima, 248-250. On the 
foundation of Ibn Sinà's theory of hads within the Aristotelian system of epistemology cf. 
D. Guras, «Avicenna: De anima» in: Interpretationen: Hauptwerke der Philosophie: 
Mittelalter, K. FLASCH (ed.), Stuttgart 1998, pp. 96-105. 

8  al-Ghazali, Tahäfut, pp. 274.3-275.11, cfr. Ibn Sina, De anima, pp. 199—201. 

9  al-Ghazäli, Tahafut, p. 275.12f. 
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a serpent!0. Such miracles are implicitly denied by the falásifa, and it is 
this denial which leads directly into the 17th discussion of the Tahäfut on 
causality. 


The Tahafut's 17th discussion on causality may be prompted by Ibn 
Sinà's psychological explanation of prophecy, it is, however, not 
concerned with questions of psychology. This is quite different in the case 
of the 16th discussion of the Tahafut. The subject is the falasifa's 


teachings on celestial beings, i.e. the falasifa's position that the spheres are 
connected to intellects and their denial of the existence of an actual 
«preserved tablet» (al-lawh al-mahfüz) in the heavens as it is mentioned in 
Our" än 85:2211. Here, al-Ghazali first concedes that the falasifa's view on 
celestial beings having souls is indeed not impossible (laysa muhálan)12. 
Similarly, he implicitly concedes that the view of prophecy as knowledge 
being received from these celestial souls is possiblel3. His argument 


against these two views is an epistemological one, denying the faläsifa’s 
claims to have real insight into these matters. He confronts their 
epistemological incapacity with the religious point of view based on the 
authority of revelation. While the interpreters of revelation have certain 


knowledge, the falasifa only claim to have possible knowledge in these 
matters: 


10 This is the prophetic miracle that Moses performed in front of Pharao, cfr. 
Qur'an 7.107, 20.69, 26.45. 

11 According to al-Ghazäli, the faläsifa interpreted the lawh mahfüz metaphorically 
and understood it as a reference to past and future events that the prophets see in their 
visions, «the imaginative faculty (quwwa mutakhayyila) (...) sees the Preserved Tablet, the 
forms of future particular events become imprinted in it». (al-Ghazali, Tahafut, p. 
273.8-10). Al-Ghazäli’s own understanding of the lawh mahfüz in his later writings like al- 
Arba'in fi usül al-din equally regards the lawh mahfüz as a reference to past and future 
events, but also acknowledges the existence of an actual tablet where the interpretation of 
the falasifa is purely metaphorical (cfr. R.M. FRANK, Creation and the Cosmic System, 
Heidelberg 1992, p. 45). 

12 al-Ghazali, Tahäfut al-faläsifa, p. 255.17. 

13 According to Ibn Sinà, the source of prophetic visions must be one of the celestial 
souls (nufüs samäwiyya) which are attached to celestial bodies, the spheres of the planets. 
These souls have knowledge of the unkown (al-ghayb). The source of imaginative visions 
requires a bodily organ and this excludes the celestial intellects and the necessary existent 
being (wäjib al-wujüd) itself as the source of the visions. (Ibn Sina, al-Shifa’, al-Ilähiyyat, 
ed. Ibrahim Madkür et al., 2 vols. Cairo 1960, vol. 2, pp. 437f.) In al-Ghazäli’s report of the 
faläsifa’s teachings the source of prophetic visions is called «the angel» (al-malak); al- 
Ghazäli, Magäsid al-faläsifa, M.S. AL-KURDI (ed.), Cairo 21355/1936, part 3, pp. 75f. 
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There is no need for any of the things you [scil. the faläsifa] have mentioned, for there 
is no argument (dalil) in this14. Nor do you have an argument [for your interpretation] 
of what the religious law conveys regarding «the Tablet» and «the Pen». For the 


people versed in the law (ahl al-shar‘) do not understand by «the Tablet» and «the 
Pen» the meaning [you have given to these terms] at all. Consequently, there is 
nothing for you to cling to [your interpretation] in the religious law15. 


Al-Ghazali's subsequent criticism is entirely based on the faldsifa’s 
assumed incapacity to prove that revelations are received from the 
celestial souls. If not proven, these teachings are rendered false by the text 
of the Qur'an. Here, he implicitly applies his «law of interpretation» 
(gâniin al-ta' wil), as he has called it in his later works. The text of the 
divine revelation may only be subject to allegorical interpretation (ta’ wil) 
and therefore understood as having an inner meaning (bätin), if the 
validity of its literal meaning (zähir) is contradicted through a 
demonstrative proof (burhän)16. The underlying epistemological idea is 
that both revelation and demonstration must lead to the same conclusions. 


If Muslims like the faldsifa try to alter one source of truth, i.e. revelation, 
with the support of arguments that are based on some kind of reasoning, 


but not on demonstration (burhän), their interpretations must be rejected. 


This applies to the faläsifa’s view that the prophets receive their 
knowledge from the celestial intellects and not directly from God: 


With what [argument] would you deny someone who says that the Prophet knows the 
hidden through God's apprising him of it by way of [direct] initiation (ibtida’)17? 


14 The usage of the word dalil, «any kind of argument», instead of the stronger 
burhän, «demonstrative argument» a fortiori stresses al-Ghazäli’s claim that the faläsifa 
are unable to prove their claims. 

15 Al-Ghazali, Tahäfut, p. 261.2-5, cfr. the English translation by M.E. MARMURA 
in The Incoherence of the Philosophers/ Taháfut al-faläsifa, a parallel English-Arabic text, 
translated, introduced, and annotated by M.E. MARMURA, Provo (Utah) 1997, p. 160. 

16 On this rule cfr. my Apostasie und Toleranz, pp. 304—319, 333-335, 432f., and 
466f., or Marmura, «Avicenna’s theory of prophecy in the light of Ash'arite theology», The 
Seed of Wisdom. Essays in Honour of T. J. Meek, W.S. MCCULLOUGH (ed.), Toronto 1964, 
pp. 159-178, p. 177, and his «Al-Ghazali on Bodily Resurrection and Causality in Tahafut 
and The Iqtisad», Aligarh Journal of Islamic Thought, 2 (1989) 46—75, p. 49. 

17 Al-Ghazali, Taháfut, pp. 260f. Cfr. the English translation by M. MARMURA, p. 
159. 
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It follows that the faläsifa’s teachings on the involvement of celestial 
souls in the process of revelation are arbitrary (mutahakkam) in terms of 
the philosophical discourse. These teachings are false in religious 
discourse, since they contradict the outer meaning (zahir) of the revealed 
text. The Our" än teaches direct revelation from God to his prophets. 

In short, in the Tahäfut al-Ghazali criticizes two elements of Ibn 
Sina’s teachings on divine prophecy. He objects to the view that prophetic 
miracles are limited to the change of accidents and to the view that the 
celestial souls are the sources of revelation. But what does al-Ghazäli 
approve of? Al-Ghazali develops his own explanation of prophecy in the 
frame of an elaborate argument on the distinction between interpretations 
of the Muslim revelation that are allowed and tolerated in Islam and those 
that are not allowed and considered clandestine apostasy (zandaga). This 
argument is expounded in the first six chapters of the Faysal al-tafriga. 
This text aims to determine criteria for unbelief in Islam. In order to 
understand the nature of unbelief, al-Ghazali says, one should first draw 
attention to its definition. JA 

.In an article dating from 1964 Michael E. Marmura pointed out that 
while the classical Ash‘arite school regards prophecy from the perspective 
of God's attributes, the falasifa analyzed prophecy from the prophet's 
perspective or that of those who are addressed.18 In the following it will 
become apparent that the elements of Avicennian psychology that al- 
Ghazali incorporates into his view of prophecy are not those considered 
proven through demonstration (burhän). They are those elements accepted 
by Ibn Sinà as mere explanation of how the process of divine prophecy 
takes placel9. Al-Ghazali's usage of these philosophical explanations 
leads to a significant shift in theological perspective. Al-Ghazali presents 
prophecy in terms of the prophets, or rather the human audience which is 
addressed, and not in terms of God's commands. 

Al-Ghazali develops his explanation of prophecy in the context of an 
‘elaborate argument on the distinction between interpretations of the 
Muslim revelation that are allowed and tolerated in Islam and those that 
are not allowed and considered clandestine apostasy (zandaqa). He 


18 MARMURA, «Avicenna’s theory of prophecy», pp.161, 169, 174. 
19 Ibid., 167. 
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expounds his argument in the first six chapters of The Decisive Criterium 
in the Distinction between Islam and Clandestine Apostasy, (Faysal al- 
tafriga bayna l-Isläm wa-l-zandaqa), which he wrote late in his life 
between 491/1098 and 503/110920. The work deals with the criteria of 
membership in the Islamic community and thus may serve as the 
background for understanding al-Ghazäli’s condemnation of the faldsifa 
and other groups like the Isma‘ilites earlier in his life. The book starts, 
however, with an apology. Al-Ghazäli reports in an address to an unknown 
student that he himself has been accused of unbelief because of his 
teachings. He reminds his student that there are few scholars out there who 
have a clear understanding of the criteria of unbelief (kufr) in Islam. Many 
accuse their theological opponents of kufr even if they disagree only in 
minor points. In order to understand the nature of unbelief one should first 
draw attention to its definition. 

The shift in perspective from regarding prophecy in terms of God to 
regarding it in terms of humankind occurs in the second chapter of the 
Faysal. Here, al-Ghazali defines unbelief as the implicit or explicit 
accusation against Muhammad not telling the truth. 


I say, unbelief is the assumption the messenger — peace and prayer be upon him — 
utters falsehood in anything that comes with him21, 


Belief, al-Ghazali says in the next sentence, is to acknowledge the 
truth (tasdig) of everything that comes with Muhammad. Tasdig as 
definitions for faith/belief (imán) as well as its opposite takdhib (to hold 
that something is not true or someone lying) in the definition of unbelief 
(kufr) have a long tradition in Islamic theology and cannot be dealt with 


20 On the dating of the Faysal cfr. my introduction to the German translation of the 
Faysal, Uber Rechtgläubigkeit und religiöse Toleranz. Eine Übersetzung der Schrift Das 
Kriterium in der Unterscheidung zwischen Islam und Gottlosigkeit, Zürich 1998, pp. 43-45 
and M. BOUYGES, Essai de chronologie des oeuvres de al-Ghazali (Algazel), M. ALLARD 
(ed.), Beirut 1959, pp. 46f. 

"21 Al-Ghazäli, Faysal al-tafriga bayna l-Islam wa-l-zandaga, S. DUNYA (ed.), 
Cairo 1381/1961, p. 134.7f. References to the text of the Faysal are according to the most 
widespread edition by S. Dunyä. The text of this edition is, however, only of poor quality. 
It has been checked and if necessary amended with Mustafä al-Qabbäni’s edition, Cairo 
1319/1901, with Mahmüd Bijü’s, Damascus 1413/1993, and with the mss. Berlin, 
Staatsbibliothek, We 1806 and Istanbul, Süleimaniyye, Shehid Ali Pasha 1712. 
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here22. In all these discussions, however, God is the object of the tasdiq of 
the believer. Belief, according to the classical. Ash‘arite definition is 
tasdiq bi-llah, i.e. to accept the truthfulness of God and the truth of the 
message23. Unbelief is according to the Ash'arite definition takdhib bi- 
llah, i.e. to believe that God is either not truthful or that his message is not 
true24. Both these definitions appear in the writings of al-Ghazäli’s teacher 
al-Juwayni and those of al-Ghazali’s colleagues as students of the 
Nizamiyya in Nishapur25. 

The change of perspective in al-Ghazäli’s approach to prophecy 
occurs when he defines belief as tasdig al-rasul and unbelief as takdhib al- 
rasül. The discussion of the assumed sidq or kidhb that forms the basis of 
belief or unbelief shifts from the transcendental divine sphere to the 
human sphere of the prophets. Only this transformation allows al-Ghazali 
to develop an elaborate system to verify the sidq of the Islamic message 
and of its messenger. In the following I will try to explain this system. It 
relies on the congruency between the mental representations of a person 
and his utterances. Divine transcendence forbids the application of such 
verification to God. Applying criteria to verify whether a nominal Muslim 


holds tasdig or takdhib in respect to Muhammad, however, leads to the 
development of a psychological explanation of prophecy. 


First, al-Ghazali explains the meaning of tasdiq. In order to verify the 


22 Cfr. my Apostasy und Toleranz, index; R.M. FRANK, «Knowledge and Taglid. 
The Foundation of Religious Belief in Classical Ash‘arism», Journal of American Oriental 
Society 109 (1989) 37-62 and Josef van Ess, Die Erkenntnislehre des ‘Adudaddin al-Ici, 
Wiesbaden 1966, pp. 95ff. 

23 al-Ash'ari: Kitab al-Luma' = The Theology of al-Ash'ari. The Arabic Texts of al- 
Ash‘ari’s Kitab al-Luma' and Risälat Istihsän al-khawd fi ‘ilm al-kalam , R.J. MCCARTHY 
(ed.), Beirut 1953, § 180. On the early Ash‘arite concept of belief as tasdiq bi-lläh or li- 
lläh cf. Frank, «Knowledge and Taqlid», 40ff. and Daniel Gimaret, La doctrine d’ al- 
Ash‘ari, Paris 1990, pp. 472-474. 

24 al-Bägilläni, Kitab at-Tamhid, R.J. MCCARTHY (ed.), Beirut 1957, p. 348. 

25 al-Juwayni, al-Irshad ila qawati‘ al-adilla fi usül al-i'tigãd, ed. Muhammad 
Yüsuf Misa and ‘Ali‘A.‘Abd al-Hamid, Cairo 1369/1950, p. 397.1-2. For the generation 
of al-Ghazäli’s colleagues cfr. Abū 1-Qásim al-Ansäri (d. 511 or 512/1117-19) al-Ghunya 
fi l-kalam, ms. Istanbul, Topkapi Serail Kütüphanesi, Ahmet III 1916, foll. 228af. Another 
colleague at the Nizämiyya, al-Kiya al-Harrasi (d. 504/1110) Usúl ad-din, ms. Cairo, Dar 
al-Kutub, kalam 290, foll. 241bf. is unspecific on the object of tasdig but defines kufr as 
takdhib bi-lläh. 
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faith or belief (tasdiq) of a Muslim one cannot simply ask whether he 
affirms the truth of the whole book of revelation. The faith of a believer 
can only be verified through an inquiry into whether he affirms (saddaga) 
the «objects» of the revelation. Al-Ghazali analyzes what it means to 
affirm a proposition. The text develops a number of wide-ranging ideas in 
only a few sentences until the reader is confronted with the following 
sentence: 


fa-aqülu l-tasdiqu yatatarraqu ila l-khabar bal ila l-mukhbar 
I say that tasdig does not only apply to the proposition, but rather to the object [of the 
proposition]26. 


In the next sentence al- Ghazali gives an explanation of the meaning 
of tasdiq: 


hagigatuhü al-i‘tiràfu bi-wujüdi mà akhbara r-rasülu (...)'an wujüdih 
The essential meaning [of tasdiq] is to accept the being of that thing of whose 
existence the Prophet (...) reports27. 


This last sentence seems circular. The sentence starts with the 
assumption that the Prophet both in the revelation and in the hadith reports 
of wujüd, of being. Both hadith and Qur’än are the propositions whose 
object (al-mukhbar in the sense of al-mukhbar 'anhu)28 mentioned in the 
first sentence. Tasdiq for al-Ghazali means to acknowledge or to accept 
that such objects of the Prophet's propositions exist. An explanation of the 
next step in al-Ghazali's text will give a better understanding of what he 
means by the «acknowledgment of a being» (i‘tirdfu bi-wujüd). 

What now follows is a categorization of all being or «existence» 
(wujüd) that the Prophet reports of into five categories. It is clear that these 
five categories of existence are understood to be the objects of 
propositions. Al-Ghazäli here applies a theory of representation in which 
a proposition contains elements of language that represent objects of the 
outside world. «Outside» here, means outside of language. Such an object 


26 al-Ghazäli, Faysal, p. 175.15f. 

27 Ibid., p. 175.17. 

28 Cfr. Ibn Siná's usage of al-mukhbar “anhã in, al-Shifa’, al-Ilähiyyät, vol. 1, p. 
34.7. 
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outside of the proposition is considered a mukhbar in the first sentence 
quoted above and a wujud in the second. This theory of representation 
applies to all propositions, and therefore. also applies to propositions 
within the Qur’än and the hadith corpus. If the Prophet reports of events 
in the past or on his present time, the event — or better — the thing that is 
reported of, is the object. For al-Ghazali «belief» means to acknowledge 
that such objects of the prophets’ propositions exist. In his categorization 
of «existence» into five degrees, objects that existed in the past or in the 
present time of the prophet all belong to one category of existence. This is 
the «real existence» (al-wujüd al-dhati) that comprises all objects of the 
outside world. In this instance «outside» means outside of the human 
mind. 

For al-Ghazali there are four other kinds of existence, and all of them 
are beings within the mind of a person, or more specifically, existences 
within the minds of the prophets. These four oblique degrees of existence 
are as follows: 

— Second degree of existence, «perceived existence», al- wujüd al- 
hisst: From the examples that al-Ghazäli gives in his distinction of the five 
degrees of existence it becomes clear that not all propositions within the 
Qur'an and the hadith can be interpreted as having existed as «real» 
objects in the outside world. Many are sensual existences that were only 
perceived through the Prophet’s sense perception. 

— Third degree of existence, «imagined existence», al- wujüd al- 
khayäli: The corresponding existence of sentences that start, for instance, 
with constructions such as «it was as if...» is an imaginative existence 
within the Prophet’s faculty of imagination. 

— The fourth degree of existence is the conceptual, or intellectual 
one, al- wujüd al-‘aqli. The prime example here is God's hand. According 
to al-Ghazäli it can be demonstrated that God does not have a hand like 
humans. The being of such a hand as a real and firm existence, as a 
perceived existence, and as an imagined existence must therefore be 
denied. If the existence of such a hand can somehow be acknowledged, 
this can only be done as a conceptual existence: the hand exists in order to 
represent the concept of giving and taking. 

— Finally, the fifth and last degree of existence is the so-called 
«similar existence» (al- wujüd al-shibhi). While in the case of the 
«conceptual existence» a correspondence in the field of essential attributes 
leads to the fact that one existence stands for the other, here, the 
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correspondence is in the field of accidental attributes. An example is anger. 
The description of the essence of anger is «that which brings blood to boil 
because one seeks satisfaction». God cannot be associated with these 
emotions and is high exalted above this. However, God’s anger is similar 
to human anger in the sense that it aims to punish. The aim to punish is not 
an essential quality of anger, but only an accidental one, and this is the 
only level on which the two kinds of anger can be connected. The words 
«God’s anger» in the revelation refers on the level of a «similar existence» 


to God’s will to punish. 

The criteria for the distinction into five degrees of existence are rooted 
in the philosophical theory of the inner senses — the hawäss bätina. 
Following in the footsteps of Aristotelian and late antique philosophy, the 
falasifa divided the human apparatus of post-sensationary perception into 
several psychological faculties. The hiss is the place that collects the 
perceptions of the five «outward» senses and the khayál is be the place 
where the multitude of single perceptions are put together to one object. 
This latter is the faculty of imagination. Conceptual knowledge about the 
definitions of things and their substance is located in the ‘aql. 

The four distinctions that al-Ghazali uses are all exemplified in the 
following passage from Ibn Sinä’s Pointers and Admonitions (al-Isharat 
wa-I-tanbihät): 


Sometimes a thing is perceived when it is observed; then it is imagined, when it is 
absent through the representation of its picture (or: form, süra) inside; just as Zayd, 
for example, whom you have seen, but now is absent from you, is imagined by you. 
And sometimes [the thing] is apprehended intellectually when the concept «man», for 
example, which exists also for other people, is formed out of Zayd. When [the thing] 
is perceived by the senses, it is found covered by things which are foreign to its 
essence and which, if they had been removed from it, would not effect its essence29. 


Almost all important elements of al-Ghazäli’s theory of prophecy as 
representations in the mind of the prophets are inspired by the writings of 
Ibn Sina. Significantly, al-Ghazäli follows the shaykh al-ra’is not only on 
points of detail, he also applies an Avicennian ontological model. It would 


29 Ibn Sina, al-Ishärät wa-t-tanbihät, S. DUNYA (ed.), 4 vols., Cairo 1960-68, vol. 
2, pp. 367f. The passage is translated and discussed by D.N. Hasse, «Avicenna on 
Abstraction», Aspects of Avicenna, R. WISNOVSKY (ed.), Princeton 2001, 39-72, 62ff. 
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be impossible to develop the concept of a being that corresponds to a 
revelation without Ibn Sinä’s notion of wujüd as a denotation of all 
possible human knowledge. The connection between khabar and wujüd is 
entirely Avicennian30. In conclusion it can be said that al-Ghazäli’s 
explanation of divine prophecy in his Faysal al-tafriga is heavily 
influenced by Ibn Sinä in its detail as well as in its overall concept of how 
prophecy can be understood by humans. Al-Ghazäli accepts and applies a 
great deal of Ibn Sinä’s teachings on prophecy - all elements that he did 
not condemn in his book on the refutation of philosophical doctrines, the 
Tahäfut al-faläsifa. Al-Ghazäli’s usage of Avicennian psychology is an 
attempt to enrich Ash‘arite theology in a subject area where it had not 
developed any specific views. The epistemological self-restriction that is 
implied in the bila kayf of early Ash'arite theology causes this theological 
system to become quite receptive to the incorporation of elements from 
peripatetic philosophy once the restrictions are lifted. 


Yale University 


30 Cfr. the chapter I. 5 of Ibn Sinä’s Metaphysics where «existence in the soul» 
(wujüd fi I-nafs) is qualified as «that which is reported of» (alladhi mà yukhbaru ‘anhu). 
«The act of reporting (ikhbär) is in its essential meaning reporting of the existent things 
(al-mawjúd) in the soul, and only in its accidental meaning reporting of the existent things 
outside [of it)». (al-Shifä’, al-Ilähiyyät, vol. 1, p. 34.7-9). 
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AVERROES, ON THE COGNITIVE PROCESS 


Human cognitive processes flow within the boundaries of senses and 
those of universal categories. In its reading of Aristotle, Arabic philosophy 
was mainly interested in the second direction, namely, toward its 
foundation in the intellect and was prone to think more in terms of 
hypostasised entities than in factual processes. Accordingly, most of 
contemporary scholars have focused on this issue!, since the great Arab 
philosophers place intellect in a cardinal position in their system. 

Aristotle’s book On the Soul has to be considered as the starting point 
of this development. He identifies soul as «the principle of living beings» 
(402 a 6-7), and more precisely as substance, and within substance, as 
form and perfection (EvteAexglo). Since perfection may or may not 
contain, in its first stage, some part of possibility and potentiality, — for 
instance, as the state of science does in relation to the activity of knowing 
- we have no elucidate to which kind of perfection soul belongs. For 
Aristotle, soul belongs to the first kind, containing some potentiality, and 
is defined as «first perfection of a natural body endowed with organs» (412 
b 5-6) and the potentiality it contains is none other than life. Once Aristotle 
has laid these foundations, he devotes himself to describing those 
functions the principle of which is soul. It is the principle of nutritive and 
sensitive functions, of motion and of discursive reasoning (TÒ 
SravontiKov, 413 b 12-13). 

The intermediate stages between the sensitive function and reasoning 
are subjects of the Aristotelian analysis to a large extent. Sensation is some 
kind of alteration (416 b 34), and accidental (428 b 19-20) as well as 
common characteristics are concomitant to each process. Common to all 


1 HLA. DAVIDSON, Alfarabi, Avicenna, and Averroes, on Intellect. New York - 
Oxford: Oxford UP, 1992 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (5.1.E.EM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 583-594. 
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sensations are movement and rest, number, time or shape. In his treatises 
De sensu et sensatu, De somno et vigilia, De memoria et reminiscentia 
Aristotle searches for that faculty that does not belong to a specific sense 
and is capable of synthesizing various data. «We perceive the common 
sensible through a common perception which is not per accidens» (427 a 
279). Traditionally this faculty has been called sensus communis. 

Further on we meet imagination (427 b 14-14). Once perception 
comes to an end, it leaves an imprint, mostly a visual one, an image 
(davracıo), but whereas «sensation are always true, images are often 
false» (428 a 11-12). 

Because we own images, we are able to remember. Memory is a 
bodily faculty activated by the perception of an image alike to that kept in 
our memory. Whereas some animals have memory according to Aristotle, 
only man can become aware of the fact, a faculty that he calls 
reminiscence: &vópvmoic. We are also able to look for images and 
retrieve them from the memory by employing our cogitative power2. 

Here, the treatise On the soul makes imagination the threshold of 
intellectual apprehension, of intellection (tO vo&iv), that is the activity of 
«the intelligence of the soul». Aristotle defines intelligence as «that by 
means of which the soul thinks over and apprehends» (429 a 23). Thinking 
over or reasoning is a movement at the cognitive level similar to love and 
hatred at the operative level: 408 b 24-28, being both activities of the 
human intellect. However, apprehending or seizing ideas has more import 
since it becomes the final object of the process: We follow a discursive 
reasoning with the purpose of eventually seeing an intellectual image or 
form. | | 

The form apprehended by the intelligence is very different from the 
sensible forms because it is the true form of beings, their essence, their 
‘being big’ or “being water’ (429 b 10-11). We should add that such 
essences can exist in matter or be free from matter. The fact that the object 
of intellectual apprehension is form implies that, since form has to be 
joined to matter in order to generate a substance, this form has to be joined 
to an internal matter in a similar way. What, however, is this matter? 


2 De mem. et rem. 2, 451 b 16-20: «When we are reminiscent, we are moved by 
one of the first movements [of imagination] until we are moved by the movement nearest 
to us». 
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As an instance of this kind of matter Aristotle points to the wax tablet, 
where nothing is actually written before the activity of writing starts (430 
a 1-2). This matter is intellect too, and it can become all intelligible things 
(tà vont) and itself become intelligible. 

But from another point of view, Aristotle sees the intellect as the 
capacity of creating (moteiv) the intelligibles, and the instance he chooses 
is that of light since light, according to his theory of vision, is the agent 
moving colors from potentiality to actuality (430 a 14-17). 

Thus intellect is twofold, but what are their natures? Aristotle’s words 
only show us that they are differences inside the soul (Stadopat, 430 a 
14) and we cannot know whether they are principles, causes or substances. 
He tells us that one of the intellects can subsist separately and that in this 
state, it is «what truly is, and is immortal and eternal», but that the other 
one cannot be such, because it «is passive and perishable» (430 a 22-25). 

Aristotle has described the cognitive process as the elaboration of a 
form, but he has moved to reflect on the nature of those parts of the soul 
that act in the process, and concluded that one of the them can exist 
separatly as an eternal substance, active and in actuality, and that the other 
cannot exist separated — from man: it being similar to matter, passive and 
potential..His reflection amazes us but is not complete. It is amazing 
because it starts at the level of sensible experience and ends at that of 
divinity; it is incomplete, as it leaves many questions open3. Aristotle’s 
commentators will strain to complete his explanation. 

Among the elements involved in the cognitive process, the research 
will focus mainly on intellect. To the distinction between material and 
active intellect another intellect will be added, namely one in a state of 
possession (£&16) or in habitu. Alexander of Aphrodisias (fl. ca. 200 AD) 
introduced this intellect in his treatises On the soul4 and On the Intellect. 
This intellect in habitu may be compared to the artisan who masters an art 
although at the present time he is not exercising it, by contrast to the man 


3 For an account of unanswered, open questions see O. HAMELIN, La théorie de 
l’intellect d'aprés Aristote et ses commentateurs (Paris, 1953), pp. 25-28. 

^ De anima Liber cum Mantissa. CAG, Supp. ar. II.1, I. Bruns (ed.), Berlin 1887. 

5 De anima Liber cum Mantissa. CAG, Supp. ar. 11.1, I. Bruns (ed.), pp. 106: 18 
— 113: 24. English translation in FM. SCHROEDER and R.B. Topp, Two Aristotelian 
Commentators on the Intellect (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 1990), 
pp. 45-58. 
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who does not have it at all, and who then is similar to the material 
intellect6. On the other side, Alexander insists that the active intellect 
comes from «outside» and paves the road to conceiving the active intellect 
as being actually separate and acting upon the sublunary world. 

With Themistius (317-388? AD) we read of three intellects too. The 
active intellect is equivalent to that in Alexander, although Themistius is 
not certain about placing it «outside» the soul. As for the material intellect, 
he speaks of it as potential (6 Svvapet) and as common intellect 
(kowvög): The common intellect is passive and perishable since it is 
inseparable from the body7, and it is the site of discursive reasoning and 
deliberating. The potential intellect is «itself separate, unmixed, and 
unaffected ... yet it is not separate in the same way as the productive 
intellect»8 and becomes the intelligibles. We may explain the three 
intellects as holding different ontological levels: the active intellect 
holding the highest level, the potential intellect the intermediate, and the 
common intellect the lowest. 

Averroes took the explanations of both commentators in very serious 
consideration in order to interpret the Aristotelian passage, but he 
acknowledged also the work of his Arab forerunners Alfarabi and 
Avempace. His technical terminology includes the acquired intellect, 
denoting the amount of acquired knowledge, and the theoretical or 
speculative intellect, which Averroes equates with the intellect in habitu of 
Alexander of Aphrodisias, as we read in Averroes’ Long Commentary on 
the Soul.9 

This long commentary is no doubt the most complete source of 
information about Averroes’ explanation of the cognitive process. 
Averroes is an author who was working on such a subject as the soul all 
his life, and revising his views. The long commentary belongs to his 


6 De intellectu, 107: 22-25. Tr. SCHROEDER, Two Aristotelian, p. 48. 

7 Themistii in libros Aristotelis de anima paraphrasis. CAG V.R. HEINZE (ed.), 
(Berlin 1899), pp. 108: 22 -31. 

8 HEINZE (ed.), 105: 34-35. English translation of FM. SCHROEDER in Two 
Aristotelian, p. 109. 

9 «Alexander believes that the intellect in habitu (that is the theoretical one) is 
different from the active intellect, and this has to be believed because the art is different 
from the artifact, and the agent different from the effect», Averrois Cordubensis 
commentarium magnum in Aristotelis De anima libros, F.S. CRAWFORD (ed.), (Cambridge, 
Mass. 1953. Reprint Tunis, 1997), Book III, p. 441: 129-132. 
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mature stage and contains his final views. The text is extant only in aLatin 
translation by Michael Scot, and was available in the Giunta edition10 
before the critical edition by Crawford. Alain de Libera has recently 
translated Book III into French with a detailed annotation!!. 

Averroes is always keen to follow Aristotle, and thus follows him by 
also starting with the sensible impressions12. However Averroes sees a 
difference in man’s sensible faculty, because man «understands the 
individual intentiones of the various genera and species»13, that means 
that man has the capacity of recognizing the individual. 

The Latin term intentio is a translation of the Arabic ma‘na, which 
corresponds to the Stoic Ae tov, the meaning of something by contrast to 
the thing in itself. ma‘nd is a keyword in Islamic theology with multiple 
connotationsl4. Averroes is very familiar with the term’s ambiguity. 
Because of its many possible senses, I prefer not to translate it but to 
employ its Latin form: intentio. He continually resorts to the term, and 
M.A. Blaustein!5 maintains that the cognitive process in Averroes has to 
be interpreted and understood according to a theory of ma'na. H. Gätje, 
however, held a different view: Averroes did not develop a consistent 
theory of ma'nál6 a view that I hold to. In spite of the fact that Averroes 
uses the term in different senses, it appears to me that for him intentio is 
mostly opposed to the form outside the soul, and that intentio stresses its 
projection inside the subject. For instance, in his epitome of De sensu et 
sensibile, he opposes the intentio of the imagined form to the external 


10 Aristotelis De anima libri tres cum Averrois commentariis, en Aristotelis opera 
cum Averrois commentariis. Suppl II, Venecia, apvd Iunctas, 1562-74. Reprint Frankfurt 
am Main, 1962. 

11 Averroès, L'intelligence et la pensée. Grand commentaire du ‘De anima’. Livre 
III (429a10-435b25). Paris, 1998. B. GHARBI, a Tunisian professor, has translated 
Crawford's Latin text into Arabic, Tunis, 1998. 

12 As for the distinction between particular and common sensible, we observe that 
Scot translated the second kind as universalia: Commentarvm magnvm, F.S. CRAWFORD 
(ed.) (here forth quoted as CM), II. 224: 23-24, related to De anima 418 a 7 - 17. 

13 CM II. 63, 225: 44-51. 

14 See HA WOLFSON, The Philosophy of Kalam (Harvard UP: 1976), pp. 147-167. 

15 Averroes on the Imagination and the Intellect, (Harvard PhD, 1984. University 
Microfilms International, Ann Arbor, 8503512.), pp. 42-76. 

16 «Die “inneren Sinne’ bei Averroes», Zeitschrift der Deutschen 
Morgenländischen Gesellschaft 115 (1965), p. 282. 
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form17, or, when he defines the material intellect as the depository of all 
universal intentionesl8, he opposes them to their material forms in 
substances. 

The individual inzentio appears linked to an ‘imagined’ form, which is 
apprehended by the corresponding faculty, that of ymaginatio and is 
accompanied by common as well as particular characteristics of the 
senses. This imaginative faculty belongs to those called by Wolfson ‘post- 
sensationary’19 faculties, the processes of which take place in the brain 
and do not need external organs. In ascending order from matter the four 
post-sensationary faculties are: common sense, imagination, cogitative 
faculty, and memory20. Averroes defines imagination as «any movement 
caused by an actual sensation»21 and agrees with Aristotle that not only 
human but even some animals possess imagination, because truth or 
falsehood do not apply to it. 

One step higher is the faculty of memory, for its functioning requires 
the activity of two other faculties: sense and imagination, as we read in the 
Epitome of the Book of Sense and Sensibilia22. Some animals have the 
faculty of memory and retain images, but they are not able to pass 
judgment on its truth or to retrieve them in a deliberate way. This 
exclusively human process is called reminiscence or recollection, as 
Aristotle told us, but Averroes is more precise and takes into consideration 
such later authors as Avicenna23. 


17 Averrois Cordvbensis Compendia librorvm Aristotelis qvi Parva Natvralia 
vocantur. H. BLUMBERG (ed.) (Cambridge, Mass. : The Mediaeval Academy of America, 
Mass. 1972), Talkhis kitab al-hass wa-l-mahsis (CCAA VID, p. 40: 11 — 14. There are two 
other editions, by H. GÄTIE, Wiesbaden, 1961, and A. BADAWI, Cairo, 1954, as well as an 
English translation by H. BLUMBERG, Cambridge, Mass.: The Mediaeval Academy of 
America, 1961. 

. 18 CM IIS, 387: 22 — 388: 32. 

19 «The Internal Senses in Latin, Arabic and Hebrew Philosophic Texts» (1935), 
reprinted in Studies in the History of Philosophy and Religion, 2 vols. I. TWERSKY y G.H. 
WILLIAMS (eds.), vol..1, (Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1973), pp. 250-285. See also H. GATJE, 
«Die ‘inneren Sinne’ bei Averroes», ZDMG 115 (1965), pp. 255-293. 

20 «[Aristotle] situates the reminiscent faculty as the most spiritual, followed by the 
cogitative, the imaginative, and the sensible faculties» (CM IIL6, 416: 73-74). 

21 CM IL161, p. 376: 88-94, commenting on 428 b 14 — 429 a 3. 

22 Talkhîs k. Hass, H BLUMBERG (ed.), p. 38: 8-9; translation, p. 23. BADAWÎ (ed.), 
p. 209: 12-13. 

23 Talkhîs k. Hass, H BLUMBERG (ed.), p. 39; translation, p. 24. 
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We reach the third post-sensationary faculty, which man does not 
share with animals: the faculty of connecting and discriminating. R. Taylor 
has analyzed the cogitative faculty in two recent publications24, to which 
I refer for a larger treatment. Let me summarize that the Long 
Commentary on the Soul is definite in stating that imagination, memory 
and cogitatio are corporeal faculties25. The cogitative faculty has a 
twofold activity: to connect the intentio of the imagined form with its 
object, and to distinguish between the intentio and the object26. In time, 
however, the second operation is prior. 

For Averroes the cogitative faculty is corporeal because of the 
individual character of its object27. Where Aristotle meant by To 
dLavoetodar discursive reasoning, Averroes sees ‘distinguishing’. The 
Latin translation of the passage of De anima 408 b 24-30 alluding to 
discursive reasoning, love and hatred, changes discursive reasoning into 
distinctio. Although the Arabic translation of Aristotle's De anima rightly 
translates SLavoei'da as tafakkur,28 very likely Averroes could only read 
tamyiz, ‘to discriminate’. Indeed, most of his commentaries insist on this 
aspect, the distinctio of the individual intentio. 

All post-sensationary faculties serve the intellect by supplying it with 
the ‘imagined forms’ in order that the intellect can know and understand. 
That intellection - tò vo£îv - is its activity is told us by Aristotle for 
instance in 29 a 10-13, where Book III of the Long Commentary begins, 
but the Latin translation from the Arabic made by Michael Scot reveals to 
us that Averroes was not reading the same text: 


But, as for that part of the soul by which it knows and understands (intelligit) — 
whether this part is different [from the others] or not concerning magnitude or only 


24 «Remarks on Cogitatio in Averroes' Commentarium Magnum in Aristotelis De 
Anima Libros», en G. ENDRESS — J.A. AERTSEN (eds.) Averroes and the Aristotelian 
Tradition, (Cologne, 1999), pp. 217-255. 

«Cogitatio, Cogitativus and Cogitare. Remarks on the Cogitative Power in 
Averroes», in J. HAMESSE — C. STEEL (eds.): L'élaboration du vocabulaire philosophique 
au moyen äge, (Brepols, 2000), pp. 111-146. 

25 CM III.20, p. 449: 165- 173. 

26 CM IIL2O, p. 449: 165- 173. 

27 CMIIL6, 415: 56-68. 

28  Aristütàlis fi n-nafs, A. BADAWI (ed.), 2nd ed. (Kuwait-Beirut: 1980), p. 20. This 
Arabic translation should be Averroes' source! 
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conceming intentio29 - we must investigate the difference, what it is, and how forms 
are conceived through the intellect. 


TO voeiv has been changed into formare per intellectum and no doubt 
the Arabic term underlying the Latin is tasawwur. Wolfson, Gätje, Maroth 
have analyzed this term which denotes the apprehension of an idea, mental 
form or concept, this in opposition to tasdig, where by we verify its 
truth30. And with respect to ma “qui, ‘the intelligible’ tasawwur emphasizes 
the visual dimension found in many intelligibles. Here we have reached a 
high mark of the cognitive process, and may ask how does Averroes 
explain the process of formare per intellectum? 

The process is active as well as passive and takes place in the rational 
soul. On the one side, the acquisition of mental forms is passive or 
receptive, in a similar way to the acquisition of data by the senses. Senses 
are moved by sensible intentiones and the rational soul is also moved, but 
by intentiones found in the images supplied by the post-sensationary 
faculties. 

On the other side, Averroes insists that the process must be active too. 
According to him, no form can move the intellect until the later has 
removed matter from the former and has made it actually intelligible. To 
sum up: «Insofar as intelligibles move the rational soul, it [the soul] is 
passive, and insofar as intelligibles are moved by it, it is active»31. This 
faculty, which is solely human, shows a twofold dimension and Averroes 
will rely on this distinction to go further and see two substances: the active 
intellect and the material intellect. 

The most relevant contribution of Averroes to the discussion on the 
intellect concerns the material intellect. Averroes’ doctrine moves from a 
standpoint close to Alexander of Aphrodisias to another close to 
Themistius. His final doctrine teaches that the passive intellect is a 
nongenerated, indestructible, simple, and separable substance which is not 
passive, should passivity mean suffering any alteration32. It does not fit 


29 I.e., whether there is a real, physical distinction or only a mental, intentional one. 

30 H.A. WOLFSON, «The Terms tasawwur and tasdiq in Arabic Philosophy and their 
Greek, Latin, and Hebrew Equivalents» (1943), in Studies in the History of Philosophy and 
Religion, vol. 1, pp. 478-492. H. GATJE, «Die ‘inneren Sinne’ bei Averroes», pp. 273-275. 
M. MAROTH, Die Araber und die antike Wissenschaftstheorie (Budapest, 1994), pp. 77-78. 

31 CM IIIA, 384: 34 - 385: 62. 

32 CM 1115, 389: 57-68. 
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into the standard categories of substance, and Averroes defines the 
material intellect as ‘a forth genus of being’ because it is neither form, nor 
matter, nor their compound33. 

The active intellect exists in act and inside our souls, in contrast to 
what Alexander of Aphrodisias thought. It removes matter from the forms 
and makes them intelligible34, or just ‘makes’ intelligibles35, Averroes 
often describes it as the entity that causes the intentiones of the imagined 
forms to be actually moving the material intellect36, in accordance with 
the idea of the cognitive process we have been considering, that requires 
the intervention of the post-sensationary faculties37. A well known 
instance is that of light, for it makes the colors to pass from potency into 
actuality so that they move the senses which may be compared to the 
material intellect38. 

In his interpretation Averroes did not want anything other than to be 
faithful to Aristotle, but the distance and the text he was reading put him 
on the spot. Aristotle was not definite about each intellect or its nature, and 
Averroes concludes one of his enquiries on their substance as follows: 


In general, whenever your look closely at the material intellect together with the 
active intellect, both intellects appear to you as one, in one aspect, and as two, in the 
other. They are two for the different kind of activity: the active intellect generates [the 
mental forms] and the passive is in-formed. They are one insofar the material intellect 
becomes complete by means of the active intellect and understands it. (CM III.20, 
450: 213 — 451: 219). 


This passage belongs to the final section of the Long Commentary. 


Averroes is back to the Aristotelian doctrine of one voüg, and it may be 
the occasion for a tuming point in our research. Averroes’ conception of 
mankind is remote from any evolutionist doctrine, but he is also opposed 
to its temporal creation. The human species is as eternal as the universe 


33 CM IIS, 409-410: 654-663. For an exhaustive analysis may I refer to 
Davidson’s mentioned book, and also to M. GEOFFROY (and C. STEEL), Averroés: La 
béatitude de l'áme (Paris: Von, 2001), pp. 68-80. 

34 CM III. 5, 390: 98-104. 

35 facere intellecta, CM 11.20, 489: 290. 

36 CM IILS, 406: 556-562. 

37 Sine virtute ymaginativa et cogitativa nichil intelligit intellectus qui dicitur 
materialis. CM III.20, 450: 185-186. 

38 CM IILS, 410: 688-703. 
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and needs eternal causes. The material intellect is such a cause, the cause 
underlying the species and nourishing it with universal common 
principles39. | 

Individuals, however, are not eternal but generated and perishable, 
and with their passing-away, their acquired knowledge vanishes. The 
material intellect, therefore, must be ‘contaminated’ by some perishable 
element, and philosophy has to answer the question. 

We saw that the temporal, material part of our knowledge was a result 
of the post-sensationary faculties, which gave us not only imagined forms 
but also their intentiones. Knowledge consists in the in-formation of the 
material intellect, not by direct conjunction with the active intellect, but 
through an aspect of the intentiones «which exists inside us and is like a 
form», i.e. the intelligible or apprehended intentio40. To achieve this 
purpose, the active intellect endows the imagined intentiones with a 
moving force. Averroes’ solution may: be not fully convincing but it does 
justice to Aristotle’s assertion that the intellect is material and formal, 
passive and active4!. 

The assertion refers to principles although the cognitive process takes 
place in an actual, realized (factum) intellect, a third one. The actual 
intellect appears identified with the theoretical intellect (speculativus) and 
with the intellect which is in the state of working, the intellect in habitu. 
The activity of the latter consists mainly in extracting the latent 
intelligibles and passing them into actuality, and requires our will. /n 
habitu translates the Arabic bi-l-malk, for the Greek ¿£1c a distinction 
introduced by Alexander of Aphrodisias, as mentioned above. Averroes 
agrees with him in considering the intellect in habitu as perishable and as 
the intermediate organ for the generation of intelligibles.. However 
Averroes excludes from its activity the intellection. of separate, abstract 
intelligibles because in such a case, «the generated would become 
eternal»42. 

As for the theoretical intellect, Averroes defines it as the intellect 
generated by the active intellect in the material intellect, and compares it 


39 CM 11.5, 406: 575- 407: 583. 

40 CM IILS, 404: 513 — 405: 527. Ctr. the commentary of DE LIBERA, final note on 
page 217 of Averroès. L'intelligence et la pensée. 

41 CM ILS, 406: 556 — 565. 

42 CM IIL20, 489: 299 — 490: 306. 
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with «the forms laid by the artisan in the artifact»43, so that it has an 
intermediate position as the intellect in habitu does. Both forms of 
intellect, speculative and in habitu, are aspects of the «third» intellect, and 
Averroes identifies them44. The theoretical or speculative intellect refers 
to the amount of knowledge — intelligibles - we have been acquiring. 
Although their support is one - the material intellect — each intelligible is 
owned by a singular man and perishes with him. This twofold character of 
the theoretical intellect raises a difficult question, Averroes says45. His 
answer leans on the distinction between absolute and relative essence of 
intelligibles. Intelligibles — human wisdom — are not destructible in 
absolute terms, in the same way as the human species is not; but in terms 
relative to the individuals, they are perishable as the individuals of the 
species are46. 

However, the theoretical intellect cannot be the final stage of our 
cognitive endeavor, because the intelligibles we gain through it are not 
substances abstract from matter47, the true aim of philosophical 
knowledge. Avempace, who exerted a great influence on Averroes, taught 
the doctrine of a scale of forms ascending toward forms free from any 
matter48. Averroes wants to ascend the ladder and reach a quiddity which 
is not the quiddity of anything, i.e. the separate form, but Avempace’s 
explanation does not convince him, in fact «Avempace hesitates here»49. 

Averroes’ own solution avoids direct conjunction of the material with 
the active intellect in the process, and introduces a «compound form» of 
active intellect and intellect in habitu. This union creates the true essence 
of man50. 

He recognizes the difficulties of his position, aiming at the integration 
of the eterna] and the perishable, and tries to solve them. His solution is 


43 CMIILS, 389: 75-77. 

44 CM IIL5, 389: 78-80. CM IIL20, 448: 129-130. 

45 CM IILS, 401: 424 - 402: 432. 

46 CM IIS, 407: 605 — 408: 619. 

47 Cfr. above, note 42. 

48 Averroes often refers to Avempace’s Epistle on the Conjunction of Man with the 
[Active intellect: Fi ittisal al-'agl bi-l-insän, M. FAKHRY (ed.), in Rasa’il Ibn Bajja al- 
Háhi-ya, Beirut, 1968. Former editon with Spanish translation of M. Asin PALACIOS, 
«Tratado de Avempace sobre la unión del intelecto con el hombre», Al-Andalus 7 (1942). 

49 Cfr. CM III.36, 493: 412 — 494: 426. 

50 CM IIL36, 490: 313 — 321. 
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based on an interpretation of the relationship between form and matter as 
a relationship between the more and less perfect51, so that the intellect in 
habitu is like or almost matter, and the active intellect is like or almost 
form. Once again, the instruments of the Aristotelian analysis at his 
disposal are not sufficient to him and are to be enlarged through analogy. 

Averroes is not only answering the question of the final stage of our 
cognitive process but also a long lasting question in the Arabic tradition, 
namely, whether the conjunction of man with the active intellect is 
possible. The issue concerned Averroes too, in this Long Commentary as 
well as in former stages of his intellectual development. To those thinkers 
who wanted to meet this conjunction in a mystical state at which people 
arrive by non-rational ways, or through divine grace, he always 
maintained that philosophy is the only posible way. Moreover, the Long 
Commentary insists in the very nature of this conjunction: Since scientific 
knowledge builds up the theoretical intellect, the one that as matter joins 
the form of the active intellect, we need philosophy and so we apprehend 
the intelligibles as such52. The conjunction of material and active intellect 
is always the result of philosophical endeavor and human striving. Upon 
this issue all Aristotelians should agree: 


You should know that exercise and practice are the cause why the faculty (potentia) 
of the active intellect found in us appears to do abstraction, and the cause why the 
faculty of the material intellect appears to receive [intelligibles]53. 


Universidad Complutense de Madrid 


51 Respectus perfectioris ad imperfectius, CM 111.36, 499: 567-577. 
52 CM 1136, 494: 433-435. 
53 CM 111.20, 453: 301 — 454: 303. 
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IBN ‘ARABI: DE L'INTERFÉRENCE ENTRE DEUX SYSTEMES 
D'IMAGINATION: LE SYSTEME PHILOSOPHIQUE ET LE 
SYSTEME GNOSTIQUE 


Ibn ‘Arabi écrit de l'intérieur de l'imagination, il écrit en faisant appel 
au récit et à l'interprétation et non à l'analyse et à la démonstration. Et 
méme quand il regarde le monde des philosophes pour connaitre leurs 
théories de l'imagination, ces théories deviennent un récit. Il est probable 
que son choix d'écrire à travers l'imagination au lieu de la raison émanait 
de son refus de la limitation du mouvement de la pensée par la raison, 
c’est-à-dire, par démonstration et définition. Il préférait la liberté de 
l'imagination, la liberté de voyage et de déplacement d'un espace spirituel 
à l'autre au lieu de rester lié à la méme conviction et au méme savoir. 

Ibn ‘Arabi connaît trés bien la théorie des philosophes qui lient 
l'imagination à l'homme en tant qu'étre biologique et psychologique. 
D'une maniére générale, les éléments de cette théorie de l'imagination 
prennent leurs sources à partir de trois livres essentiels d'Aristote: De 
l'ámel, Parva Naturalia2 et Poétique. Chaque livre donne une nouvelle 
dimension à l'imagination: comme reflet de la réalité en vue de produire 
une connaissance, comme vision onirique afin d'interpréter ses symboles 
et comme imitation de l'étre et de l'action en vue d'une création artistique, 
morale et politique. La diversité des dimensions de l'imagination et des 
approches a, sans doute, contribué à semer la confusion dans la théorie de 
l'imagination. 


1 Sur les relations entre l'imagination et l'intellect chez Aristote, cfr. De l’âme, ch. 
3 du 3e livre, et 432a 8-9. 
2 Cfr. les chapitres «Des songes» et «Divination par songe»: 458b-464b 18. 
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Tous ces éléments théoriques et pratiques de la théorie philosophique 
de l’imagination se trouvent chez Ibn ‘Arabi. Mais les phénoménes 
imaginatifs auxquels s’intéresse Ibn ‘Arabi le plus n’appartiennent pas au 
monde de la nature qui reste susceptible d’étre analysé et compris, mais il 
s'intéresse plutót aux phénoménes miraculeux et prodigieux, à savoir le 
monde métaphysique de l’imagination. Le point de départ de sa théorie de 
l’imagination est le texte religieux où il puise sa matière pour élaborer 
celle-ci. Ibn “Arabi était à la recherche de preuves pour appuyer sa théorie 
de l’imagination dans les dires, les récits et les signes religieux. Toute 
prière, toute information, tout réve et toute vision devient une preuve sur 
sa théorie de l’imagination. Mais Ibn ‘Arabi ne pouvait pas se passer des 
données de la théorie philosophique de l’imagination. Elle lui offre des 
connaissances, des outils, des approches et des horizons scientifiques 
nécessaires pour analyser et interpréter méme les aspects de l’imagination 
gnostique. | 

Cependant l’usage de la théorie de l’imagination philosophique n’a 
pas empêché Ibn ‘Arabi de signaler ses limites dans l’explication de tous 
les aspects de l’imagination, surtout l’imagination spirituelle. Ainsi, bien 
qu'il ait reconnu que les philosophes se sont rendu compte du «grand 
pouvoir de l’imagination sur la nature», il les a aussi vivement critiqués, 
car selon lui, ces philosophes n’ont pas réellement réalisé le véritable rang 
et la grande valeur religieuse et existentielle de ce pouvoir, et ils ne sont 
pas au courant de tous les mondes vastes et diversifiés de ce qu'il appelle 
«la science de l’imagination»3. Bien plus, Ibn ‘Arabi affirme catégori- 
quement que «seul Dieu et ses élus, les prophètes et les saints, connaissent 
la valeur et le pouvoir de cette faculté imaginative... La science de 
l’imagination est le premier stade de la prophétie»4. 

Ibn “Arabi traite l'imagination dans ses grandes œuvres à travers deux 
registres intellectuels différents, voire opposés: le registre philosophique 
(péripatéticien) et le registre gnostique. Ainsi coexistent, à l’intérieur du 
même corpus, et parfois dans le même texte, deux systèmes 
d'interprétation; ce qui ne manque pas de donner lieu à une perturbation 
au niveau du sens. 


3 [bn ‘Arabi, Al-Futuhat al-makkyya (Les illuminations Mécoises), Beyrout, Dar 
al-fikr, s.d., t. 3, p. 508. 
4  Loc.cit. 
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Notre objectif n’est pas d’aborder tous les problémes que soulève la 
theorie de l’imagination chez Ibn ‘Arabi, mais seulement de chercher les 
interférences entre les données de la théorie philosophique de 
l’imagination et les éléments de la théorie mystique de l’imagination. 


DE L' AMBIGUITÉ DES NOMS ET DES ACTES DE LU IMAGINATION 


La coexistence entre deux systémes différents de l’imagination dans 
la méme pensée d’Ibn ‘Arabi a engendré un grand nombre de noms et 
adjectifs relatifs à l'umagination. Les plus connus des ces noms sont ceux 
inventés par Ibn ‘Arabi lui-méme: ‘l’imagination continue ou conjointe’ 
qui est une imagination humaine et subjective, et 'l'imagination 
discontinue ou séparée’ qui est une imagination objective et métaphysique. 
Le deuxiéme type de l’imagination inspirée des textes religieux et 
gnostiques est une sorte de monde métaphysique autonome, séparé de 
l'homme et de l'existence naturelle où se trouvent toutes les formes 
imaginaires. Outre le terme de ‘l'imagination discontinue’ Ibn ‘Arabi a 
utilisé plus de neuf expressions synonymes: l'imagination absolue, Nude 
(al-‘ama)’, le Vrai, Barzakh, l'homme complet, la Terre, la lumiére, la 
matrice (ar-rahim), le corne (al-qarne). 

Quant aux noms appartenant à la famille de "l'imagination continue”, 
Ibn ‘Arabi n'a pas apporté une grande nouveauté, puisqu'il les a hérités 
des philosophes musulmans. Ces noms constituent ce qu'on appelle les 
sens internes ou comme chez Ibn 'Arabi les 'facultés spirituelles ou 
intentionnelles’ dont nous pouvons compter chez Ibn 'Arabi six sens: le 
sens commun, l'imagination (khayal), l'imagination active ou l'acte 
d'imaginer (takhayyul), la faculté formatrice (al-musawwira), la cogitative 
(al-mufakkira), l’estimative (al-wahm), la conservatrice (al-hafida), la 
mémoire (ad-dakira)5. Parfois Ibn “Arabi parle de l'imagi-nation en tant 
que faculté différente du reste des sens internes6. Le ‘sens commun’ 
perçoit les images pendant le sommeil, alors que le sens perçoit les images 
sensibles à l'état d’éveil7; ‘la faculté formatrice’, elle, a pour rôle de 


5 Concerant le nombre et les fonctions des sens externes cfr. 1d. T. 3, p. 189. 
6 Cfr. id. t. 2, p. 375. 
7 loc. cit., voir aussi id. t. 3, p. 497. 
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composer de nouvelles images 4 partir des éléments des entités sensibles8; 
a l’imagination, elle réserve comme fonction la saisie, la conservation et 
le contröle d’ images pergues par les sens, comme si l’imagination était un 
magasin d’ images sensibles9; ‘La faculté conservatrice’ garde ce que 
l'imagination a retenu comme imagesl0; ‘la mémoire’ rappelle à 
l'imagination ce qui pourrait lui échapper!!. Quant à la ‘cogitative’, Ibn 
“Arabi l'a exclue de la liste des sens internes et l’a rattachée à la raison12. 
Mais son existence et son champ d’action dépendent de l’imagination et 
de ‘la faculté formatrice’13. La cogitative compose ses preuves à partir des 
images pour les exposer à la raison. De ce fait ‘l’imaginer’ n'est plus 
synonyme de ‘la cogitative’ comme c’est le cas chez quelques philosophes 
musulmans, mais elle est l'aspect actif de l’imagination!4. Même quand 
parfois Ibn ‘Arabi distingue l'imagination (khayal) et ‘l’imaginer’ 
(takhayyul), il différe des autres philosophes, en ce sens qu’il utilise 
l'imagination dans le sens spatiale et métaphysique qui est ‘l’imagination 
séparée’ tandis qu’il utilise le terme ‘l’imaginer’ pour la perception des 
images, ce qui lui permet de dire que «l'imagination est toujours et 
totalement vraie tandis que ‘l’imaginer’ est parfois vraie et parfois 
fausse»15. Quant au röle de la raison, celui-ci se limite a l’acceptation et le 
jugement des preuves qui lui parviennent de la cogitative. 

Mais malgré cette affirmation de la différence entre les facultés 
internes, Ibn ‘Arabi la néglige souvent. Ainsi il recule devant la distinction 
entre l'imagination et l’‘imaginer’ en utilisant le méme terme 
‘imagination’ pour désigner les deux sens, ce qui élimine la distance entre 
l'acte et la puissance. Ensuite, il assimile l'imagination au 'sens 
commun'16 et unifie l'imagination et ‘la faculté formatrice' en attribuant 


8 Concernant l'acte de la faculté formatrice cfr. id. t. 1, p. 126 ; t.2, p. 691 ; t. 3, p. 


9 Surla fonction coservatrice de l'imagination cfr. id. t. 1, p 126 et 366 ; t. 2, p 691. 

10 Id.t. 1, p. 53. 

1 Loe. cit. 

12 Id.,t.1, p. 126. 

13 Loc. cit. 

14 Cfr. Ibn Sina, Shifa’- De l'âme, G. ANAWATI et S. Zaip (eds.), Le Caire, 1975, p. 
36. 

15 [d.t. 2, p. 113. 

16 Id.t.3,p 103. 
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l'acte de composer les images à l'imagination ou l'inverse, en ce sens qu'il 
attribue la fonction de “la faculté formatrice’ à la faculté imaginative17. 

Ainsi nous pouvons cerner six fonctions de l'imagination: 1) la 
perception des images en réves ou en état d'éveil, des images naturelles et 
surnaturelles; 2) la composition des nouvelles images à partir des éléments 
anciens; 3) l’ incoprporation des concepts rationnels et des êtres spirituels 
pour les rendre visibles par les sens externes; 4) l'abstraction des images 
sensibles pour les rendre formes rationnelles; 5) l'interprétation des signes 
et des symboles des réves et des visions; 6) influencer la nature. 

Malgré la grande différence entre les deux imaginations, Ibn ‘Arabi se 
déplagait facilement entre elles comme si elles appartenaient à un seul 
genre. 


DE L’ AMBIGUITÉ DE LA NATURE DE L'IMAGINATION 


Parmi les concepts qu'Ibn ‘Arabi a empruntés aux philosophes: la 
dichotomie puissance et acte. Il a utilisé l'un pour caractériser 
l'imagination comme puissance matérielle, voire comme étant la plus 
matérielle des sens internes18. C'est pourquoi l'imagination se devait 
d’être caractérisée par la réceptivité et la passivité et non par l'acte et la 
création. Cependant, lorsque nous examinons le concept de puissance dans 
les deux types de l'imagination, conjointe et séparée, nous remarquons que 
ce concept devient compatible avec l'acte. Ainsi la puissance devient acte 
et la réceptivité devient création. Il est clair que nous sommes ici loin de 
l'épistémologie naturaliste et rationaliste des philosophes qui défendent la 
séparation des actes et des fonctions et qui réservent à chaque fonction un 
seul acte. Dans la pensée d’Ibn ‘Arabi il n'était donc plus nécessaire de 
séparer l'acte de la puissance, et la réceptivité de la création. Ainsi, lorsque 
l'imagination regoit l'image du Vrai (al-haqq), elle la crée en méme 
temps19. Et s’il nous était possible de faire appel aux concepts de la théorie 


17 Id. t.3, p. 53 ; D'autre part, nous pouvons trouver dans la méme phrase trois 
termes ou facultés internes pour donner un méme sens qui est l'imagination. En réalité Ibn 
‘Arabi croyait que la différence fonctionnelle entre les sens internes n'exclut pas le fait 
qu'elles appartiennent à la même nature, à savoir la nature imaginative. 

18 d.t. 2, p. 691. 

19 Jd. t. 3, p. 290. 
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de l’intellect, nous dirions qu'il n'y a plus d’acte indépendant pour 
‘l'imagination matérielle’ et ‘l’imagination active’, l'acte de l'imagination 
matérielle étant devenu lui-méme l'acte de l'imagination active. 

Nous pouvons aussi évoquer une autre ambiguité entre le sujet et 
l'objet. Nous savons qu’Ibn ‘Arabi a emprunté au registre des philosophes 
(plus précisément à la catégorie de la quantité) un couple de concepts, et 
qu'il l'a employé pour créer les deux expressions que nous avons 
évoquées: ‘l’imagination continue’ et ‘l’imagination discontinue’. Ainsi il 
évoque parfois 'l'imagination absolue’ en tant que monde (alam), et 
barzakh, c'est-à-dire en tant qu'objet séparé à la fois du sujet et de la 
nature, cet objet que ‘l’œil d’imagination’ regarde de temps à autre pour 
percevoir une vision ou s'imagine ce qu'on a voulu qu'il voie. Cependant, 
nous comprenons de ce que Shaykh affirme dans un autre contexte au sujet 
de l'imagination que celle-ci se rapporte à l'imagination comme si elle 
était un sujet qui voit dans son miroir ce qui s'y réfléchit, ou bien une 
lumière qui émane de l'intérieur et éclaire le monde visible ; ce qui fait que 
ce qui est vu rejoint celui qui le voit. Ainsi celui-ci pergoit celui-là et 
l'union est établie entre les deux. C'est pour cela que ce type de perception 
se caractérise par deux expressions synonymes, à savoir ‘l’unicité de 
rejoignement’ et 'l'unicité de l’imagination’20. Dans l'expérience 
de «l’unification imaginaire» nous ne pouvons pas décider de quel sujet il 
parlait: était-ce le sujet humain ou bien le sujet de l'imagination absolue, 
car Ibn ‘Arabi se déplacait facilement et incessamment entre ces deux 
sujets: l'imagination en tant que sujet et en tant qu'objet. Au début d'un 
même texte, Ibn ‘Arabi indique que le sujet qui imagine est «l'homme 
parfait», à savoir ‘le sujet objectif”. Mais Ibn ‘Arabi ne tarde pas de parler 
de ‘l’unification imaginative’ comme s’il s'agissait d'un sujet humain lié 
à un autre sujet de sorte que l'on ne puisse pas les distinguer. Il justifie 
cette unification entre deux sujets différents par une poésie célébre et 
connue par les soufis, cette poésie décrit l'interférence de la finesse du 
verre et la pureté du vin à tel point qu'on ne peut pas les différencier. Est- 
ce une unité entre deux sujets différents, l'un appartenant au monde 
naturel qui est le sujet humain, et l'autre appartenant au monde spirituel 
qui est l'essence du Vrai; ou bien est-ce une unité de deux sujets 
identiques, l'essence du Vrai (l'homme parfait) et l'essence de Dieu? Quoi 


20 Loc.cit. 
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que l'on fasse pour comprendre ce processus de l'unification de ces deux 
niveaux, l'ambiguité reste entiére21. 

Une troisiéme ambiguité concerne la relation de l'imagination et de 
la raison avec l'homme. Nous ne devons pas nous attendre à ce que Ibn 
‘Arabi prenne une position tranchée concernant cette relation. Parfois il 
poursuit les philosophes en considérant que l'homme se distingue des 
animaux et des spirituels par la raison et non par l'imagination, la raison 
étant la forme qui distingue l'homme des autres22; parfois il s’allie à 
l'imagination en s'adressant à l'homme d'une maniére générale: «toi tu es 
le plus digne de l'imagination, car tu abrites la faculté imaginative»23. 
Sans doute, dire que l'essence humaine appartient au domaine de 
l'imagination, lui permet plus de liberté et de mouvement, et le rend 
capable de créer et d'avoir une influence sur le cours des événements 
naturels et historiques, tant que l'imagination appartient au monde du 
possible et non à celui de la limitation et de la nécessité auquel 
appartiennent le sens et la raison24. Mais quand nous nous rappelons le 
caractére hégémonique de l'imagination chez Ibn ‘Arabi, nous nous 
rendons compte que tout acte rempli par l'homme est en vérité un acte de 
l'imagination absolue, c'est-à-dire un acte du Vrai et non de l'homme en 
tant qu'individu25. Ainsi l'imagination est-elle dans la source de la liberté 
et de la servitude. Ce qui implique que dans cette vision toute différence 
entre l'homme et la nature, la nature et la métaphysique, l'imagination et 
la réalité disparait. 

On pourrait bien s'interroger sur l'aisance du déplacement d'Ibn 
‘Arabi entre la langue philosophique qui analyse la fonction de 
l'imagination cognitive, et la langue gnostique qui fait le récit du róle 
visionnaire de l'imagination. Nous croyons que ce déplacement entre ces 
deux niveaux et ces deux langues a une base trés solide, d'abord parce que 
la connaissance est devenue pour Ibn ‘Arabi vision et imitation, 
parallélement à l'existence qui est devenue imagination sur imagination26; 


= 


Loc. cit. 
Id. t. 1, p. 260 ; t3, p. 187. 
Id. t. 3, p. 42. 
Id., t. 4, p. 339. 

25 Id., t. 3, p. 509. 

26 d.t. 1, p. 116; t. 2, p. 213 ; t. 3, p. 290; t. 3, p. 525; voir aussi Ibn ‘Arabi, La 
sagesse des prophétes (Fusus al-hikam), tr. T. BRCKHARDT, Paris, Albin Michel, 1974, p. 
116. 
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ensuite parce que pour Ibn ‘Arabi l’imagination a deux entrées, une entrée 
dans le monde et une autre dans l’au-de-lä ou plutöt deux faces: une face 
apparente et une autre cachée. Dire que l’imagination joue le röle de 
l’objet de la connaissance intellectuelle, cela revient au méme de dire que 
l'imagination joue le róle de créateur de l'objet. Il a confié lui-méme que 
tout ce qu'il a écrit et divulgué provient de la faculté de l'imagination: 
«Sans la faculté de l'imagination rien ne serait apparu de ce que nous 
avons montré. L' imagination est le plus ample et le plus complet des êtres. 
Elle regoit les formes spirituelles et elle est la concrétisation de toutes les 
formes»27. 


Université Mohammed V, Rabat. Faculté des Lettres, 
Département de Philosophie 


27 Id. t. 2, p. 311. 
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ARISTOTLE’S DE ANIMA IN A HEBREW ENCYCLOPEDIA: 
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THE HEBREW ENCYCLOPEDIAS AND THE STUDY OF ARISTOTLE’S DE ANIMA 


As in Latin philosophy, the thirteenth century was an age of 
heightened encyclopedic activity in medieval Jewish philosophy. During. 
that century three major encyclopedias of science and philosophy were 
composed in Hebrew, namely the Midrash ha-Hokhmah (The Exposition 
of Science), by Judah ben Solomon ha-Kohen, the Deot ha-Filosofim 
(The Opinions of the Philosophers), by Shemtov Ibn Falaquera and the 
Sha‘ar ha-Shamayim (The Gate of Heaven), by Gershom ben Solomon!. 
The earliest of these encyclopedias was the Midrash ha-Hokhmanh. In this 
paper I shall examine the sections on the imagination and the intellect. 

Originally written in Arabic (presumably during the 1230s, in Spain), 
it was translated into Hebrew by its author in Italy around 1247. The 
Arabic original is no longer extant. The work consists of two parts, the first 
of which deals with Aristotle’s philosophy (logic, natural philosophy and 
metaphysics) and the second with Euclid’s geometry and Ptolemy’s 
astronomy and astrology. To these Judah appends three so-called treatises, 
which deal with Biblical exegesis, the Hebrew alphabet and Talmudic 
passages. i 

The Midrash ha-Hokhmah (hereafter: MH) heralds a new stage in the 
development of Jewish philosophy in the Middle Ages. Drawing on Arabic 
sources though written in Hebrew, it sought to make scientific knowledge 
accessible to Jewish scholars in Christian lands who could not read Arabic. 


1 For these and other medieval Hebrew encyclopedias, see S. HARVEY (ed.), The 
Medieval Hebrew Encylopedias of Science and Philosophy, Dordrecht, Kluwer Academic 
Publishers, 2000 (Amsterdam Studies in Jewish Thought, vol. 7). 
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To this end, the author surveyed authoritative Arabic sources on science 
and philosophy during a period in which only few of them were available 
in Hebrew. As a result, the MH was the first book to present an extensive 
overview of contemporary secular knowledge. Moreover, it was the first 
Hebrew text to make a large-scale use of Averroes’ commentaries. In his 
survey of Aristotle’s writings on natural philosophy Judah excerpted 
Averroes’ Middle Commentaries on these treatises in combination with the 
Commentator’s Epitomes. By the time he composed his Hebrew 
encyclopedia, none of the Middle Commentaries was available in Hebrew, 
and of the Epitomes, only that on the Soul, which antedated Judah’s work 
by a few years.2 Hebrew translations of other Epitomes were to follow 
during the mid-thirteenth century. Aristotle’s De Anima, was translated 
around 1284 by Zerahya ben She’altiel Hen. In other words, the MH 
belongs to the earliest stage of the formation of a Hebrew corpus 
Aristotelicum.3 This makes it all the more worthwhile to examine how this 
text presents Aristotle’s theories on the imagination and the intellect to 
Hebrew readers who had little or no knowledge of the subject. 


ARISTOTLE’S DE ANIMA III AS PRESENTED IN MH/ON THE SOUL 


Before tuming to Judah’s accounts of the imagination and the 
intellect, a few preliminary observations on Judah’s method of 
compilation in the MH’s section on psychology should be made. To begin 
with, it is important to note that in line with his general procedure in the 
sections on natural philosophy Judah’s main source here is Averroes’ 
Middle Commentary on De Anima (hereafter: MC). Not only does he 
follow the order and arrangement of this Commentary, but he also adopts 
the traditional division into three books of this source, whereas this 
division is absent in the Epitome. Judah, however, does feel free to deviate 
from his source at times. At regular intervals Judah allows himself to 
deviate from the order of the MC if this better suits his purposes. For 
example, when surveying De Anima II, he even goes so far as to insert a 
long section from Averroes’ commentary on Parva Naturalia while 


2 The Epitome of On the Soul was translated into Hebrew by Moses Ibn Tibbon in 
1244, and the Middle Commentary in 1261. 

3 For the formation and history of the Hebrew corpus Aristotelicum, see M. ZONTA, 
La filosofia antica nel medieoevo ebraico, Brescia, Paideia, 1996. 
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dealing with the sense of sight. Moreover, Judah combines his use of the 
MC with that of the Epitome. 

As for Judah’s methodology in excerpting his sources, it can be said 
that he generally strives to be as succinct as possible, limiting himself to 
highlighting the main points of his source, and refraining from recording 
the extensive discussions on a given doctrine he found in his sources. 
Another salient feature is that he omits from his source those sections that 
contain views of Aristotle’s predecessors. At the end of his account of De 
Anima L for example, Judah notes: «Hereafter Aristotle mentioned the 
opinions of.the ancients on the essence of the soul and refuted them until 
the end of Book One, but we should not lengthen our book with these 
matters»4. 

I will now discuss how Judah’s approach comes to fruition in his 
treatment of the imagination and the intellect, as found in his presentation 
of De Anima, book III. 


IMAGINATION 


The Hebrew term for imagination is dimyon, but Judah also provides 
the Arabic term tahkayyul. In line with his overall procedure, Judah’s 
account of the imagination is characterized by succinctness. Its first 
sentence provides a good example of his manner of compilation. He 
begins by informing his readers what the imagination is not and what it is. 
As for what it is not, Judah states: «He explains that imagination is neither 
sensation (hergesh), nor knowledge (42°) nor opinion (mahshavah), nor 
intelligence (sekhel), nor anything composed of these»5. The ultimate 
basis for this statement lies of course in Aristotle (De Anima 428a4-5), but 
it does not have a literal parallel in Averroes’ commentaries. Instead, these 
words render the outcome of Averroes’ quite detailed investigation of what 
the imagination is and in what way it is distinct from the other cognitive 
processes mentioned. Judah reproduces only a few sentences of this 
investigation from the MC in abridged form, summarizing others. 

As for what the imagination is, Judah states: «Averroes explains that 
it is a movement produced by sensation that is in actuality»6. This 


4  MH/On the Soul, MS Oxford, Bodleian Library, Pococke 343, f. 60v. 
5 Ibid. f. 65r. 
6  [bid.: «ki hu tenu'ah ba'avur ha-hergesh she-bepo‘al». 
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statement has a literal parallel in the MC.7 However, in his explanation of 
how this movement comes about, Judah appears to have relied on the 
Epitome rather than on the MC. 

As mentioned above, the MC is Judah’s main source in his coverage of 
Aristotle’s De Anima. However, it should be noted that the use of the 
Epitome is more prominent here than elsewhere in the MH’s natural 
philosophy, and this is particularly valid for the discussion of the 
imagination. In fact, this account reveals a combined use of MC and 
Epitome, rather than a scheme in which the MC constitutes the main source 
with the Epitome being used for supplementary bits of information as is 
usually the case elsewhere in the MH's survey of natural philosophy. In this 
regard it should be noted that in his survey of De Anima II, when he deals 
with the five senses, his point of departure is in fact the Epitome rather than 
the MC. The question of why he prefers the Epitome in his survey of De 
Anima II needs further exploration and cannot be dealt with here. I will, 
however, return to Judah’s use of the Epitome in the next section. 


THE INTELLECT 


It can be immediately noted that Judah’s account of the intellect 
reveals an entirely different picture. To begin with, his discussion of the 
intellect (ha-ko ah ha-dabberanit) is five times longer that on imagination. 
This deviates from Judah’s source-text, the MC, where the section on the 
intellect is less than four times longer that on the imagination. In other 
words, Judah’s coverage of the intellect is significantly longer than that of 
the imagination. Another marked difference is that he here relies almost 
exclusively on the MC. In fact, we find only a few words that have been 
borrowed from the Epitome, namely an observation about the meaning of 
the term ‘acquired intellect’.8 It can be found after Judah’s description of 
the passage of potential intellect to actual intellect and is clearly intended 
to supplement the account of the MC. It would seem that Judah added it 
with a view to completeness. 


7 Averroes, Middle Comm. on Aristotle's De anima, A. Ivry (ed.), Cairo, Conseil 
Supérieur de la Culture, 1994, p. 119.11. 

8 MH/On the Soul, MS. Bodl. Poc. 343, f. 66r: «we-gam nigra’ ha-sekhel ha- 
ne’etsal al-‘aql al-mustafad ayy anna nastafida mi-lashon to‘elet», cfr. Epitome, «wa-li- 
dhalika ma summiya mustafadan ayy anna nastafiduhu», Rasa’il ibn Rushd, ed. Hydarabad 
1947, p. 86.17-18; cfr. S. Gomez NOGALES (ed.), Epitome de Anima, Madrid, Consejo 
Superior de investigaciones cientificas, Madrid 1985, p. 127.13-14. 
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In general it can be said that Judah’s account of the intellect provides 
a fairly complete overview of Averroes’ treatment of the subject in the 
MC. All the major themes dealt with by Averroes are covered in the MH, 
such as the difference between perceiving and thinking; the nature of the 
material intellect, how the intellect apprehends forms; the analogy with the 
writing-tablet; the passage from passive to actual intellect; the analogy 
with light, and Themistius’ position on the intellect, to mention but a few. 

However, it should be noted that there is one passage in Judah’s 
account of the intellect that seems to reveal a curious omission. This 
passage concerns the nature of the material intellect, a well-known 
problem in Averroes’ psychology and one on which he appears to have 
changed his opinion over the course of time.9 In the Epitome Averroes 
adopted, with slight modification, Alexander’s view according to which 
the material intellect is a mere disposition for thought, and not an eternal 
substance, as Theophrastus and Themistius did. In the MC, however, he 
adopted a ‘combination’ (djam‘) of these two views, namely that the 
material intellect is something compounded of the disposition that is found 
in us and of the intellect that is conjoined with this disposition.10 However, 
in his Long Commentary Averroes rejected Alexander’s view, preferring 
that of Themistius, and positing the human material intellect as a single, 
incorporeal, eternal substance. It is this view that Averroes later 
incorporated in the second version of the Epitome, claiming that in his 
earlier years he had been misled by Ibn Bajjah. 

Remarkably, what we find in Judah’s account is the compromise-view 
as articulated in the MC.11 No trace of Averroes’ change of mind has found 
its way into the MH. This raises the question of why Judah omitted it. One 
might assume that Judah’s predilection for brevity is responsible for this 
omission. However, given Judah’s overall tendency to base his expositions 


9 For in-depth analyses of this issue, see H.A. DAVIDSON, Alfarabi, Avicenna, and 
Averroes on Intellect. Their Cosmologies, Theories of the Active Intellect and Theories of 
Human Intellection, New York etc., Oxford University Press, 1992, pp. 258-298, and A. 
HYMAN, «Averroes as Commentator on Aristotle's Theory of the Intellect» in D.J. 
O’MEARA (ed.), Studies in Aristotle, Washington, D.C., The Catholic University of 
America Press, 1981, pp. 161-190 (Studies in Philosophy and the History of Philosophy, 9) 

10 Averroes, Middle Comm. on Aristotle's De Anima, A. Ivry (ed.) (n.7) p. 124.10-11. 

11 MH/On the Soul, MS Oxford, Bodl. Pococke 343 f. 65v: «hilekhakh ha-sekhel 
ha-hayulaniyy al da‘at ben Rushd hu davar murkav me-ha-hakhanah ha-nimtse’t banu u- 
mi-sekhel mehubar ‘im zot ha-hakhanah». 
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on the most authoritative and up-to-date sources, and given the importance 
of the subject, this is not very likely. In my view, it could very well be the 
case that the omission is due to the fact that Judah simply did not have the 
relevant information at his disposal. As is well known, the Long 
Commentaries were hardly used by Jewish scholars in this period. As for 
the Epitome, a comparison between its two versions and the MH in other 
passages reveals that Judah only had the first version at his disposal. In 
other words, he was unaware of Averroes' revision of this passage. 

It can thus be justifiably claimed that no essential information from 
Averroes' account on the intellect is missing in the corresponding part of 
the Midrash ha-Hokhmah, provided we bear in mind that Judah was not in 
possession of all the material that is available to us. To be sure, Judah is less 
extensive than his source, which is due to his manner of compilation and 
his predilection for succinctness as described above. One cannot help 
noticing, however, that in dealing with the intellect Judah is markedly more 
detailed than usual. Another salient feature here is that whereas his surveys 
usually alternate abridged quotations from his source with paraphrases, 
there is almost no paraphrasing to be found here. The discussion of the 
intellect consists almost exclusively of literal, though abridged quotations 
from the MC, much more so than in the sections preceding that on the 
intellect. In some cases he explicitly indicates quotations by introducing 
them with the words: «the version of Averroes»12. 

It is hard to explain why this section should contain more quotations 
from the MC than other sections. It is tempting to assume that the 
importance and centrality of the subject in Jewish philosophy is 
responsible for this. What contradicts this hypothesis, however, is the fact 
that the section on Parva Naturalia that follows the one on De Anima and 
is the last in the series of natural philosophy surveyed by Judah, likewise 
contains a considerable amount of literal quotations from Judah's source- 
text, Averroes” commentary on the Parva Naturalia. It may therefore also 
be the case that towards the end of his book he simply considered it more 
expedient to resort to this method of excerpting sources. 

Be this as it may, in any event we find that Judah made a serious 
attempt to provide his contemporaries with more or less complete 
information in his account of Aristotle's psychology. Moreover, it cannot 
be doubted that Judah aspired to provide an accurate rendering of the 


12 For example, ibid., f. 65r. 
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contents of his source. Nonetheless, it may justifiably be asked to what 
extent his survey was understandable. One cannot overlook the fact that 
his text did (and does) not make ‘easy reading’. This is partly due to his 
tendency to be brief: at times brevity is at the expense of clarity. Nowhere 
is it explained, for example, that the material intellect and the potential 
intellect are one and the same entity. Moreover, it is often difficult to see 
how the various topics are related to each other. 

Furthermore, Judah’s Hebrew is confusing. Not only does he adopt 
terms that deviated from the more or less standard Tibbonid-terminology, 
he also translates different Arabic terms by the same Hebrew term. To 
provide an example: in the passage on the material intellect the Hebrew 
term hissig renders both the Arabic yudrik (to apprehend/think) and /ahiq 
(characteristic attendent). Furthermore, the Arabic infi‘al (to be acted 
upon) is translated as mif‘al, whereas the active intellect is called ka- 
sekhel ha-mefa‘‘el. Not only is the latter an unusual term, but without 
punctuation it is impossible to distinguish between mefa“el and mif'al. 
One may thus doubt the extent to which an untrained audience, which was 
after all the readership Judah had in mind, was able to make sense of his 
excerpts without any further help. 


PSYCHOLOGICAL THEMES IN JUDAH’S BIBLICAL EXEGESIS 


Thus far we have been concerned with Judah’s discussion of the soul 
in his survey of natural philosophy where it stands within a distinctive 
scientific framework. Judging by this section, one gains the impression 
that Judah limits himself to presenting the relevant philosophical sources 
of his time. As A. Ivry has observed in a recent article, Judah approached 
his subject with «relatively detached objectivity»13. Nowhere does he 
seem to speak ‘for his own’ or to relate his subject-matter to views on soul- 
related issues as found in Jewish sources. We here look in vain for any 
reference to what Ivry called «the peculiarities of the Jewish religious 
tradition, and the wealth of its literary and historical associations» 14. 


13 A. Ivry, «The Soul of the Hebrew Encyclopedias», in S. HARVEY (ed), Medieval 
Hebrew Encyclopedias, p. 393. 
14 Tbid., p. 391. 
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At this point, however, it is useful to bear in mind that towards the end 
of Part I of his book Judah issues a warning to copyists, admonishing them 
to copy the whole book and not just portions of it. Clearly he wished that 
the book should be studied in its entirety, not only the scientific parts, but 
also the aforementioned three treatises, the first of which he appended to 
Part One and the two others to Part Two. In these treatises Judah does not 
survey any scientific sources, but instead speaks ‘for his own’, taking 
Jewish traditional literature as his point of departure. In the first treatise he 
presents an interpretation of selected verses from Genesis, Psalms and 
Proverbs that is apparently meant to support and/or to supplement the 
philosophical doctrines he put forth in the philosophical section.15 Here 
Judah links these doctrines with Biblical verses and raises issues that he 
did not deal with in his scientific part, such as the survival of the soul after 
death, resurrection, and moral perfection. Certainly, we do not find any 
systematic expositions on these issues, only some scattered comments. 

Here we read, for example, that the survival of the soul after death is 
referred to in Prov. 2:21 «For the upright shall dwell in the land». From 
other verses Judah infers that only the just, in whom the human form has 
been actualized, will be granted eternal life, and that the greatest hindrance 
for man to bring his form to actuality is his laziness. He also notes that a 
man who has reached perfection with respect to intellectual and moral 
virtues and has thus actualized his potentiality is called ish in Scripture, 
whereas adam denotes the man who has not yet reached that stage. Only 
he who fears God and keeps the commandments can be truly called ‘man’ 
(ish). The body hinders man from reaching perfection, in particular the 
faculties of sensation and imagination. When the soul is still connected 
with the body and not occupied with human perfection, it is as if it is in a 
dark night, but when it has reached the stage of continuous perfection and 
knowledge perfect light shines on it.16 

As for resurrection, Judah finds it alluded to in Gen 2:8. It is only at 
the moment of resurrection that we will experience the delights that the 
first man enjoyed in Eden, delights that do not compare to those of the soul 
when it is separated from the body in the spiritual world. Moreover, it is 


15 This section of the MH was edited by D. GOLDSTEIN, «The Commentary of Judah 
ben Solomon Hakohen ibn Matqah to Genesis, Psalms and Proverbs», Hebrew Union 
College Annual 52, (1981), 203-252. 

16 Comment on Prov. 4:18; D. GOLDSTEIN (ed.), lines 906-923. 
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not the intellect that will enjoy these delights but the compound of soul 
and body. 

In this treatise it is not so much the process of thinking that receives 
his attention, but instead the process, order and importance of learning and 
study. In this regard Judah also deals with the issue of the limits of the 
intellect, warning against excessive study and emphasizing that there is a 
limit to what a perfect man can know. The higher, spiritual world cannot 
be known by the intellect. These passages reflect the sceptical attitude 
towards the value of philosophical knowledge that Judah displays at 
regular intervals in the scientific part of his book. 

This brings me to my last observation. What is striking is that Judah’s 
comments on soul-related topics in his biblical exegesis do not contain any 
outright criticism of Averroes’ or, for that matter, Aristotle’s views on the 
soul, although in other passages of the present treatise Judah does criticize 
Aristotle on several occasions, and notably on the issue of the eternity of 
the world. Nor do we find in the MH’s survey ofthe De Anima any critical 
comments on philosophical views of the soul, in contradistinction to the 
preceding sections on natural philosophy where Judah pauses at times to 
challenge one or another of Aristotle’s views. Finally, in the long list that 
Judah compiles in his introduction of all the philosophical doctrines that 
he considers unproved, none of the theories he lists refer to views put 
forward in the De Anima. Whether all this implies that Judah accepted all 
of the views expounded in his sources is difficult to tell. However, it seems 
safe to conclude that he did not consider any of them to be in conflict with 
Jewish traditional belief to the same extent as the doctrine of the eternity 
of the world, a doctrine which he set out to refute on various Occasions. 


In sum, the first of the three thirteenth-century Hebrew encyclopedias 
provided its readers with a reliable survey of Aristotle’s De Anima, even 
though it may have been difficult to read, as well as with an explanation 
of Biblical verses, that, according to the author, should be seen to refer to 
philosophical doctrines on the soul and to traditional Jewish views on the 
subject. Exactly how these two modes of knowledge were related to each 
other was left entirely to the reader. 


University of Amsterdam 


DANIEL J. LASKER 


IMAGINATION AND INTELLECT IN THE MEDIEVAL JEWISH 
PHILOSOPHICAL POLEMICS AGAINST CHRISTIANITY 


The basic subject matter of the medieval Jewish-Christian debate was 
the issue of how one should interpret Holy Scriptures, namely, the Hebrew 
Bible, the New Testament and rabbinic literature as found in the Talmud 
and midrash, and which religion has the better understanding of these holy 
texts. Christians criticized Jewish interpretations of the Hebrew Bible and 
rabbinic literature, insisting that this literature provided proof of the truth 
of their own religion if understood correctly; Jews, on their part, regarded 
the Hebrew Bible and the New Testament as sources for the invalidation, 
not the justification, of the majority religion. Although exegesis generally 
followed theology rather than shaping it, nevertheless, the bulk of the 
debate, as measured by the extant literature, ostensibly was devoted to 
matters of hermeneutics. 

This was not the case with the specifically philosophical part of the 
controversy which revolved around another question altogether, namely, 
which theological doctrines are possibly true and which ones are 
indubitably false. The Jewish polemicists argued that a religion which 
teaches impossible or self-contradictory doctrines is ipso facto false. To 
their mind, Christian doctrines are properly considered rationally 
impossible and, therefore, Christianity is, of necessity, a false religion. In 
order to validate this type of argumentation, it was necessary to establish 
epistemological categories concerning truth claims, categories in which 
the distinction between imagination and intellect played a strong role. The 
polemicists had to determine which of these two faculties determines 
possibility, and, hence, provides the wherewithal to support or reject 
specific religious doctrines. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.LE.P.M.) Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 615-624. 
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The classic Jewish philosophical discussion of possibility appears in 
a polemical context, but not one polemicizing against Christianity. In 
Maimonides’ Guide of the Perplexed (late twelfth century), the author 
tried to navigate between the naturalistic and scientific theories of 
Aristotle, which were claimed to be based on the intellect, and the 
theological doctrines propounded by Jewish and Muslim followers of the 
Kalam, doctrines which were based, according to Maimonides, on the 
imagination. In light of this distinction, Maimonides argued (1:73 and 
3:15) that only the intellect determines possibility, not imagination. On the 
one hand, one might be able to imagine an elephant the size of a gnat, but 
that would not make such an elephant possible, since the enormous size of 
the elephant is part of its essential definition. On the other hand, it would 
be hard to imagine two people standing opposite each other on separate 
sides of a sphere, without each one’s falling off. Nevertheless, the intellect 
tells us that that is the case of humans who successfully stand on opposite 
sides of the earth. Although Maimonides knew that the intellect and not the 
imagination was the arbiter of possibility, he, himself, was incapable of 
drawing firm boundaries between the possible and impossible. The Kalam 
theory of admissibility, namely that anything imaginable is possible, is not 
one which «one hastens to reject in its entirety with nonchalance,» and 
Maimonides wrote «would that I know» how one can make the final 
adjudication between the two classes of the possible and the impossiblel. 

Although Maimonides was engaged in polemics with what he 
considered to be the non-scientific approach of the Kalam, later readers 
undoubtedly understood that his argumentation could be directed against 
Christianity as well. After all, among the examples proffered by 
Maimonides of impossible beliefs, disallowed by the intellect, are that 
God should bring into existence someone like Himself, or should 
annihilate Himself, or should become a body, or should change. A 
philosophical polemicist against Christianity could easily identify these 
beliefs as equivalent to the Christian doctrines of the generation of the Son 
and procession of the Spirit, the incarnation, and the putative death of the 
Son of God on the cross; and it is possible that this was, indeed, 
Maimonides’ own intention. Furthermore, Maimonides wrote that it is 


1 Moses Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplexed, trans. S. PINES, Chicago, 1963, 
pp. 206-212; 459-461. 
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impossible for a substance to become accident, or an accident substance; 
or for a physical substance to exist without accidents. It is hardly likely 
that Maimonides was referring here to aspects of the Christian doctrine of 
transubstantiation, which became the orthodox belief for western 
Catholics at the Fourth Lateran Council of 1215, 11 years after 
Maimonides’ death, but later Jewish polemicists understood these 
examples as applicable to that Christian belief. 

Maimonides, himself, rarely referred to Christianity explicitly, and 
unlike a number of other Jews in the Islamic world, he did not polemicize 
against it directly. It was during Maimonides’ lifetime, however, that Jews 
in Christian Europe began to write specifically polemical treatises against 
Christianity, the first two of which appeared in approximately 1170. These 
pioneering treatises, Jacob ben Reuben’s Wars of the Lord, and Joseph 
Kimhi’s Book of the Covenant, employ rational arguments against 
Christianity, without developing a full fledged theory of possibility. Thus, 
Joseph wrote that incarnation is rejected by the intellect because it is 
unseemly for God to suffer the indignities of gestation and birth, although 
he offered no philosophical proof of that assertion. Jacob was closer to 
using specifically philosophical arguments against the trinity, incarnation, 
and virgin birth, but, as noted, he did not develop a theory of possibility 
and impossibility. Both authors argued that Christianity is against reason 
(Hebrew, sekhel), undoubtedly the translation of the Latin ratio, a term 
much used by Christians in the twelfth century in their philosophical and 
polemical writings2. In the thirteenth century, there were further 
developments of philosophical argumentation, especially by the Italian 
Maimonidean Moses ben Solomon of Salerno, but still no conceptual 
framework for the critique3. 

A real theory of possibility in the polemical context developed in 
fourteenth century Spain as a result of Christian successes in converting 
Jews (often, but not always, by means of force, such as in the riots of 
1391), and of the influence of Averroism, which distinguished between 


2 See DJ. LASKER, «Jewish-Christian Polemics at the Turning Point: Jewish 
Evidence from the Twelfth Century», Harvard Theological Review, 89:2 (1996) 161-173. 

3 See Idem, «Jewish Polemics Against Christianity in Thirteenth-Century Italy», in 
Y. ELMAN and J.S. Gurock (eds.), Hazon Nahum. Studies in Jewish Law, Thought and 
History. Presented to Norman Lamm on the Occasion of his Seventieth Birthday, New 
York, 1997, pp. 251-263. 
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philosophy and religion, such that a philosophical defense of religion was 
well-nigh impossible. Thus, the Jewish philosophers understood that they 
could not prove the truth of Judaism by use of reason, but they were 
hopeful of finding a way of rationally refuting Christianity, so that it would 
be less attractive to wavering co-religionists. The result was the principle 
that although reason cannot prove the truth of a religion, as per Averroes, 
it can disqualify a false religion by demonstrating the rational untenability 
of its doctrines. 

Building upon Maimonides’ discussion of possibility and 
impossibility, and upon his statement that certain notions are impossible 
«because of the nature of the matter»5, Jewish anti-Christian philosophical 
polemicists now distinguished between what they called the naturally 
impossible, such as the dividing of a sea, or the turning of a rod into a 
serpent; and the logically impossible, such as the existence of a square 
whose sides and diagonal are the same length, or a triangle the sum of 
whose angles was more than two right angles. In the context of the debate 
with Christianity, they argued that a true religion may teach naturally 
impossible doctrines, since God has the power to change nature, but it may 
not teach logically impossible doctrines, since that, which is truly 
impossible, is not subject to divine power. Christian principles, such as the 
trinity, incarnation, transubstantiation and virgin birth in partu, were then 
subjected to philosophical analysis in the hopes of demonstrating that they 
are logically impossible, contradicted by the intellect as well as being self- 
contradictory, and, thus, they could not be taught by a true religion. From 
the Jewish point of view, Christianity, which promulgated such logically 
impossible doctrines is, of necessity, a false religion. Judaism, it was 
claimed, taught no such logically impossible, self-contradictory doctrines. 
Those beliefs which Judaism teaches which appear to be impossible 
require merely the abrogation of natural impossibilities which occurred 
through divine power; Judaism is, therefore, a possibly true religion. And 
one could go another step further: if it is assumed that there is at least one 
true religion, and Judaism, Christianity and Islam are the only candidates, 


4 See Idem, Jewish Philosophical Polemics Against Christianity in the Middle 
Ages, New York, 1977, pp. 25-43; Idem, «Averroistic Trends in Jewish-Christian Polemics 
in the Late Middle Ages», Speculum, 55:2 (1980) 294-304. 

5 Guide, p. 460. 
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and Christianity and Islam are rejected as impossible, only Judaism is left 
as the true religion (this is the tactic of Joseph Albo in the fifteenth century 
who argued against the truth of Islam as well as against Christianity, 
although his approach to Islam was not systematic)6. 

The theory that there are beliefs which are possible since their 
impossibility is merely natural and not logical is reminiscent of the 
Kalam’s view, reported by Maimonides, that the possible is determined by 
the imagination, and, as such, it would be open to Maimonides’ 
Aristotelian critique, namely, not anything which is imaginable is possible. 
Why is resurrection of the dead, which is against nature but imaginable, 
any more acceptable than an imagined elephant the size of a flea which 
Maimonides rejected as impossible? If one holds that the laws of nature 
reflect logical necessity, as Aristotelians seemed to do, then there cannot 
be a difference between natural impossibility and logical impossibility. 
This is the reason that such traditional Jewish beliefs, such as creation ex 
nihilo, resurrection, and the splitting of the Red Sea, are problematic for 
Maimonides, and why many of his readers believed that his true esoteric 
position was a denial of these doctrines7. Once nature exists, following 
necessary laws which reflect divine wisdom, a break in nature would be 
impossible, even if imaginable. For a true Aristotelian, and, thus, maybe 
for Maimonides himself, resurrection of the dead is no more possible than 
an elephant the size of a flea, or incarnation of the second person of the 
trinity. 

It would appear that the philosophical polemicists were aware of the 
weakness of their position. Perhaps this is the reason that they eschewed 
the use of the term imagination employed by Maimonides and placed the 
two categories, both logical and natural impossibility, in the realm of the 
intellect. Thus, the operative word is not imagination (dimyon), but 
conception or representation (ziyyur) which goes back to the Arabic term 
tasawwur. The claim is that logical impossibilities are those which the 
intellect cannot conceive of their existence; natural impossibilities are 


6 The rejection of Christianity is a recurrent theme in Albo’s Book of Principles, I. 
Husik (ed.), Philadelphia, 1946; Islam is determined to be false in, e.g., I, pp. 122-123. 

7 The literature on Maimonides’ esoteric positions is extensive; on the specific 
issue of possibility, see, e.g., A. IVRY, «Maimonides on Possibility», in J. REINHARZ et al. 
(eds.), Mystics, Philosophers, and Politicians; Essays in Jewish Intellectual History in 
Honor of Alexander Altmann, Durham, N.C., 1982, pp. 67-84. 
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those which the intellect can conceive of their existence. Imagination is 
not involved. 

The use of the concept «intellectual conception» as the criterion of 
possibility may be connected to another passage in Maimonides’ Guide. 
The polemicists undoubtedly recalled Maimonides’ assertion that «belief 
is not the notion that is uttered, but the notion that is represented in the soul 
when it has been averred of it that it is in fact just as it has been represented 
(using the root of tasawwur or ziyyur)». Furthermore, they must have 
remembered his comment in the same context that the statement of the 
mistaken believer that God is one but has attributes is like the doctrine of 
the Christians who say that God is one, but also three, and the three are 
one. In Maimonides’ view, neither doctrine can be represented in the mind, 
and, therefore, neither one can be true. A true belief is one which is 
intellectually conceivable; false beliefs, like the trinity, are those which are 
not intellectually conceivable’. Thus, the later polemicists make 
intellectual conceivability or representation, not imagination, as the 
determining principle for possibility and impossibility. 

References to imagination did, however, still creep into the polemical 
works as a criterion of possibility. Hasdai Crescas (late fourteenth 
century), for instance, referred to imagination in his statement about 
possibility. After delineating the differences between Judaism and 
Christianity in terms of the root principles of the latter religion, Crescas 
added three general premises, the first two of which are: «1) faith will not 
force the intellect to believe something which leads to a contradiction; 2) 
one cannot imagine that the divine power is able to contradict either the 
first intelligibles or the derivative principles which have been clearly and 
absolutely demonstrated, since they derive from the first intelligibles»9. 
Christianity tries to force the intellect to believe in false doctrines by 
positing that one can imagine God’s contradiction of first principles. For 
Crescas, this is something which is unimaginable and, therefore, 
impossible. 

Elijah del Medigo (late fifteenth century) also asserted that Judaism 
could not include any belief which was against reason, and if it did, a Jew 


8 Maimonides, Guide, pp. 111-112. 
9 H. Crescas, The Refutation of the Christian Principles, trans. D.J. LASKER, 
Albany, 1992, p. 27. 
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would be justified in rejecting such a doctrine. God gave humans intellect, 
which could not possibly accept an illogical belief. Rather, intellect will 
also «conceive» (yezayyer) and know the opposite of the illogical. 
According to Del Medigo, impossible beliefs could be held only by those 
who use their imagination and reject their intellect10. 

From the few selections that have been cited, we see that medieval 
Jewish philosophical polemicists against Christianity distinguished 
between Jewish beliefs, which they claimed were possible even if against 
nature, and Christian beliefs, which they claimed were impossible because 
they were against logic. How did Christians respond to this assertion? 

First of all, it is evident that many Christians themselves were aware, 
even without Jewish input, that many of their doctrines, especially those 
known as mysteries, were problematic vis-a-vis the intellect. As a result, 
medieval Christian philosophers developed a vast apologetical literature 
answering internal Christian doubts about the rationality of their beliefs, a 
literature which most likely is not related directly to the Jewish critique 
(other than as a possible source of Jewish argumentation). The standard 
Christian philosophical claim developed by the apologists was that 
Christian doctrines, even if they appear to be rationally questionable, can 
be defended by reason and, therefore, are not to be dismissed out of hand. 
Christian philosophers, very much like Jewish ones, argued that their 
seemingly impossible doctrines are not logically impossible. 

Second, from the Jewish polemical literature, we can see that 
Christians were also aware of the Jewish attack on the rationality of their 
beliefs. If we can rely on the Jewish sources, some of the Christian 
interlocutors reacted to the Jewish assault on their religion, by arguing that 
Christian doctrines were no more impossible than the Jewish ones, and, 
therefore, Judaism was no more intellectually respectable than was 
Christianity. 

For instance, Nissim of Marseilles (early fourteenth century) stated 
that most of the doctrines of the Christians religion are strange matters, 
based upon false, disgraceful assumptions; most of their silver is become 
dross, their wine mixed with water (Isaiah 1:22). Jewish beliefs, in 
comparison, are like pure silver, refined seven times (Psalms 12:7). Thus, 
it is appropriate for Jews to learn how to answer the heretics. 


10 Elijah Del-Medigo, Sefer Behinat Hadat, J.J. Ross (ed.), Tel Aviv, 1984, pp. 81- 
82. 
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Nissim recorded that the Christians, relying upon a theological tactic 
mentioned by Alfarabi, namely defense of the absurdities of a religion by 
pointing out weaknesses in other religions, tried to avoid Jewish attacks by 
saying: «If you reject the belief in [divine] corporeality because it is 
against the intellect, why do you not reject the belief in resurrection which 
is also against the intellect? If you believe in resurrection because of the 
manifest fairness of the belief in resurrection, in which the bodies of the 
righteous who have died are brought back to life, and if reason does not 
obligate this belief but rejects it, why should we not believe that God 
descended to receive corporeality to save his righteous ones and deliver 
them from perdition». Furthermore, the Christians are presented as asking: 
«Why is it hard for you to believe that God, who is existent, eternal, first, 
a separate substance, the ultimate substance and beyond substance, has the 
power to acquire a human, corporeal form as He desires by means of his 
great power in order to bring salvation to the human species and redeem 
their souls from perdition; and yet it is not hard for you to believe that God 
created ex nihilo»? In fact,the Christian claims that incarnation is more 
reasonable than creation, since incarnation is creation from something, 
whereas creation of the world is from nothing. Hence, the Christian 
position, as represented by Nissim, held that incarnation, which was 
intended to bring salvation to humanity, is no more impossible than the 
Jewish beliefs in creation and resurrection. 

In response, Nissim did not distinguish between natural and logical 
impossibility, the distinction mentioned above which developed only 
toward the end of the fourteenth century. Instead, he offered another 
epistemological categorization of beliefs. Apparently relying on 
Maimonides’ dichotomy in Guide 2:2511 between the necessity of 
reinterpreting verses which taught divine corporeality and the possibility 
of accepting as literal those verses which taught creation of the world, 
Nissim distinguished between resurrection, a belief which has political 
utility for the masses, and creation, which implies divine power and the 
world’s dependence upon God, on the one hand; and incarnation, which 
would destroy the foundations of religious belief, on the other hand. 
Religion would be destroyed because incarnation implies corporeality, and 
a corporeal God cannot be the necessary existent. Furthermore, 


11 Guide, pp. 327-330. 
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incarnation implies that God made Himself weak, no longer the 
omnipotent God, but a being who could not save even himself. Thus, the 
distinction between prima facie impossible Jewish beliefs and actually 
impossible Christian beliefs is the distinction between the theologically 
and politically useful, and the philosophically abhorrent!2. 

A similar distinction is found in the works of Nissim’s Provengal 
contemporary, Joseph Ibn Caspi, who also reported that the Christians 
questioned the Jewish belief in creation and resurrection in light of their 
rejection of incarnation. Caspi argued that the Jewish beliefs do not imply 
any deficiency in God, whereas incarnation does imply such inadequacy. 
Whether attributing to God an inadequacy is a philosophical problem, as 
would appear in Nissim’s work, or a theological problem is not clear, since 
Caspi wrote: «God forbid (halilah) that there be in the divine substance 
potentiality for evil or deficiency». In a similar vein, Shem Tov ibn 
Shaprut (late fourteenth century Spain), distinguished between Jewish 
beliefs, such as creation and revelation, which are not fully 
understandable, and the Christian doctrine of incarnation which is an 
insult to, and a defect in, God’s essence. 

The late fifteenth-century Spanish-Jewish thinker Abraham Bibago 
combined the answers of his predecessors. In an exchange which he said 
occurred before King Don Juan II of Aragon, Bibago was challenged by a 
Christian to be consistent and either reject everything of which reason 
disapproves, such as creation, or accept all religious beliefs including 
incarnation. Bibago responded by saying that first, Maimonides had 
shown that creation is possible; and second, incarnation ascribes a 
deficiency to God whereas creation ascribes a perfection to Him. An 
incarnated, murdered God would be only a possible existent, and not the 
necessary existent13. 

What is common to the different discussions of possibility discussed 
here is that the Jewish philosophical polemicists struggled to find a way of 
distinguishing between problematic Jewish beliefs and problematic 
Christian ones, without recourse to the faculty of imagination. All of them 


12 Nissim of Marseilles, Sefer Ma’aseh Nissim, H. KREISEL (ed.), Jerusalem, 2000, 
pp. 74-77. Translations are my own. 

13 For Caspi, Ibn Shaprut and Bibago, see LASKER, Philosophical Polemics, pp. 41- 
42. 
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seem to have accepted Maimonides’ assertion that imagination is an 
improper criterion of possibility. Even if one can find assertions that 
Christian doctrines cannot even be imagined, let alone be conceived, by 
the intellect, Jewish doctrines are not defended as possible because they 
can be imagined. As good Maimonideans, the polemicists asserted that the 
intellect is the proper determinant of possibility. But, also as good 
Maimonideans, they probably would have had to admit that they were not 
totally successful in distinguishing between the possible and the 
impossible, and with Maimonides, they could say: «Would that we knew» 
how to determine the difference between these two classes. 
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NOTE AL ‘LIBRO DELLA CORREZIONE DEI COSTUMI 
DELL’ANIMA’ DI SHELOMOH IBN GABIROL 


Il trattato sulla Correzione dei costumi dell’anima del poeta, filosofo 
ed esegeta Shelomoh ibn Gabirol, compiuto in Saragozza intorno alla metà 
del" XI secolo (più esattamente nel 1045 o nel 10481), rappresenta, a 
concorde parere degli studiosi, non solo il capostipite dei testi di etica 
psico-fisiologica della tradizione medievale ebraica, ma anche la prima 
considerazione sistematica ed unitaria su basi non esclusivamente 
teologico-esegetiche ed apologetiche di questioni, quelle riguardanti la 
morale ed il comportamento, tradizionalmente ritenute di stretta 
pertinenza del diritto (halakhah), piuttosto che della filosofia. 

Benché scritto in lingua araba, esso è, senza alcun dubbio, diretto ad 
un pubblico di lettori ebrei, fatto, questo, primariamente testimoniato dalle 
modalità di ricezione ed utilizzazione del testo stesso, il quale, tradotto in 
ebraico da Yehudah Ibn Tibbon nel 11672, è conservato in questa versione 


1 Sulla datazione dell'opera v. S. WISE, The Improvement of the Moral Qualities. 
An Ethical Treatise of the Eleventh Century by Solomon Ibn Gabirol, New-York 1902 
(reprint 1966), p. 7, nota 1; J. LomBA FUENTES, nella sua traduzione spagnola (La correciön 
de los caracteres, Zaragoza 1990, p. 11) e M. ZONTA (Il Tigqun Ha-Middot di Shelomò Ibn 
Gabirol. Traduzione a cura di A. RAVENNA. Presentazione di M. ZONTA, Rassegna Mensile 
di Israel, LXV, 1999, 55 e IDEM, La filosofia ebraica medievale. Storia e testi, Laterza, 
Bari 2002, p. 57) accettano la datazione 1045. 

2 VR. LOEWE, Ibn Gabirol, Milano 2001, p. 75, Il Tiggun, introduzione di A. 
RAVENNA, p. 57 e M. ZONTA, La filosofia ebraica medievale, p. 57. Allo stesso Yehudah si 
deve anche la traduzione di un’altra opera di carattere etico attribuita a Gabirol, la 
Selezione di perle, una collezione di massime e sentenze scritta originariamente in arabo, 
ma della quale rimane solo, in numerosi manoscritti, la versione ebraica (v. traduzione 
spagnola del testo curata da G.D. Maeso, Barcelona 1977, pp. 16-17 e M. Zonta, La 
filosofia ebraica medievale, p. 57). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 625-639. 


626 SILVIA NAGEL 


in numerosi manoscritti (6 contro un unico esemplare arabo) ed è stato, 
sempre in questa versione, ripetutamente stampato a partire dal 1550 fino 
alla fine dell’ottocento (due edizioni cinquecentine e quattro risalenti 
all’ottocento); l’opera è stata poi edita, in una nuova traduzione ebraica, 
nel 19513. La destinazione del testo è, inoltre, testimoniata dai 
numerosissimi riferimenti biblici, riferimenti che l’autore non a caso lascia 
in ebraico unitamente ad alcuni termini tecnici relativi alla pratica 
normativa o legale; l'utilizzazione emblematico-didattica4 di queste 
citazioni, opportunamente disposte e dispiegate al fine di confermare le 
proprie opinioni nonché il tentativo «concordistico» di dimostrare la 
sostanziale coincidenza fra la tradizione ebraica più fondante (la Bibbia e, 
più raramente, il Talmud) e le affermazioni dell’autore, fanno si che questa 
componente, oltre a rappresentare un fondamentale strumento 
mnemotecnicos, si configuri, all’interno di questa come di altre opere, 
anche come criterio atto a rimuovere le possibili critiche alla diffusione 
delle proprie idee chiamando in causa brani di quei testi costitutivi del 
pensiero religioso che egli propone come perfettamente convergenti con le 
proprie affermazioni. Gabirol, di fatto, non mette in discussione alcun 
principio di carattere teologico-scritturale e ribadisce più volte che il suo 
intento è quello di procedere attraverso l’utilizzazione congiunta e, 
secondo lui, del tutto complementare, di «dimostrazioni chiare dedotte dal 
ragionamento e dalla Scrittura» o dettate «dalla logica e dalle tradizioni»6, 
intendendo con ciò sottolineare di aver voluto elaborare un sistema etico- 
filosofico atto ad essere corroborato dai massimi testi religiosi. 

Oltre a rappresentare un uso letterario assai consueto all’interno della 
letteratura ebraica ed islamica dell’epoca (ad esempio anche il 


3 Questa edizione dovuta a N. BARON, Tel Aviv 195; per l'elenco dei manoscritti e 
delle edizioni v. Wise, S., The Improvement, pp. 7-8. 

^ Iltermine, adottato da J. AGRIMI e C. CRISCIANI (in «Medicina e filosofia naturale 
nel Medioevo», Storia delle scienze, Natura e vita dall’antichità all’Illuminismo, Milano 
1992, p. 142) per chiarire l’uso della dissezione nel contesto dell’attività magistrale 
nell’occidente medievale, uso diretto alla conferma del testo che si sta analizzando e non 
all'effettiva verifica delle teorie, mi sembra possa essere adattato al caso del Tigqun. 

5 Lo stesso Ibn Tibbon, nella prefazione alla sua traduzione, afferma che le 
citazioni scritturali del Tiggun hanno carattere mnemonico (v. S. WisE, The Improvement, 
p. 106, nota 2; v. anche p. 13, nota 4); verosimilmente, esse erano atte a richiamare alla 
memoria dei lettori determinati concetti (v. anche J. LOMBA FUENTES, La correciön, p. 37). 

6  V.Il Tigqun, traduzione di A. RAVENNA, pp. 58 e 61. 
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contemporaneo Libro dei caratteri e della condotta di Ibn Hazm propone 
citazioni coraniche al fine di confermare quanto da lui affermato)7, 
l’utilizzazione dei testi, che, più che strumentale, si presenta come 
funzionale agli intenti persuasivo-retorici del saggio, rimanda 
verosimilmente anche alla principale fonte non ebraica alla quale Ibn 
Gabirol fa riferimento per quanto riguarda la filosofia morale e cioé a 
Galeno, il quale, nella cittä di Smirne, alla scuola del medioplatonico 
Albino, era stato messo in contatto non solo con una concezione del 
patrimonio antico di sostanziale convergenza tra filosofia accademica, 
peripatetica e stoica, tutte derivanti dall’ unico ceppo socratico e tutte op- 
poste all’epicureismo, ma anche con una conoscenza diretta dei classici 
tale da permettergli di sistemarli in una compagine organica da cui poter 
attingere con sicurezza ogniqualvolta i temi della trattazione lo 
richiedessero. Galeno, nel Quod animi mores presenta, infatti, le proprie 
opinioni circa la dipendenza delle facoltà dell'anima dai temperamenti del 
corpo come accreditate dalla generale convergenza delle autorità 
filosofiche e le ampie citazioni degli autori risultano, appunto, selezionate 
in tal senso8. 

Pur rientrando in un genere piuttosto diffuso all’interno della 
letteratura filosofica medievale in lingua araba, genere al quale 
appartengono, ad esempio, le «Correzioni» del pensatore arabo-cristiano 
Yahya Ibn ‘Adi (874-963) e del filosofo musulmano-persiano Ahmad 
Miskawayh (+1030), fonte principale del Libro dei caratteri e della 
condotta del cordovano Ibn Hazm (994-1063)9, e che dipende da alcune 
opere morali di Galeno (e cioè principalmente dal riassunto arabo di 
un’opera Sui costumil0 oggi non più posseduta, oltre che, almeno per 


7 V. J. LOMBA FUENTES, La correción, p. 43. 

8 Galeno stesso afferma di aver più volte verificato la propria tesi, e cioè che le 
facoltà dell'anima seguono di temperamenti del corpo, «...non per i miei soli controlli e 
svariate ricerche, ma sia all'inizio insieme con i miei maestri, sia in seguito con i migliori 
filosofi...» all'inizio del Quod animi (1, K. IV, 767); v. Galeno, Le passioni e gli errori 
dell'anima. Opere morali, a cura di M. MANGHI e M. VEGETTI, p. 95 e l'introduzione di M. 
MENGHI, pp. 10 e 19. 

9 V. Il Tigqun, introduzione di M. ZONTA, p. 56 e J. LOMBA FUENTES, La correción, 
p. 43. 

10 V. Il Tiqqun, introduzione di M. Zonta, p. 56 e M. ZONTA, Un interprete ebreo 
delle filosofia di Galeno. Gli scritti filosofici di Galeno nell'opera di Shem Tob ibn 
Faquera, Torino 1995, p. 8, dove si indicano, alla nota 34, i passi del De moribus citati da 
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quanto riguarda Ibn Gabirol, dal perduto De indolentiall, dal De 
consuetudinibus e, forse, anche dal Quod animi mores), l’opera sviluppa, 
all’interno del consueto tema della classificazione dei vizi e delle virtù, 
una ripartizione delle qualità del tutto inconsueta ed anomala rispetto ai 
testi sopraccitati. L’elencazione e l’analisi delle varie inclinazioni, che si 
riporta, attraverso la mediazione galenica, alle problematiche 
medioplatoniche riguardanti i «modi di rappresentazione della 
soggettivitä»12, a loro volta collegate alle classificazioni di vizi e virtù o 
cataloghi delle passioni di matrice stoical3, viene qui, infatti, messa in 
relazione, non alle quattro virtù cardinali o alla tripartizione dell’anima 
della tradizione platonica, bensì ai cinque sensi, disposti e descritti 
secondo l'ordine sia gerarchico che seriale che si ritrova in Aristotelel4. 
Del tutto «platonica» è invece la strategia educativa di correzione delle 
passioni mediante una precisa politica di custodia e di dominio da parte 
della ragione: le passioni risultano, infatti, governabili secondo i 
meccanismi del controllo razionale esercitato sul comportamento, 
controllo che va praticato fin dalla più tenera età, secondo un modello di 
addestramento alla formazione ottimale dell’individuo inserito nella 
società che Gabirol presumibilmente desume dal compendio arabo al De 
moribus e dal De consuetudinibus di Galeno!5 anche se qualche 


Gabirol (pp. 84-85 e 44-45 della traduzione inglese di S. WisE). Il testo di M. ZONTA, 
presenta anche, alle pp. 125-145, una versione italiana del compendio arabo del De 
moribus. Sul riassunto arabo al De moribus v. R. WALZER, «New Light on Galen's Moral 
Philosophy», The Classical Quarterly 43 (1949) 82-96. 

IL V. M. Zonta, La filosofia ebraica medievale, pp. 72-74; IDEM, Un interprete 
ebreo delle filosofia di Galeno, p. 19. 

12 V. M. VEGETTI «La terapia dell'anima. Patologia e disciplina del soggetto in 
Galeno», in Galeno, Le passioni, p. 132. 

13 Sulla tassonomia stoica v. M. DARAKI, »Les fonctions psycologiques du logos 
dans le Stoicisme ancien», in Les Stoiciens et leur logique, Actes du Colloque de Chantilly, 
Paris 1978, pp. 87-119. 

14 La sequenza vista, udito, odorato, gusto e tatto appare in Arist., Hist. Anim., IV, 
8, 532 b. 

15 Il programma platonico di correzione della natura mediante una politica 
dell'educazione viene descritto nelle Leggi e nella Repubblica, opere delle quali risulta che 
Galeno abbia composto dei compendi, oggi perduti, ma probabilmente utilizzati da al- 
Farabi (Leggi), Averro& (Repubblica) Moshe Ibn 'Ezra (Leggi) e Ibn Falquera 
(Repubblica); v. M. ZONTA, La filosofia antica nel medioevo ebraico, Brescia 1966, pp. 55, 
59, 212 e IDEM, «Linee del pensiero islamico nella storia della filosofia ebraica 
medievale», parte prima, Annali dell'Istituto universitario medievale, 57 (1997) 114. 
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suggestione potrebbe essergli derivata dalla tradizionale concezione 
ebraica delle due inclinazioni creative insite nell’uomo, quella al bene e 
quella al male (jeser ha-tov e jeser ha-rà), inclinazioni entrambe 
necessarie alla vita in quanto costituenti lo stimolo all’attività umana ed 
entrambe potenzialmente finalizzate al positivo qualora la seconda sia 
debitamente contenuta e convogliatal6. 

Non è invece recuperata la tesi, esplicitata nel Quod animi, che, 
essendo le facoltà dell’anima dipendenti dal temperamento degli organi, 
l’unica cura adatta alle discrasie della psiche sarebbe la terapia medica 
della parte del corpo implicata; questa assunzione avrebbe, infatti, da una 
parte fatto cadere i principi della libera volontà e della responsabilità 
morale della persona, principi sostenuti da Gabirol in questo come in altri 
testil7, intaccando, in tal modo, quella possibilità di un’etica filosofica 
suffragata da testi religiosi che l’autore tenta di esprimere, mentre 
dall’altra, essa avrebbe posto il medico e non l’individuo, debitamente 
istruito dal filosofo morale, ad assumere il controllo sulla disciplina del 
comportamento. Secondo Gabirol, non è sul temperamento dei vari organi 
del sistema percettivo che si deve operare, ma sul loro esercizio, il quale, 
al fine di ottenere un effettivo progresso etico, deve essere debitamente 
controllato e proporzionato dall’individuo in modo del tutto analogo a 
quello operato dal medico diligente che dispone la ricetta ed ordina le dosi 
delle varie componenti a seconda di ciò che egli ritiene possa determinare 
un effetto adeguatol8; le malattie dell'anima non possono, del resto, in 
alcun modo essere curate mediante la terapia farmacologica e/o dietetica 
del corpo in quanto, per esse, «...non è possibile trovare una cura...se non 
mediante la medicina spirituale. ..»19. 


16 V. Encyclopaedia Judaica, Cd-rom Edition, Jerusalem 1997, alla voce 
Inclination, Good and Evil di S. ROSENBLATT. 

17 V. ad esempio, Wise, S., The improvement, pp. 48-49. Tematiche relative al 
peccato ed alla penitenza vengono trattate anche nella Corona reale. 

18 «...se l’uomo sarà saggio si servirá di essi (i sensi), ma si asterrà dall’usarne in 
modo[/misura] non adatto e sarà come un medico diligente il quale dispone la ricetta ed 
ordina di ogni medicamento quantità determinata ed i medicamenti saranno di diverso peso 
secondo quello che egli ritiene essere l’effetto della loro quantità e non si accontenta finché 
non li divide in modo da evitare danni» (11 Tiggun, traduzione di A. RAVENNA, p. 61). Il 
passo forse si richiama a Saadiah Gaon, The Book of Beliefs and Opinions, trattato X, cap. 
I, S. ROSENBLATT (ed.), New-Haven-London 1976, p. 358. 

19 V. M. ZONTA, La filosofia ebraica medievale, p. 72, S. WISE, The Improvement, 
p. 78. 
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L’insorgenza e le manifestazioni delle affezioni dell’anima vengono 
tuttavia collegate anche alla prevalenza, all’interno del corpo umano, di 
uno dei quattro umori e della relativa coppia di qualitä20, attuando, sulla 
base della tradizione medica, la consueta, sistematica connessione fra 
fattori fisici e fattori della personalitä secondo la teoria psicosomatica dei 
temperamenti di derivazione ippocratico-galenica. In Gabirol quest’ul- 
timo elemento non rappresenta, però, solo uno schema atto alla descri- 
zione delle varie sfaccettature della psiche dell’individuo, ma viene 
fruttuosamente inserito in un complesso sistema di rappresentazione ed 
interpretazione del mondo fisico che va dalla cosmologia alla psicologia e 
che si basa non solo sul presupposto di relazione analogica fra micro e 
macro-strutture, ma anche, presumibilmente, sulla simbologia dei numeri 
e cioè sulla loro conformità colle strutture del cosmo e sulla loro capacità 
di rappresentarlo. L’uomo si prospetta, infatti, secondo Gabirol, che in 
questo segue fedelmente Shabbatai Donnolo e la sua fonte, Isaac Israeli, 
oltre che l Enciclopedia dei Fratelli della purezza21, come un microcosmo, 


20 E spesso anche alle stagioni dell’anno e della vita; ad esempio l’orgoglio è 
collegato all’età giovanile ed al temperamento giallo-caldo e cioè bilioso (v. S. Wise, The 
Improvement, p. 55); anche l’impudenza è legata al temperamento bilioso (ibidem, p. 67); 
i sintomi dell’amore sono più evidenti nel temperamento sanguigno, nella giovinezza ed in 
primavera (ibidem, p. 68); la gioia è presente nelle persone di temperamento caldo-umido, 
come quello del sangue, nelle costituzioni sane ed in tarda età (ibidem, p. 77); l'ansia è 
fredda e secca, come la bile nera ed è comune a tutti gli uomini (ibidem p. 78 e traduzione 
di M. ZONTA, La filosofia ebraica medievale, p. 72); la generosità è di natura biliosa e 
insorge in persone prive di cattive qualità e di natura pura e nobile (v. S. Wise The 
Improvement, p. 91); il coraggio è legato al temperamento sanguigno oltre che al cuore 
grande, all’abbondanza di vene ed alle braccia lunghe (ibidem, p. 98). 

21 V. Sefer Yetzirà. Libro della formazione, con il commentario Sefer Chakhmoni 
(Libro Sapiente) di Shabbatai Donnolo, traduzione di P. Mancuso, a cura di D. 
ScIUNNACH, Milano 2001, p. 91; la composizione del mondo e dell’uomo su quattro 
elementi è verosimilmente tratta da Donnolo da Isaac Israeli, il quale, a sua volta, dipende, 
secondo S. WISE (The Improvement, p. 13), dal Sefer Yetzirà. Sulle descrizioni correlate dei 
quattro elementi, qualità e umori nel mondo e nell’uomo in Isaac Israeli, descrizione 
prevalentemente legata al concetto di «natura», v. A. ALTMANN, S.M. STERN, Isaac Israeli, 
Oxford 1958, pp. 50 (The Book of Definitions), 83 (The Book of the Substances) e 122-3 
(The Mantua text). Benché il tema microcosmo-macrocosmo sia presente nella tradizione 
midrasica precedente a Donnolo, è lui che lo rielabora in modo da «...applicare l’analogia 
fra macrocosmo e microcosmo a tutti i piani della realtà (fisica, metafisica, astrologica, 
fisiologico-medica e strutturale)...»; v. G. SERMONETA, «Il neo-platonismo nel pensiero dei 
nuclei ebraici stanziati nell’occidente latino (riflessioni sul Commento al Libro della 
Creazione di Rabbi Sabbetai Donnolo)», in Gli ebrei nell'alto medioevo, Settimane di 
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un piccolo mondo fondato sui quattro umori corrispondenti ai quattro 
elementi ed alle quattro qualità del grande mondo e questo modello di 
corrispondenze analogiche, simmetriche e simpatetiche si rivela, nel suo 
caso, particolarmente fecondo. Sono, infatti, la conformità, la proporzione 
nonché la sostanziale interrelazione delle sopraccitate entità che rendono 
possibile il radicamento corporeo delle qualità dell’anima e cioè di quelle 
potenzialità che il comportamento etico è in grado di tradurre in atto e 
rendere operative in quanto sono proprio gli organi percettivi, nel loro 
assetto umorale, corrispondente a quello elementare del mondo, nonché nel 
loro funzionamento, subordinato alla temperatura qualitativa degli umori 
stessi, che fondano queste dotazioni. Oltre che di ricercare ed analizzare gli 
elementi primari e costitutivi della complessa struttura psichica dell’uomo, 
si tratta, quindi, di trovare per essa, data la sussistenza di una precisa 
correlazione e consonanza fra le serie dei numeri ed i gradi delle entità 
naturali22, un' adeguata espressione anche numerica, inquadrandola alla luce 
del principio di isonomia, elemento tradizionalmente considerato come 
essenziale all’intera compagine tanto del macro quanto del micro mondo, 
dal complesso cosmico e biologico ai valori morali23. 


studio del Centro italiano di studi sull’alto medioevo, Spoleto 1980, XXVI, tomo II, pp. 
915-16). I Fratelli della purezza non solo dedicano al tema micro-macrocosmo un’intera 
epistola, la XII, ma l'argomento viene trattato anche all’interno di brani che si riferiscono 
alla numerologia, brani che la prof. Carmela Baffioni mi ha gentilmente messo a 
disposizione nella sua traduzione italiana. Sul tema del microcosmo nella cultura ebraica v. 
A. ALTMANN, Studies in Religious Philosophy and Mysticism, New-York 1969, pp. 15 e 19- 
28; H. SCHIPPERGES, «Einflüsse arabischer Medizin auf die Mikrokosmosliteratur des 12. 
Jahrhunderts», in Antike und Orient im Mittelalter, Miscellanea Mediaevalia, Band 1, P. 
WILPERT (ed.), Berlin-New-York 1971, pp. 146-7 e G. VAIDA, «La Philosophie et la 
Theologie de Joseph ibn Caddig», in Archives d'Histoire Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen 
Age, 17 (1949), soprattutto pp. 96-97. 

22 La corrispondenza, verosimilmente basata sulla lettura dell’ Enciclopedia dei 
Fratelli della purezza, & asserita nel Fons vitae, IV, 13, C. BAEUMKER (ed.), in Beiträge zur 
Geschichte der Philosophie und Teologie des Mittelalters, Band 1, Heft 2-4, Münster 1895, 
p. 239, 5-17 (v. in particolare righe 12-14: « et omnino cum consideraveris omnia quae 
sunt, invenies ea ordinata et costituta secundum naturam numeri...»); cfr. J. SCHLANGER, La 
philosophie de Salomon ibn Gabirol, p. 96 ed Epistola 33 sui principi razionali secondo 
l'opinione degli Ihwän al-Safà', Beirut 1957, vol. III, pp. 205, 12-13, traduzione di C. 
BAFFIONI: «...non c'é nessuno fra i numeri per il quale il Creatore... non abbia creato un 
genere fra gli esistenti corrispondente a quel numero, piccolo o grande...». V. anche Y. 
MARQUET, La philosophie des Ihwan al-Safä’, Paris-Milan 1999, pp. 42-44, 303. 

23 V.R. KLIBANSKY, E. PANOFSKY, E. SAXL, Saturno e la melanconia. Studi di storia 
della filosofia naturale, religione e arte, Torino 1983, p. 8 e ss. 
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Gabirol disegna, a questo scopo, uno schema di venti qualitä 
dell’anima collegate ai cinque sensi e disposte in una serie quadripartita di 
vizi e virtù considerati a coppie di contrari, in un'opposizione tassonomica 
che, più che riferirsi ai quattro generi principali di passioni riconosciuti 
dagli stoici24, generi articolati sulle coppie piacere/dolore, 
desiderio/paura, più verosimilmente si potrebbe riportare alla concezione 
della dialettica delle due inclinazioni creative al bene e al male poc'anzi 
richiamata. In questa rappresentazione la numerologia parrebbe assumere 
un carattere non irrilevante; sia sul versante della tradizione greco- 
ellenistica ed islamica che di quella ebraica i «valori» inerenti ai numeri 
quattro, cinque e venti presentano, infatti, caratteristiche particolarmente 
concordanti con le concezioni ed i testi ai quali l’autore, direttamente o 
indirettamente, fa riferimento. Il quattro, numero dell’ordine materiale, 
all’interno dell’ Enciclopedia dei Fratelli della purezza e cioè di una delle 
principali fonti di Gabirol per quanto riguarda la scienza antica, è il 
numero che, in corrispondenza con i propri «gradi» (unità, decine, 
centinaia e migliaia) e con le entità spirituali superiori (Dio, intelletto 
agente, anima universale e materia prima), raffigura e configura non solo 
gli elementi, le «nature» o qualità e gli umori, ma anche le stagioni 
dell’anno e della vita, le direzioni del mondo, i venti, nonché l’intera 
gamma dei «generati», e cioè i minerali, le piante, gli animali e l'uomo25. 
H quattro è, però, anche il numero che, nella tradizione pitagorica, designa 
la giustizia intesa come equilibrio o giusta proporzione delle parti26 e 
questo ci porta a qualche considerazione riguardante il significato della 
lettera dalet (n), lettera che, essendo la quarta nell’ordine seriale 
dell'alfabeto ebraico, indica, appunto, il valore numerico di «quattro»; 
ogni lettera dell’alfabeto, formato, secondo il Pirkei Avot27, insieme alla 
scrittura, al crepuscolo del sesto giorno e cioè al crinale fra l’ordine 
naturale del mondo creato e la cessazione della creazione stessa e 
derivando, proprio da questo carattere di elemento ultimo/ultimativo, un 


24 VM DARAKI, «Les stoïciens», pp. 89 e ss. e M. VEGETTI, «La terapia», p. 140. 

25 V. Epistola 1 Sul numero, Beirut 1957, vol. I, pp. 52-53; v. anche I’ Epistola 33, 
pp. 204-205. 

26 V. EC. ENDRES, A SCHIMMEL, Dizionario dei numeri, storia, simbologia, 
allegoria, Como 1991, p. 24. 

27 V, 7 (le lettere dell'alfabeto e la scrittura, sono fra delle dieci cose create 
all'entrata del sabato); v. anche Pessahim 54 a; cfr. C. SIRAT, La lettre hébraïque et sa 
signification, Paris-Jerusalem 1981, p. 19. 
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rilievo particolare28, possiede ed indica, infatti, almeno a partire dal 
secondo secolo a. C., un preciso valore numerico. Ora dalet allude, nella 
sua forma e nel suo nome (ogni lettera è, infatti, forma e nome oltre che 
numero29) ad una porta (delet) aperta, segno di relazione e a chi vi bussa 
in stato di necessità materiale (dal), focalizzando, in tal modo, la centralità 
delle problematiche morali e, soprattutto, di quelle riguardanti i doveri 
etico-normativi della ridistribuzione dei beni (zedakah)30, ridistribuzione 
alla quale Gabirol stesso accenna nella sua analisi della generosità e 
dell’avarizia, riferendone, secondo un’interpretazione che appare anche 


nel Talmud e nella tradizione omiletica (midràÿ), sia il senso letterale, e 
cioè quello riguardante le oblazioni, che quello «nascosto» e cioè la 
trasmissione della scienza31, e sottolineandone, oltre alle ripercussioni 
sociali, il vantaggio, materiale e morale, del singolo individuo32. Il cinque 
e cioè la lettera hei (7) indica invece, nella tradizione rabbinica, la 
compiutezza del mondo creato33, mentre in quella greco-ellenistica esso 


28 V. Pirque Aboth. Morale dei maestri, tr. di Y. COLOMBO, Assisi-Roma 1977, nota 
7, p. 53. i 

29 V.C. SIRAT, La lettre hébraïque, p. 22; nome e numero possono essere quelli 
delle lettere ideali, non scritte, mentre la forma è qualità delle sole lettere scritte. 

30 Shabbath, 104 a; v. G. Levy, Alfabeto, S. Salvatore Monferrato 1996, pp. 18-19. 
L'assistenza materiale a chi è in stato di necessità non è un atto di »grazia», ma 
rappresenta, in quanto atto di equità/equilibrio, una precisa normativa; tutti i beni degli 
uomini sono, in realtà, beni di Dio, cui appartiene la terra e tutto ciò che in essa è contenuto 
e, quindi, con la zedakah si assicura semplicemente una più equa ridistribuzione dei beni 
stessi. 

31 Sanhedrin 91 (Il Tiggun, traduzione di A. RAVENNA, p 71, nota 102); Midraš 
Bemidbar Rabbah, par. 15 (v. S. Wise, The Improvement, p. 97, nota 2). Secondo J. 
LomBa FUENTES, La correción, p. 126, nota 104, la distinzione fra le due interpretazioni è 
tipicamente islamica e presente soprattutto nella tradizione sciita. 

32 Secondo il Talmud (Ketubot 66b) la ridistribuzione dei beni, oltre a 
rappresentare un elemento socialmente indispensabile (v. anche Pirkei Avot, 3, 18 e 
Talmud, Shabbath 119 a), preserva ed accresce anche la ricchezza individuale di chi dona; 
Gabirol accenna a questa prerogativa nella trattazione della generosità (S. WISE, The 
Improvement, p. 94). Il fatto che il beneficio dalla zedakah sia diretto pià al donatore che 
al beneficiario é sottolineato in Lev. R., XXXIV, 8. 

33 Secondo il Talmud (Menachot 29 b), Dio usó le lettere iod (^) e hei (7), lettere 
che formano il Nome Divino, per creare l'universo; con la lettera iod creó il mondo a 
venire, con la lettera hei questo mondo; v. G. Levy, Alfabeto, p. 20. Cfr. anche Alfabeto di 
rabbi ‘Agiva, in Mistica ebraica. Testi della tradizione segreta del giudaismo dal III al 
XVII, a cura di G. Bust, E. LOEWENTHAL, Torino 1995, p. 112: «He. La he non & altro che 
l'ineffabile nome di Dio, sia benedetto, con cui fu creato il mondo tutto, come é detto: Cosi 
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rappresenta il numero che, per eccellenza, connota l’intera gamma 
dell’elemento vivente; per Filone, ad esempio, 


Dio si accinse a plasmare le specie.... degli esseri viventi cominciando il quinto 
giorno perché riteneva non vi fossero due cose legate da parentela più stretta che il 
numero 5 con le creature viventi. In nulla gli esseri animati differiscono dalle cose 
inanimate più che nella capacità di sensazione: la quale si divide in cinque parti...34 


e cioè nei cinque sensi. Per i Fratelli della Purezza35 cinque non sono solo 
i sensi che si trovano negli animali di costituzione completa, ma anche i 
«generi» degli animati (uomo, uccello, pesce, bipede e quadrupede, 
invertebrato) nonché le componenti comuni a tutto il mondo vegetale 
(radice, fusto, foglie, fiori e frutti). Il venti, infine, numero che nella 
Bibbia, rappresenta un’importante età di passaggio nella vita (è, ad 
esempio, l’età del servizio militare36), è indicato, nella tradizione ebraica, 
dalla lettera kaf (2), lettera che indica la compiuta realizzazione e che 
riproduce, in qualità di forma oltre che di significato, una «corona» (keter, 
?in2), termine, quest'ultimo, che non a caso appare anche nel titolo di un 
famoso poema di Gabirol, la Corona regale37. Il fatto che il numero 
complessivo delle 5 x 4 dotazioni dell’anima sia 20 è, infine, ripetuto 
dall’autore un preciso numero di volte (tre)38, numero verosimilmente 
ritenuto particolarmente atto a favorire la riuscita del proprio obiettivo; 


furono compiuti i cieli e la terra (Gen. 2. 4): qui non si legga furono compiuti (be- 
hibbar’am), bensì ‘con la he li compì’ (ba-he bar’am)». 

34 La creazione del mondo secondo Mosè, in La filosofia mosaica, Milano 1987, 
pp. 61-62 (De opificio mundi, XX, 62); ringrazio la prof. Francesca Calabi per avermi 
gentilmente indicato il passo. 

35 V. Epistola 33, pp. 206-207; cfr. anche l'Epistola 40 Sulle cause e gli effetti, 
Beirut 1957, vol. III, p. 380. Cinque è anche il numero dei principi (volontà divina, materia, 
intelletto, anima e natura) che sono all’origine del mondo secondo il Libro delle cinque 
sostanze dello Pseudo-Empedocle, testo che Gabirol conosce (v. D KAUFMANN, Studien 
über Salomon Ibn Gabirol, Budapest 1899); la pentade si ritrova in Geber, Picatrix (v. J. 
SCHLANGER, La philosophie, p. 88), Razes ed al-Kindi (v. FC. ENDRES - A. SCHIMMEL, 
Dizionario dei numeri, p. 116). 

36 V. Num. 1, 3. 

37 Il Talmud (Shabbat 104 a) utilizza la sequenza alfabetica per affermare che «se 
fai ciò che 8-2-2- dice, e cioè se studi la Torah e agisci a fin di bene, allora 5-1, Dio, ti darà 
rimm, sostentamento, accettazione, bontà e successione. Infine, Egli ti metterà un “no 
(keter, corona)»; v. G. Levy, Alfabeto, p. 32. 

38 V. S. Wise, The Improvement, pp. 37, 51, 54. 
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l’uso della triplice ripetizione liturgica delle formule benedicenti e di 
preghiera era ed è, del resto, assai comune sia in ambito religioso che 
magico-propiziatorio39. 

Dato che un’analisi seppur sommaria dei vizi e delle virtü che Gabirol 
descrive richiederebbe spazi assai piü ampi di quelli che sono, in questa 
sede, concessi, desidererei solo sottolineare alcuni elementi che mi paiono 
non insignificanti nonché suggerire alcune eventuali linee di ricerca. 

Prima di tutto è da evidenziare la particolarità del radicamento 
corporeo delle qualità dell’anima ideato da Gabirol e cioè il fatto che il 
sistema percettivo, lungi dall’avere una mera funzione di mediazione e 
tramite tra sfera psichica, corpo e mondo esterno, rappresenta, invece, 
l’elemento base su cui il complesso sistema di dotazioni che l’individuo, 
mediante un’adeguata condotta di custodia, misura e sottomissione 
all’intelletto, è in grado di tradurre in comportamento etico, si fonda 
nonché il primo anello della catena che, attraverso questa strategia 
educativa, può portare non solo alla felicità di questo mondo, che consiste 
nella fama acquisita mediante la nobiltà morale e la virtù, ma anche alla 
felicità eterna, che ha luogo nel mondo avvenire e che si conquista 
attraverso l’elevazione alla sfera dell’Intelletto. 

In secondo luogo è di qualche importanza notare come, nell’opera, sia 
disegnata una rappresentazione astrologica che si armonizza e si integra 
perfettamente con le elaborazioni dottrinarie proprie e tipiche della 
religione ed, in particolare, con il libero arbitrio, rappresentazione che 
indica nell’individuo un attore perfettamente in grado di contribuire in 
modo partecipe e sostanziale, proprio attraverso l’impegno alla 
correzione/dosaggio delle passioni ed alla loro sottomissione alla ragione, 


39 V. ad esempio la benedizione di Aronne (Numeri 6, 24-26), l’asserto di /saia 6, 
3 (»Santo, santo, santo è il Dio degli eserciti»), l’uso musulmano di convalidare il 
giuramento utilizzando tre diverse formule di impegno ‘in Dio’ ecc.; cfr. FC. ENDRES, A. 
SCHIMMEL, Dizionario dei numeri, pp. 79-81. Il Talmud (Gevurot 58) afferma che la ghimel 
(3), che equivale al numero tre, denota la capacità di neutralizzare le forze contrastanti per 
unirle in una unità più coesa e duratura; v. anche Eccl. 4, 12: «La corda a tre capi non si 
distaccherà facilmente». La ghimel è, inoltre, termine imparentato, nella sua struttura, con 
gamol, che significa nutrire fino alla maturazione (v. ad es. svezzare) ed il portare a 
maturità e non-dipendenza è considerata azione particolarmente costruttiva oltre che buona 
(ad esempio semilut hasadim, letteralmente conferimento di benevolenza, significa sia 
conferimento di denaro che azione buona per eccellenza); v. G. Levy, Alfabeto, pp. 16-17. 
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all’attivazione del potenziale immesso dagli astri. La naturale 
ineguaglianza degli uomini, che pur si innesta «su uno stesso fondamento 
e su una medesima composizione»40 degli individui, &, infatti, 
principalmente dovuta alle influenze astrali, influenze che perö possono 
non solo essere agevolmente controbilanciate, ma anche positivamente 
utilizzate dall’esercizio della moralitä e cio& dalla sottomissione della 
natura all’intelletto, come riassume il sottotitolo dell’opera nell’originale 
arabo che recita «Aiutate le cose celesti nelle vostre anime come aiutano 
il seme l’aratura e l’innaffiamento mentre cresce»41. 

E’ assai difficile riconoscere le fonti di questa rappresentazione in cui 
la volontà umana, pur inserita nel complesso organico degli influssi, è ad- 
dirittura in grado di rettificarli in suo favore; essa può essere forse 
avvicinata alle concezioni di al-Kindi, il quale asserisce che la volizione, 
attraverso la propria attività radiale, è in grado di modificare l'esistente, 
soprattutto se corroborata da pratiche (magiche, parole di particolare pre- 
gnanza e culti sacrificali) adeguate42, oppure all’affermazione, che si 
ritrova nel Quod animi, che, al di là dello zoccolo duro dalla «prima 
formazione», che opera a livello genetico ed embrionale e sulla quale 
poco o nulla può l’intervento operativo, il temperamento dei corpi dipende 
anche da elementi di condotta attiva quali il controllo e la correzione 
dell’alimentazione e del regime di vita43; oppure, infine, dal concetto di 


Tesuvah o ritorno a Dio44 quale viene elaborato da Donnolo nel 


40 Il Tiqqun, traduzione di A. RAVENNA, p. 59. L'ineguaglianza degli uomini 
malgrado l’identità delle »potenze dell’anima» è affermata anche nel compendio arabo al 
De moribus di Galeno (v. M. ZONTA, Un interprete ebreo delle filosofia di Galeno, p. 134). 

41 Il Tiqqun, pp. 57 e 59. Il motto è stato considerato una citazione letterale dalle 
Epistole dei Fratelli della purezza e, di conseguenza, una prova della conoscenza diretta 
dell’enciclopedia; v. M. ZONTA, «Linee del pensiero islamico», p. 132. 

42 V. De radiis. Teorica delle arti magiche, a cura di E. ALBRILE e S. FUMAGALLI, 
passim e nota 13, p. 24 dell’introduzione, dove si sottolinea l’importanza di un’opera 
perduta di al-Kindi, nella quale veniva salvata la libertà dell’intenzione e di una sorta di 
inclinazione della volontà, temi, questi, assai cari alla speculazione mu’tazilita. Sulla 
complessità dell’accezione ‘determinismo’ in al-Kindi v. P. TRAVAGLIA, Magic, Causality 
and Intentionality. The doctrine of Rays in al-Kindi, Firenze 1999, p. 26 e passim. 

43 11;K. IV, 821; Galeno, Le passioni, p. 128; v. anche M. VEGETTI, «La terapia», p. 136. 

44 Il tema è consueto nelle fonti ebraiche tradizionali, scritturali, talmudiche e 
anche midrásiche; l'idea che la Teguvah sia stata creata prima del mondo trova la sua 
origine, oltre che nel Talmud (Pes., 54 a), nel midrä$ Bereschit Rabba, I, 4, la cui versione 
riportata nel Pirkei de Rabbi Eli'ézer, Varsavia 1852, cap. 3, p. 6 sembra essere piü vicina 
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Commento al Libro della creazione e cioé come elemento che, essendo 
stato creato prima della formazione del mondo, tempera e regola il 
determinismo dell’influsso astrale mediante le azioni dell’uomo: se, 
infatti, afferma Donnolo, l’individuo compie gli atti del regressus, l Eterno 
avrà misericordia di lui e la costellazione sotto la quale è nato si 
capovolgerä da male in bene45. 

E', poi, da proporre una possibile estensione all’interno del dossier 
delle fonti di Gabirol, il quale, oltre ad essere stato, secondo gli studi piü 
recenti46, verosimilmente in grado di usufruire direttamente dell'intera 
raccolta dell' Enciclopedia dei Fratelli della purezza e non solamente del 
cosiddetto compendio del testo, dimostra, al di là dei riferimenti all’ideale 
etico della medietas47, di avvalersi di indicazioni aristoteliche puntuali, 


alla rielaborazione di Donnolo; v. G. SERMONETA, «Il neo-platonismo», pp. 896-897. Del 
resto secondo J. SCHLANGER, La philosophie, p. 54, Gabirol probabilmente conosceva sia 
il Yetzirà che il Pirkei de Rabbi Eli'ézer, commenti omiletici entrambe di tendenza 
gnostica; lo stesso Schlanger nota a piü riprese (pp. 18, 41, 303) come, nel Fons vitae (I, 
2, p. 4, 27: «...per scientiam et operationem coniungitur anima saeculo altiori...») siano gli 
atti della condotta morale, che, insieme alla conoscenza, conducono l'anima al 
congiungimento con la sfera suprema. A questo proposito v. anche C. SIRAT, La filosofia 
ebraica medievale, Brescia 1990, p. 98. L'importanza degli atti del pentimento, non 
limitata al solo ambito individuale, é sottolineata nel Talmud, Joma, 86a e ss.: «Grande é il 
pentimento perché porta alla guarigione del mondo...perché avvicina la Redenzione 
(dell'epoca messianica) ...». 

45 Ibidem, p. 897; cfr. S. DONNOLO, Sefer Chakhmoni, in Sefer Yetzirà, p. 103-104. 

46 Mi riferisco agli studi di Paola Carusi secondo la quale sarebbe Abt l-Qàsim al- 
Magriti, morto nel 964, l’autore o il coautore delle Epistole e non solo di un compendio ad 
esse, Epistole che invece, secondo la tradizione, basata sulla testimonianza dello storico 
toledano al-Andalusi, sarebbero state introdotte in Spagna da al-Kirmani (morto nel 1066) 
agli inizi dell' XI secolo ed a Saragozza, in forma massiva, solo dopo il 1065 (v. J. LoMBA 
FUENTES, La correción, pp. 15 e 40); v. P. CARUSI, «Le traité alchimique Rutbat al-Hakim, 
quelques notes sur son introduction», Oriente moderno, XIX (LXXX), n. s, 3, 200, pp. 494 
e ss., «L'alchimia secondo Picatrix», in Atti del VII Convegno Nazionale di Storia e 
fondamenti della chimica, Memorie di Scienze Fisiche e Naturali,115 (1997) 47. V. anche 
M. ZONTA, Linee di pensiero, pp. 131-132 e J. SCHLANGER, La philosophie, pp. 94-97. 

47 Come nota G. Laras, in M. MAIMONIDE, Gli ‘Otto Capitoli’, Assisi-Roma 1977, 
p. 29, nota 37, la dottrina del «giusto mezzo», presente nei Proverbi, 4, 27 e 30, 8 e in 
Kohéleth, 7, 16-17, & pienamente formulata nel Talmud gerosolimitano (Haghigah, cap. 2 
a). Essa é inoltre utilizzata da Galeno nella Diagnosi delle passioni e degli errori propri di 
ciascuno, dove si prospetta una terapia dell'autocontrollo che sfocia in un ideale mediano 
e moderato quale quello proposto da Aristotele ( I, 6; K. V, 33; v. Galeno, Le passioni, pp. 
43-44 e M. VEGETTI, «La terapia», p. 147). 
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quali ad esempio quella del rapporto fra tatto ed intelligenza umana48 e fra 
dimensioni del cuore e temperamento individuale49. 

Quest’ ultimo dato, che possiamo chiamare di «fisionomica interiore» 
ci richiama poi ad un’altra importante linea di ricerca da proporre e cioè 
alle possibili fonti dei rimandi alla fisionomica vera e propria, quella di 
carattere esteriore (ad esempio l’accenno all’occhio «storto» del superbo e 
alle braccia lunghe del coraggioso)50; essi si basano su suggestioni 
presenti nel Quod animi mores di Galeno51, sul commento al Sefer Yetzirà 
di Donnolo, là dove si afferma che il futuro dell’uomo si può desumere dai 
suoi tratti esteriori52, su fonti, ricordate anche in alcuni responsa gaonici, 
che tracciano i requisiti di accesso agli studi di carattere mistico53, fonti 


48 VS WisE, The Improvement, p. 33; il riferimento è al De anima, II, 421 a 20-25. 

49 V. S. Wise, The Improvement, p. 98; il riferimento riguarda, in Gabirol, il 
rapporto, direttamente proporzionale, fra grandezza del cuore e coraggio, mentre in 
Aristotele (De part. anim., 667 a, 10-25), al contrario, il rapporto è inversamente 
proporzionale; per entrambe, tuttavia, come asserisce Aristotele, «le differenze fra i diversi 
cuori, per quanto riguarda la grandezza e la piccolezza... tendono in qualche modo a 
influire sul temperamento...». 

50 V., per l'occhio «storto», Il Tigqun, traduzione di A. RAVENNA, p. 62 e per le 
braccia lunghe S. Wise, The Improvement, p. 98. Quello del rapporto fra un determinato 
tipo di sguardo e la superbia rappresenta un topos esegetico-letteraio assai comune; v. ad 
esempio il commento al Salmo 131, 1 di Yefet ben Eli, citato in C. SIRAT, La filosofia 
ebraica medievale, p. 71. 

51 V.7e8 (K., IV, 795-802), v. Galeno, Le passioni, pp. 112-117; i riferimenti di 
Galeno riguardano l’ Historia animalium di Aristotele (I, 9, 491b e ss.) nonché le Epidemie 
(II, 5) e Sulle arie, i luoghi e le acque (cap. IV) di Ippocrate. 

52 VS DONNOLO, Sefer Chakhmoni, in Sefer Yetzirà, pp. 84-85; Donnolo istituisce 
una significativa analogia fra astrologia e fisionomica all’interno della descrizione delle 
corrispondenze fra macro e microcosmo. 

53 Le qualità necessarie all’iniziazione alle dottrine di carattere mistico sono, nella 
Gemarah, precipuamente di carattere intellettuale, anagrafico (l’età media; v. Hagigah, 
13b) o riguardanti le qualità etiche (inizio dello Heikhalot Rabbati); in aggiunta a queste 
condizioni, secondo Sherirah e Hai Gaon (Ozar ha-Ge’onim to Hagigah, Jerusalem 1931, 
Teshuvot, n. 12, p. 8) venivano utilizzati, a partire dal III-IV secolo, anche metodi basati 
sulla fisionomica e sulla chiromanzia-metoposcopia e cioè sull’analisi delle linee della 
mano e della fronte. G. SHOLEM, («Ein Frangment zur Physiognomic und Chiromantik aus 
der tradition der spätantiken jüdischen Esoterik», in Liber Amicorum, Studies in Honour of 
Professor Dr. C. J. Bleeker, Studies in the History of Religions XVII, Leiden 1969, pp. 
175-193) ha esaminato e tradotto in tedesco (pp. 182-186) un frammento di letteratura di 
carattere mistico (Merkabah) attribuito a Rabbi Ishma’el con queste caratteristiche. Questo 
tipo di lettura di elementi distintivi del corpo umano non è, nel brano tradotto da Scholem, 
messa in relazione con l’astrologia. 
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del resto verosimilmente presenti anche nel commento di Donnolo 
precedentemente citato, oppure su altre testimonianze che vanno 
opportunamente stabilite54? 

Andrebbe, infine, anche valutato se Gabirol abbia assunto una 
qualche quale posizione all'interno di quella polemica sui «miracoli degli 
uomini pii» che tanto violentemente scuoteva gli ambienti religiosi della 
Spagna musulmana fra X e XI secolo55 e della quale elementi indicatori 
potrebbero essere, oltre alla fama di operare sortilegi e di aver costruito 
una figura lignea di donna che potesse fungergli da domestica, la probabile 
conoscenza di Picatrix56 nonché l'affermazione della superiorità degli 
uomini giusti sugli angeli che si ritrova all'inizio della Correzione dei 
costumi, là dove l'autore asserisce che quest'ultimi servono gli uomini 
giusti, come & accaduto nel caso dei patriarchi e come appare nelle 
significative testimonianze che si ritrovamo in Daniele (6, 22) e nel II libro 
dei Re (19, 35)57, affermazione che, benché presente anche nel Talmud58, 
potrebbe tuttavia trovare una collocazione piü articolata alla luce della 
disputa sopraccitata. 


Università degli Studi di Pavia 


54 Ad esempio il fatto che «Gli occhi socchiusi, con palpebre quasi unite...indicano 
temperamento malvagio, insidioso e cattivo» si ritrova anche nell'anonimo De 
phisiognomica liber, 39, G. Ratna (ed.), Milano 1993, p. 175, mentre una delle 
caratteristiche fisiche del coraggioso sono le «estremità del corpo forti e grandi» nello 
Pseudo-Aristotele, Fisiognomica, 807 b, 31-33, RAINA (ed.), Milano 1993, p. 75. 

55 V. P. CARUSI, «Alchimia islamica e religione: la legittimazione di una scienza 
della natura», Oriente moderno, XIX (2000), 461-489 e M. FIERRO, «The Polemic about 
the Karämät al-awliya and the Development of Süfism in al-Andalus (fourth/tenth- 
fifth/eleventh centuries)», Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies LV (1992) 
236-249. 

56 V. J. SCHLANGER, La philosophie, pp. 9, 10 e 60 e 87. 

57 V. Il Tiqqun, tr. di A. RAVENNA, pp. 58-59. 

58 Sahn., 59b e 93a, Ned., 32a e p. Shab., 8d. Gabirol, tuttavia, non utilizza qui i 
passi talmudici, come, del resto, non se ne era avvalso per le affermazioni riguardanti 
l'astrologia. Abraham Ibn Ezra attribuisce a Saadiah ha-Gaon affermazioni intorno alla 
superiorità dell'uomo sull'angelo, affermazioni che, invece, potrebbero risalire al 
pensatore del IX secolo David Ibn Marwàn al-Muqammis (v. S. WisE, The Improvement, 
p. 10, nota 3). 


SARA KLEIN-BRASLAVY 


GERSONIDES’ METHODS OF INQUIRY IN THE DISCUSSION 
ON THE MATERIAL INTELLECT IN THE WARS OF THE LORD 


The Wars of the Lord is a book that deals with certain questions to 
which, Gersonides holds, an answer that could be considered to be the 
«truth» has not yet been found. It is not merely intellectual curiosity that 
motivates Gersonides to try to solve these questions. For him, knowledge 
of the truth is important because it leads to the ultimate happiness and the 
immortality of the soul. 

The multiple and diverse answers offered to these questions 
throughout the history of philosophy had engendered aporias and 
produced doubts and perplexity. His inquiry aims at finding a new and 
secure solution to these puzzles, resolving the aporias by achieving 
«perfect knowledge»; in other words, by arriving at the truth «in a way that 
will leave no doubt». 

Because this is «the purpose of the author» in the Wars, we must look 
at the methods that Gersonides uses to locate solutions and at the novelty 
of these solutions. 

Gersonides was acquainted with the problem of the nature of the 
material intellect through Averroes’ writings. He had read the Hebrew 
translations of Averroes’ Middle Commentary on the De anima, the 
Epitome of the De animal, and the Essays on the Conjunction of the 


1 The Hebrew translations are of the second version of the Epitome. Cf. H.A. 
Davipson, «Gersonides on the Material and Active Intellects», in G. FREUDENTHAL (ed.), 
Studies on Gersonides, a Fourteenth-Century Jewish Philosopher-Scientist, Leiden-New- 
York-Cologne, 1992, pp. 199-201. For the two versions of Averroes” Epitome, cf. H.A. 
Davipson, Alfarabi, Avicenna, and Averroes on Intellect: Their Cosmologies. Theories of 
Active Intellect and Theories of Human Intellect, New York-Oxford, 1992, pp. 263-272 
and 274-282; T.A. DRUART, «Averroes: The Commentator and the Commentators», in L.P. 
SCHRENK (ed.), Aristotle in Late Antiquity, Washington, 1994, pp. 190-193 and 197—202. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. .641-651. 
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Separate Intellect with Man. He also wrote supercommentaries on the two 
last works2. 

Gersonides first deals with the problem of the nature of the material 
intellect in his supercommentary on the Epitome (written in 1323). In an 
excursus beginning with the words «Levi [ben Gershom] said»3 he 
introduces his own inquiry on the subject. As we shall see, he reaches a 
solution that differs from Averroes’ in the version of the Epitome he 
consulted. This long excursus (about nine pages in Mashbaum’s edition4) 
can be considered a short treatise in its own right. 

In the Wars he again inquires into the nature of the material intellect. 
Whereas in the excursus he was trying to determine what Aristotle’s view 
of the nature of the material intellect was5, here, as throughout the Wars, 
he is looking for the «truth», for certain knowledge. Hence he asks what 
the nature of the material intellect is and tries to answer the question based 
on the principles of Aristotelian philosophy. The first five chapters of the 
first book of the Wars (written in 1325) are devoted to this inquiry. 

Two interrelated processes shape the discussion in the Wars: 
Gersonides «rethinks» Averroes’ discussions in the Epitome (in the 
version of that text available to him) and shifts from an investigation based 
on his predecessors’ views to a pure philosophical investigation. 

Here Gersonides uses two methods of inquiry: the dialectical method, 
employed according to its third function as described by Aristotle in the 
Topics 1.2 —its usefulness in the philosophical sciences—and developed in 
an original way in the Wars; and an independent philosophical inquiry by 
the method of division. Averroes employed both methods in the second 


2 In his supercommentary on the Epitome, however, he uses the Middle 
Commentary to elucidate the text. 

3 For the use of the excursus in Gersonides’ supercommentaries, see my 
«Gersonide commentateur d’ Averroès», in C. SIRAT, S. KLEIN-BRASLAVY, and O. WENERS. 
(eds.), Les méthodes de travail de Gersonide et le maniement du savoir chez les 
scolastiques, Paris, 2003, pp. 78—89. 

4 J.S. MASHBAUM, «Chapters 9-12 of Gersonides’ supercommentary on Averroes” 
Epitome of the De anima: The Internal Senses». PhD Diss., Brandeis University, 1981, pp. 
136-144. 

5 He speaks there of Alexander's view and that of «the other commentators», not 
mentioning Themistius by name. He concludes the excursus with the remark that «it now 
appears that this [Alexander's position] is Aristotle's position» (p. 144). 
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version of the Epitome, but Gersonides uses them in his own way and, as 
we shall see, reverses the order found in that version. 

Gersonides believes that the dialectical method is the appropriate one 
for beginning a philosophical or philosophical-theological inquiry. He 
regards it as indispensable for attaining the certain solutions he is looking 
for. Building on the dialectical method described and applied by Aristotle 
in his works6 and in Averroes’ commentaries on them, he elaborates a 
rigorous method that can be applied in different fashion in each inquiry, 
adapted to the question at hand and the material available to him. The 
method consists of four or five distinct steps: presentation of the answers 
offered to the question in the history of philosophy; presentation of the 
arguments that ground each answer and often of the counter-arguments 
that refute them; a critical examination of the arguments, to determine 
which are true and distinguish them from those he deems false; and the 
solution of the aporia. Sometimes he adds also objections («doubts») to 
the solution he has just reached and resolves them”. 

Consistent with his methodological belief, Gersonides starts his 
inquiry on the nature of the material intellect by applying the dialectical 
method based on his predecessors’ opinions. First (chapter 1) he presents 
every earlier opinion known to him on the subject, in chronological order. 
The first two are those considered by Averroes in the Epitome (as well as 
in the Middle Commentary): the views of Alexander of Aphrodisias and of 
Themistius. According to Gersonides, Alexander maintained that «the 
material intellect is in a subject» which is «the soul in its entirety or one 
of its parts only, like the imaginative soul or the phantasms [=images] that 
are found in it» (p. 110)8. Themistius contended that the intellect is a 


6  Gersonides relies openly on the theory of the method presented by Aristotle in 
Topics L1 (which he knew through the Hebrew translation of Averroes’ Middle 
Commentary) and in Metaphysics IIL,I (which he read in the Hebrew translation of 
Averroes’ Long Commentary). See: Wars, Book V, part II, chapter 10, p. 444; Commentary 
on Ecclesiastes, in Commentary on the Five Scrolls, Königsberg, 1860, p. 25a; 
Commentary on Proverbs 1:4 (Mikra’ot Gedolot, p. 92a) and 24:5 (ibid., p. 123a). He also 
refers to its use in Aristotle’s Physics and Metaphysics (cft. Commentary on Ecclesiastes, 
p. 25b; Commentary on Job, introduction). 

7 For this method in the Wars, see S. KLEIN-BRASLAVY, «La méthode 
diaporématique de Gersonide», in Les méthodes de travail de Gersonide, pp. 105-134. 

8 I cite Feldman’s English translation (which I emend on occasion): Levi ben 
Gershom (Gersonides), The Wars of the Lord, vol. 1, translated with an introduction and 
notes by S. FELDMAN, Philadelphia, 1984. 
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«disposition in a separable intellect that is neither generated nor 
corruptible» (ibid.). 

Because it is important for Gersonides to examine all earlier views he 
adds two more to the list. The first is Averroes’ compromise solution, 
presented in the Middle Commentary on the De anima: the material 
intellect is «the Agent Intellect itself; but in so far as it attaches itself to the 
human soul, it is a disposition and has a potentiality for knowledge of the 
sublunar world» (ibid.). The second is a view that Averroes did not and 
could not know, a view that Gersonides attributes to «recent thinkers» of 
his own time—apparently Christian scholars: «the material intellect is a 
separable intellect that is generated but not from something else De 
generated ex nihilo]» (ibid.)9. 

This «updated» list allows Gersonides to consider his predecessors’ 
opinions from the standpoint of a fourteenth-century scholar, to examine 
more opinions then Averroes had in his Epitome (including Averroes’ own 
compromise solution), and thus to pave the way for what he considers to 
be a certain solution to the problem. 

After the presentation of the opinions—the first step of the dialectical 
method—Gersonides proceeds to the main steps of the inquiry: the 
presentation of the arguments that establish and refute each view—step 
two (chapter 2)—and their critical examination—step three (chapters 3-4). 

Step three generally consists of distinguishing the true and false 
arguments that ground and refute the opinions presented in step two. In the 
inquiry on the nature of the material intellect, however, Gersonides 
announces that here this step will be more limited than usual: the critical 
examination can determine which arguments really refute an opinion but 
not which arguments really ground it. Nevertheless, the exclusion of false 
opinions plays an important role in the inquiry. If one of the opinions 
presented in the first stage is not refuted, the method enables us to identify 
the true position among those presented; that is, it leads to an 
«identification solution». If all the opinions presented in the first stage are 
refuted, however, one is forced to look for a totally new solution with no 
historical antecedents; that is, for a «discovery solution». 

In his first examination of the arguments (chapter 3), Gersonides rules 
out Themistius’ view. Next (chapter 4) he proceeds to examine «the 


9 This view is not discussed in the excursus of the supercommentary. 
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remaining views»10. In fact, he examines only those of Averroes and the 
recent thinkers, and dismisses them, tooll. 

At this stage he could have concluded that the opinion he had not 
refuted—Alexander's—is true. He could also have chosen the second 
option he mentioned at the beginning of the third step, refuting Alexander 
as well, and concluded that none of the views presented at the first stage 
were true. Then he could have launched a new inquiry to discover a novel 
solution. He does not do so, however. Instead, he changes the method of 
inquiry and shifts from an inquiry based on his predecessors' views to a 
pure philosophical investigation. He adopts the first strategy employed by 
Averroes in the version of the Epitome he consulted: examining all 
possible philosophical views of the issue. 

In the Epitome of the De anima, Averroes writes that there are three 
possible answers to the question, what is the underlying subject of the 
material intellect within the framework of Aristotelian philosophy: a body, 
a soul, or a separate intellect!2. He insists that this trichotomy exhausts the 
possible answers to the question and that there is no fourth possibility. 

In fact, two of the possibilities mentioned in the list had been 
suggested by his predecessors. Alexander of Aphrodisias held that the 
subject underlying the disposition for thought is the soul; Themistius and 
«other earlier commentators» believed that it is a separate intellect. The 
third possibility—that the underlying subject of the material intellect is a 
body—entails an independent philosophical inquiry and has no historical 
antecedent. 


10 He uses two different methods of refutation. In chapter 3 he shows that three 
arguments that establish Alexander's view and one argument that establishes Averroes' 
view simultaneously refute Themistius'. In chapter 4, he refutes the views of Averroes and 
the «recent thinkers» by reductio ad absurdum arguments (five against Averroes and eight 
against the «recent thinkers»). 

11 In the excursus he proceeds in a different way: first he refutes Averroes” view and 
then he reexamines the views of «the other commentators» and of Alexander. 

12 Cfr. fol. 2301/66; 243r-v/85 (the references are to the Hebrew translation of 
Averroes” Epitome in Gersonides supercommentary, Bodleian (Neubauer) MS 1373, 
followed by a slash and the pagination of the Arabic text Talkhis Kita al Nafs, al- Ahwania, 
Cairo 1950. Averroes' main inquiry into the three possibilities is found in the Arabic text, 
p. 86. Gersonides read this passage in the Hebrew translation of the Epitome but omitted it 
in his supercommentary. For the way in which Gersonides wrote his supercommentaries, 
see «Gersonide commentateur d' Averroés», pp. 73-78. 
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In his quest for a certain solution to the problem of the nature of the 
material intellect, Gersonides believes that he must also address the 
philosophical possibility suggested by Averroes and which had no other 
historical antecedent. It is not clear whether he became aware of this 
necessity in the course of his inquiry, changing his strategy and beginning 
to examine a broader range of possible answers to the initial question, or 
whether he knew from the outset that the dialectical method would play 
only a limited, though necessary and important, role. 

In either case, he breaks off the dialectical inquiry and does not 
examine Alexander’s view, as he had in the excursus on the material 
intellect13; it remains neither accepted nor refuted. Instead, he charts a new 
course not taken in the excursus14. He turns to the first method used by 
Averroes in the Epitome—the examination of three philosophical 
possibilities—to answer the question about the subject of the material 
intellect. 

The change of method is effectuated in two steps. The passage from 
the dialectical method to the method by division seems to be very smooth. 

First (end of chapter 4), Gersonides concludes the investigation into 
his predecessors’ views he examined with an independent philosophical 
inquiry. Then (chapter 5) he continues the inquiry to the trichotomy 
presented by Averroes in the Epitome, en route to his answer to the 
question15, 

Let us examine these two steps. 

In the Wars, the starting point of the inquiry by the dialectical method 
is always the presentation of previous answers to the question (except in 
the discussion about the agent of miracles!6). But Gersonides also 
classifies these answers according to a logical or a philosophical 
taxonomy. The classification enables him to turn the dialectical method 
into a genuine scientific method: the inquiry considers not just a selection 


13 In the excursus, Gersonides cites the «commentators’» objections to Alexander’s 
view, mentioned by Averroes in the Middle Commentary, and an objection Averroes 
mentions in the Epitome, and then refutes them (pp. 138-144). 

14 As in the excursus, he is interested in the correct interpretation of Aristotle’s 
position there is no place to employ this strategy there. 

15 At the start of chapter 5 he repeats two of Averroes” contentions in the Epitome: 
that potentiality requires a subject and that «there is no fourth possibility» beyond the three 
he examines. 

16 Wars, book VI, part II, chapter 10. 
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of past answers to the question, but all possible answers to it—either all 
logical possibilities or all philosophical possibilities within the framework 
of Aristotelian philosophy. Hence, an examination of his predecessors’ 
views not only provides material for a new solution of the aporias but also 
leads to a necessary and certain conclusion. 

Sometimes Gersonides presents the logical or the philosophical 
classification of the historical views at the outset of his inquiry17; in other 
cases, though he does not say so explicitly, it is obvious that his 
predecessors’ views already exhaust all possible logical or logical- 
philosophical answers the question18. | 

In his discussion of the nature of the material intellect Gersonides, 
after summarizing his examination of his predecessors’ ideas, turns to a 
logical-philosophical examination of the views he has just refuted. He 
states that the opinions of Themistius, Averroes19, and recent thinkers are 
all subsumed in a more general view, namely, that the underlying subject 
of the material intellect is a separate intellect. But he is not content with 
merely assigning the three historical views to a single logical- 
philosophical group. In the name of rigorous scientific inquiry he 
scrutinizes the group from the logical-philosophical point of view, asking 
whether it really consists of all possible philosophical subdivisions, so that 
refutation of the three views refutes the possibility that the underlying 
subject of the material intellect is a separate intellect. 

At first sight the answer seems to be yes. Gersonides proposes two 
different categorizations of the opinions that seem to satisfy the logical- 
philosophical demand of exhaustiveness. First—the view of Themistius 
and «the recent thinkers»—that the underlying subject of the material 
intellect is related to it essentially, vis-à-vis Averroes’ view that the 
underlying subject of the material intellect is related to it accidentally. 
Second, the underlying subject is generated—«the recent thinkers»—or 
the underlying subject is ungenerated— Themistius and Averroes. 


17 For example, the discussion of God's providence, Book IV, chapter 1. 

18 For example, the discussion on the immortality of the soul, Book I, chapter 8; the 
discussion of God's knowledge of the particulars, Book III, chapter 1. 

19 Gersonides considers only one aspect of Averroes” solution: the idea that the 
material intellect is the Agent Intellect as attached to the human soul. Hence he considers 
this view too as a subdivision of the opinion that the subject of the material intellect is a 
separate intellect. 


648 SARA KLEIN-BRASLAVY 


When he looks at these two classifications, Gersonides realizes that the 
«historical» views do not in fact exhaust all the philosophical possibilities of 
the thesis; hence their refutation does not rule it out. Consequently he 
proposes two more views that have no historical antecedents20: (1) the 
separate intellect that is the accidental subject of the material intellect is not 
the Active Intellect, as Averroes had maintained, but another intellect; (2) the 
separate intellect that is the accidental subject of the material intellect is 
created and not, as Averroes had maintained, eternal. 

Refuting these possibilities by an argument of his own devising, he 
rules out the possibility that the underlying subject of the material intellect 
is a separate intellect: «it is quite clear, then, that it is absolutely false that 
the subject of this disposition is a separate and subsistent intellect» (p. 143). 

At this point, Gersonides could have completed the inquiry by the 
dialectical method. He has reduced the opinions to thesis and antithesis: 
(1) The underlying subject of the material intellect is a separate intellect 
(the opinions of Themistius, Averroes, «the recent thinkers» and his own 
suggestions). (2) The underlying subject of the material intellect is not a 
separate intellect, but the soul, the imaginative soul or phantasms found in 
it (Alexander’s opinion). By refuting the thesis he could have concluded 
that the antithesis, Alexander’s view, is necessarily true. 

Instead, he investigates the three possible philosophical answers to the 
question of the nature of the material intellect, turning the dialectical 
method into a preliminary to the philosophical method of division. 
Eliminating all possible philosophical instances of separate-intellect 
hypothesis enables him to limit his field of research and focus on the two 
other possibilities on Averroes’ list: body and soul. Moreover, having ruled 
out the separate-intellect option he also excludes Averroes’ compromise 
solution, advocated in the Middle Commentary and alluded to, in 
Gersonides” interpretation2!, in the Epitome, after the rejection of the 


20 By suggesting the philosophical possibilities that have no historical antecedents 
Gersonides follows Aristotle in the Metaphysics III, 995225-26, where he says that the 
aporia can be constructed by views that emerge from the question at stake even if they are 
not historical views and it is the philosopher who invents them based on his own 
considerations. 

21 Gersonides understands Averroes remark that anyone wishing to ascertain the 
true opinion about the nature of the material intellect should consult his (Averroes”) 
commentary on Aristotle’s De anima as referring to the Middle Commentary and not to the 
Long Commentary. 
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solution attained by the method of division22. Thus the dialectical method 
paves the way for a new solution of the problem. 

The second step is to examine these remaining possibilities: soul and 
body. Because Gersonides has shifted from an investigation based on 
historical precedents to one that is not based on earlier views, he does not 
discuss Alexander's view, though the idea that the soul is the subject of the 
material intellect, which he discusses first, was Alexander’s solution. Nor 
does he reproduce Averroes’ first inquiry in the Epitome23. Whereas 
Averroes totally excluded the possibility that the subject of the material 
intellect is a body, Gersonides thinks it merits reexamination. 

First he rejects the idea that the subject of the material intellect is the 
soul, because «it is not the nature of forms to be the subject of other forms. 
Rather [when we say] that a form is a subject for another form [we mean] 
that the matter receives some of them [of the forms] via other [forms], as 
it was explained in the De anima» (p. 144)24. That is, if the soul is the 
subject of the material intellect, it must be so accidentally and not 
essentially. For Gersonides, this means that it cannot really be the subject 
of the material intellect25. 


22 The picture that emerges of the second version of the Epitome as it was read by 
Gersonides is that Averroes first examines the three philosophical possibilities of a subject 
underlying the material intellect and concludes that it is a soul or, more precisely, the 
imaginary forms. Rejecting this, later in his discussion, after examining the view of the 
«commentators» who advocated that the material intellect is an eternal intellectual 
substance without a form of its own, and Alexander’s view that it is not a substance but a 
pure disposition, Averroes reaches another conclusion not clearly explained in the Epitome. 
Gersonides identifies this solution with the compromise solution advocated in the Middle 
Commentary. 

23 Examining the three possibilities, Averroes excluded the possibilities that the 
subject of the material intellect is a body or a separate intellect. This left the possibility that 
the disposition for thought inheres in the soul or, more precisely, in the imaginative faculty 
of the soul. In fact, this was Avempaces’ solution. At the end of the chapter on the rational 
faculty in the second version of the Epitome, Averroes says that in the first version he was 
misled by Avempace. Gersonides does not refer to Avempaces’ view either in his 
supercommentary or in the Wars. 

24 In fact, this idea is advocated by Averroes himself in the Epitome, in the 
discourse on the rational faculty but in another context. Cfr. Bodleian MS, fol. 233b, al- 
Ahwänia, p. 72. 

25 Ido not agree with Davidson that here Gersonides «reasons—ostensibly, but 
only technically, in opposition to Averroes’ original Epitome of the De anima» 
(«Gersonides on the Material and Active Intellects», p. 203). 
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With one of the two possibilities discarded, the remaining possibility, 
that the subject of the material intellect is a body, would seem to be 
necessarily true. But an examination of the way in which matter receives 
forms indicates that a body cannot be the direct subject of the material 
intellect. 

Averroes rejected this idea, arguing that body receives only material 
forms and these are the corporeal forms. Since the intelligibles are not 
material it cannot receive them26, 

Gersonides presents another consideration, based on his cosmology. 
The sublunar world is constituted by a hierarchy of superposed forms: 
Prime matter receives some forms directly and the rest of them indirectly 
and successively. Every level of being presupposes the lower levels and 
contains the forms that constitute them. The supposition that prime matter 
receives the intelligible forms directly leads to an absurd conclusion: 
because the higher levels of being contain the forms of the lower levels, 
all the substances of the sublunar world would have human intellect. 
Hence prime matter can receive the intelligible forms only indirectly. Here 
Gersonides asks another question: what is the place of the disposition of 
thought, the material intellect, in the hierarchy of forms? He suggests two 
possibilities: it is received by prime matter either before the latter receives 
the imaginative soul or afterwards. The first alternative leads to an absurd 
conclusion; since most animals have an imaginative soul, they would also 
have a human intellect. It follows, then, that prime matter receives the 
material intellect after it receives the imaginative soul. Because the 
imaginative soul is part of the sensitive soul we can also say that prime 
matter receives it through the mediation of the sensitive soul. 

Gersonides’ conclusion is that each of the two possibilities he 
considered—body and soul—contains some truth, but neither contains the 
whole truth. Thus he offers a compromise solution27, although he does not 


26 «These intelligibles are not material in the sense that the corporeal forms are» 
(Arabic text, p. 86, Mashbaum’s translation p. 125a). Gersonides omits this passage in his 
supercommentary but read it in the Hebrew translation of the Epitome. 

27 He reaches a different compromise solution then Averroes did. In the second 
inquiry of the Epitome, Averroes alludes to a solution that is a compromise between two 
«historical» views: the subject of the material intellect is a separate intellect (Themistius 
and the other commentators) or the soul or the imaginative forms in the soul (Alexander). 
Gersonides’ solution is a compromise between two philosophical contentions: the subject 
of the material intellect is a body and the subject of the material intellect is a soul. 
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explicitly formulate it as such and does not use the terms he often uses in 
the Wars («from one side» and «from the other side») to indicate that both 
possibilities are true, each from a different aspect. On the one hand, it is 
the soul that is the subject of the disposition for thought; on the other hand, 
the body. He considers this to be a novel solution: the body constitutes the 
ultimate underlying subject of the material intellect but requires mediation 
by the imaginative faculty of the soul or the sensitive soul. 

It is important to note that Gersonides insists that it is the body, not 
the soul, that is the subject of the disposition. In this he deviates from 
Alexander and hence also from Averroes’ first solution in the Epitome. 
Gersonides does not consider his answer to be a «cosmetic» correction of 
Alexander’s view, but a new solution, attained on the basis not only of 
epistemological considerations derived from Aristotle’s statements in the 
De anima 1.4, but also of physical considerations—the way in which 
forms are linked to each other in the sublunar world. 

Even though he does not refer to Alexander in this part of his 
discussion, Gersonides indirectly and partially rejects his position. The 
soul is the subject of the disposition only incidentally, and not 
essentially28. On the other hand, relying on his cosmology and examining 
the role of matter in the reception of forms, he does not completely reject, 
as Averroes had, the possibility that the subject of the material intellect is 
a body and considers prime matter to be the ultimate subject of the 
material intellect29. 


Tel-Aviv University 


28 He also accepts Alexander’s explanation of the relationship between the subject 
and the disposition for thought mentioned by Averroes in the Epitome. Here he attaches 
Alexander’s name to it: «Its subject is necessary for its existence, not for the acceptance of 
its intelligibles as Alexander has said» (p. 145). 

29 [cannot accept Davidson’s conclusion that «Gersonides understands his position 
to be the same as Alexander’s, but he has in fact adopted the slightly different position that 
Averroes labeled as Ibn Baas And he has embraced precisely the position that Averroes 
did in the original version of the Epitome of the De anima. He has rediscovered exactly 
what Averroes had discovered in the original Epitome, his sole innovation being portions 
of the argumentation through which he arrives at his conclusion» («Gersonides on the 
Material and Active Intellects», p. 205). 
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GERSONIDES’S APPROACH TO EMANATION AND 
TRANSCENDENCE: EVIDENCE FROM THE THEORY 
OF INTELLECTION 


Commenting on medieval Jewish philosophers’ embrace of 
Aristotelian noetics, Aviezer Ravitzky points to an «an inherent problem» 
«concealed in the teachings of the Jewish Aristotelians such as 
Maimonides»1. The problem is that divine transcendence is undermined 
by the union characteristic of Aristotelian noesis. If, as Aristotle argues in 
the Metaphysics and the De Anima, the knower and the known are one in 
knowing, the distinction between God and the objects of God’s knowing 
is undermined. As is well known, Maimonides denies, in the Guide of the 
Perplexed 1.52 and numerous other texts, that human beings can know 
God. Whatever conflicting evidence we wish to adduce from the Guide 
regarding God, nature, and human knowing, Maimonides’s version of 
emanationist metaphysics underscores the ontological difference between 
the creator and creatures, and this same emanationist metaphysics 
differentiates the agent intellect, the source of the human acquired 
intellect, and the divine intellect. If concerns about union nevertheless 
arise with regard to Maimonides, whose Aristotelian noetic is joined with 
an emanationist cosmology, what about Gersonides, that most committed 
and thoroughgoing of medieval Jewish Aristotelians? In this paper, I 
consider Gersonides’s use of the language of emanation with respect to 
the role of the agent intellect. Touching briefly on a few of Gersonides’s 
statements about the relation of the agent intellect to God, I focus on the 
role of the agent intellect with respect human knowing and with respect to 


1 A. RAVITZKY, «On the Study of Medieval Jewish Philosophy,» Archivio di 
filosofia 61 (1993) 151-66. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 653-664. 
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sensible existents generally. As Gersonides formulates the issues, the 
familiar distinction between supra- and sub-lunar existence is undermined 
in favor of a single order. From this perspective, it is not surprising that 
Gersonides’s views on knowledge of God have attracted some 
controversy. 


In the Wars of the Lord2 and other texts, Gersonides contends that the 
agent intellect is cause of existing things and their nomos. In the 
Supercommentary on Averroes” Epitome of the De Anima, speaking in the 
name of Aristotle, Gersonides writes that God, the First Cause, is the «law, 
order, and plan of the existents (nimus ha-nimtzaot v'sidram v’yoshram)»3. 
Nor is this sort of claim confined to a work of philosophical commentary 
carried out in the conceptual environment of Averroes. In the introductory 
to his Commentary on the Song of Songs, Gersonides cites the same 
Aristotelian claim that God is the «nomos of existent beings, their order and 
their equilibrium (nimus ha-nimtzaot v'sidram v’yoshram)» and argues that 
«he who knows the nomos of some of the existent beings apprehends God’s 
essence to some extent (b’ofen mah)»4. This apprehension is union or 
conjunction. Glossing the verse, «Let him kiss me,» Gersonides writes: 
«He said Let him kiss me and not ‘I will kiss him’ because in truth God is 
the Actor in this matter [conjunction], for what we know is an emanation 
emanating upon us from God, through the intermediation (b’emtza’ut) of 
the Active Intellect»5. What is this intermediation, and what is the meaning 
of the language of degree or extent? 

In answering these questions, I shall argue that Gersonides’s 
thoroughgoing Aristotelianism brings him closer to a naturalistic 
immanence than might at first appear to be the case. While it is the case 


2 Levi Ben Gershom (Gersonides), Milhamot ha-Shem, Riva di Trento 
1560/Jerusalem 195?, Leipzig 1866; The Wars of the Lord, tr. S. FELDMAN, 
Philadelphia/New York, Jewish Publication Society/Jewish Theological Seminary of 
America, 1984-1999, 3 vol. 

3 References to Gersonides’s Supercommentary are from J.S. MASHBAUM'S partial 
edition, «Chapters 9-11 of Gersonides’ Supercommentary on Averroes’ Epitome of the De 
Anima: The Internal Senses,» Brandeis University doctoral dissertation 1981. The present 
passage is on pp. 162-3. 

4 Levi Ben Gershom (Gersonides), Perush l'Shir ha-Shirim, M. KELLNER, R. GAN 
(eds.), Bar Ilan University, 2001, p. 4; Commentary on Song of Songs, tr. M. KELLNER, New 
Haven, Yale University Press, 1998 (Yale Judaica Series 28). 

5 The present passage is on p. 24 of the translation. 
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that in some texts and contexts, Gersonides’s idiom suggests hierarchical 
emanation and thus an ontological difference between the First Cause and 
its effects (e.g., Wars V.3.11), between the agent intellect and sublunar 
existents, or between more and less spiritual (rukhanit) faculties (e.g., 
Commentary on Song of Songs, Introduction), philosophical consistency 
requires otherwise, and countervailing evidence abounds in the texts. 
While Gersonides retains the language of emanation (hashpa’a, shefa), 
both in connection with cosmology and with cognition, the idea of 
emanation has undergone major revisions in his work. Simply put, the 
terminology remains, and even resonates with Maimonides’s definition of 
emanation as non-material causal actioné, but the hierarchical structure— 
the very architecture of emanation—has been displaced. 

Gersonides writes in the wake of Averroes’s critiques of emanation in 
the Long Commentary on the Metaphysics and the Tahafut, as well in the 
midst of the emerging new physics. In the complex astronomy of Part V 
of the Wars of the Lord, Gersonides rejects the idea of a descending series 
of emanations as the cause of the separate intellects, and holds instead that 
the First Cause directly causes all of the separate intellects. Gersonides 
differentiates the intellects according to their influences on the sublunar 
realm, which each separate intellect knows only partially. The separate 
intellects collectively emanate the agent intellect, which alone among the 
celestial intellects perfectly apprehends—indeed, is—the nomos (nimus) 
of the sublunar realm. For Gersonides, the intelligible forms in the agent 
intellect are the cause of sensible forms. On Gersonides’s account, 
moreover, the agent intellect apprehends its causes to some degree”, and, 
generally, the series of effects leads back to some knowledge of the First 
Cause, of which it is possible to speak per prius et posterius. Gone, too, in 
Gersonides’s discussion is the emanationist distinction between the souls 
of the spheres and their intellects. 

The overall tenor in Wars V is thus of a simplification of the causal 
scheme and an analysis in terms of a single nomos (nimus). To the extent 
that there is a single nomos apprehended differently, questions of degree 
or hierarchy (hadragah) must be approached carefully, lest the unity or 
integrity of the order be compromised by extraneous ontological divisions. 
As it will turn out, Gersonides’s view of essential causes and the relations 


6  Eg., Guide of the Perplexed 11.12. 
7 Wars 1.6; 5 
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of potency and act renders «degree» rather than «hierarchy» the fitting 
interpretation of hadragah.8 The key difference between the knowledge of 
the agent intellect and that ofthe human knower is one of relative perfection 
and unity. For the agent intellect, the order of existents is apprehended 
completely and in a unified manner, whereas human knowers apprehend the 
same order only partially and in a fragmentary partial fashion. But, insofar 
as it is not only the same order or pattern but a unified series of essential 
causes, the issue of intermediation qua ontological division, fades9. 

The issue of intermediation crops up at another philosophically 
important, metaphysically difficult juncture. In the discussion of cognition 
in Wars I, Gersonides employs the idea of intermediaries to explain the 
relation of the imagination and the material intellect: «The form in the 
imaginative faculty does not move the material intellect; rather, the active 
intellect moves the material intellect through the means or intermediacy 
(b’emtza’ut) of the form in the imaginative faculty»10. In Wars V.3.4, 
Gersonides refers to the sense organs as the tools or instruments of the 
agent intellect in imparting knowing. But in what sense are the imaginative 
forms intermediaries? Gersonides observes in Wars 1.10 «that it is possible 
for the imaginative forms to be intelligible because of their own nature and 
of what they have been endowed with by the agent intellect is evident» 11. 
That is, he holds that they are intrinsically intelligible. 

In each case, I shall suggest, it is important to focus on Gersonides’s 
articulation of relations of potency and act, which cannot be reduced to 
questions of ontological difference or division, and to resist the temptation 
to reify intermediaries. 

Gersonides’s theory of knowing has been the object of much recent scho- 
larly consideration and debate. Commentators such as Seymour Feldman!2, 


8 Restrictions of space do not permit me to discuss the complex issue of teleology 
in Gersonides. 

9 On this issue, see the remarks of S. PINES, «Note sur la métaphysique et sur la 
physique de Gersonide», in G. DAHAN (ed.), Gersonide en son temps, Louvain-Paris, E. 
Peeters, 1991, pp. 179-83. 

10 Wars 1.10; Feldman vol. 1, p. 206. 

11 S. FELDMAN vol. 1, p. 204. 

12 S. FELDMAN, «Gersonides on the Possibility of Conjunction», AJS Review 
3(1978) 99-120 and «Platonic Themes in Gersonides’s Doctrine of the Active Intellect,» in 
L.E. GOODMAN (ed.) Neoplatonism and Jewish Thought, Albany, SUNY Press, 1992, pp. 
255-71. 
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Alfred Ivry!3, Herbert Davidsonl4, and Menachem Kellner!5, have 
written extensively on Gersonides’s psychology and epistemology. 
Feldman views Gersonides’s various discussions as conflicted but tending 
ultimately toward a Platonizing position; Ivry, Davidson and Kellner, 
though they disagree in various ways, concur on Gersonides’s basic 
proximity to Averroes and so stress the sensible origin of human knowing. 
For Feldman, in any case, what Gersonides calls conjunction is merely 
epistemic, and the human knower knows the intelligible forms (muskalot) 
of sublunar existents. On Feldman’s reading, these forms are known due 
to the action of the agent intellect, but differ from the forms in the soul of 
the agent intellect. Conjunction turns out to be a partial union with a 
transcendent entity, one different in kind from even the acquired human 
intellect. Davidson structures his discussion in terms of the relation of sub- 
and supralunar existents. He characterizes Gersonides’s approach to 
cognition as marked by internal tensions concerning emanationist and 
abstractive accounts, and cites texts that support each position. Kellner 
views the tension between emanationist and abstractive noetics as apparent 
rather than real, attributing it to the disparate texts and contexts in which 
Gersonides articulates his views. Kellner argues persuasively that the agent 
intellect enables the material intellect to apprehend the intelligible forms of 
things from sensible experiences presented via imaginative forms. His 
reading undermines the more Platonistic conception of the agent intellect as 
emanating «ready-made» forms and thus transforming human material 
intellect into acquired intellect; instead, sensible cognition is a preparation 
for receiving emanated forms, and only a properly prepared material 
intellect can acquire intelligibles. As Kellner notes, a particularly decisive 
mark of Gersonides’s Aristotelianism is his insistence that, after the death 
of the body, no knowledge can be acquired; there is no knowing except via 
sensible experience, imagination, and memory!6. 


13 ALL. Ivey, «Gersonides and Averroes on the Intellect: the Evidence of the 
Supercommentary on the De Anima», in G. DAHAN (ed.), Gersonide en son temps, 
Louvain-Paris, E. Peeters, 1991, pp. 235-51. 

14 H.A. Davipson, «Gersonides on the Material and Active Intellects», in G. 
FREUDENTHAL (ed.), Studies on Gersonides, A Fourteenth Century Jewish Philosopher- 
Scientist, Leiden, Brill, 1992, pp. 195-265. 

15 M. KELLNER, «Gersonides on the Role of the Active Intellect in Human 
Cognition», HUC Annual 65 (1994) 233-59. 

16 Ibid., p. 257-58. 
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In sum, Kellner effectively discredits Platonizing readings and 
successfully harmonizes some of the tensions detected by Davidson. His 
exploration of emanation vis ä vis cognition is, however, largely limited to 
its epistemological significance, with the result that not much is said 
concerning the relation of the agent intellect and the sublunar realm. The 
tendency to divide existents according to the sphere of the moon has 
recently been challenged by Idit Dobbs-Weinstein, who emphasizes the 
ontological role of the Agent Intellect with respect to the existence of 
sensible existents17. For Dobbs-Weinstein, the role of the Agent Intellect 
as a cause of existence entails that the difference between the Agent 
Intellect and the sublunar realm is one of manner or extent, not ontological 
kind. On this reading, the epistemological role of the agent intellect 
follows from its ontological role, such that being is prior to knowing, and 
Gersonides’s discussions exhibit the familiar pattern of the inverse orders 
of knowing and being. In Wars I.11, Gersonides writes that 


The essential cause of the existence of the acquired intellect is the intelligible order 
in the agent intellect, as has been explained. Moreover, even if we were to admit that 
the corporeal cognitions are the causes of the existence of these objects of knowledge 
in the material intellect, they are the causes of knowledge [only], not of the existence 
of the intelligible order pertaining to them. Indeed, the reverse is true; the existence 
of the intelligible order pertaining to them is the cause of their existencel8. 


In us, Gersonides holds, the existence of particular sensibles is responsible 
for the origination of knowledge, but knowing is possible in virtue of the 
always-existing intelligible order in the agent intellect. Gersonides's 
argument always returns to this eternal order and its causal role. Since the 
agent intellect is an essential cause of the existence of material things, and 
since, as he reminds us in Wars I.11, essential causes act concurrently with 
their effects, the agent intellect and its effects are tightly and intrinsically 
related. Indeed, if the cause were to cease, the effect would disappear. The 
agent intellect is thus not the epistemic object of the human knower's 
knowing, but rather the ontological condition of knowing, ie., the 
ontological condition of the existence of the human intellect, whose 


17 I DOBBS-WEINSTEIN, «Gersonides's Radically Modern Understanding of the 
Agent Intellect», in S.F BROWN (ed.), Meeting of the Minds, Tournhout, Brepols, 1998, pp. 
191-213 (Rencontres de Philosophie Medievale 7). 

18 Wars L11, S. FELDMAN vol. 1, p. 214, translation modified. 
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actuality is its ideas—and an intellect whose actuality is, to borrow 
Spinoza’s way of emphasizing the impossibility of a self-subsistent, 
individual mind distinct from its ideas, nothing else. 

These ideas arise from experiences of sensible things. Gersonides 
writes that the acquired intellect, i.e., the human intellect in act, is «itself 
the order obtaining in these things that is in the soul of the agent intellect 
(hu hasiddur asher haya l’elu hadevarim b’nefesh hasekhel hapoel)»19. 
Gersonides’s claim that the order is in the material things and in the agent 
intellect underlines the connection between the sublunar realm and the 
agent intellect; the intelligible (muskal) in the agent intellect is what is 
perceived or obtained (musag) in the material intellect. Indeed, if we were 
to venture an interpretation of this passage in terms of a distinction 
between sub- and supra-lunar existence, the single order of intelligibility 
would undermine the distinction. Rather than looking for such a 
distinction, it is more helpful to recognize that the movement from 
material to acquired intellect is a movement from potency to act, i.e., a 
movement of contraries. What exactly is the difference between the sub 
and supra-lunar realms? The agent intellect is the actual cause, i.e., the 
infinite ontological condition of the potencies of observable natural 
entities, which vary by degree (hadragah). As such, it is also the source of 
their perfection. The material and acquired intellect are partial expressions 
of the unlimited actuality of the agent intellect. Thus Gersonides writes in 
the De Anima Supercommentary that the intelligibles in existing things 
constitute an intellect «even if we do not think it»20. 

This answer is clarified considerably by looking at the second 
supposed case of intermediation, that pertaining to the imaginative forms, 
material intellect, and agent intellect. After an elaborate and critical review 
of the theories of Alexander, Themistius and Averroes, Gersonides 
concludes that the material intellect is a disposition (hakhanah) whose 
subject is the body via the imaginative and sensitive faculties of the soul 
but which is nonetheless distinct from or unmixed with those faculties. But 
what, we may ask, is the relationship of the material intellect to the 
imaginative forms? Gersonides rejects an illuminationist account of 
knowing, and he also rejects the idea that the agent intellect somehow acts 


19 Wars 1.11; S. FELDMAN vol. 1, p. 213. 
20 MASHBAUM, p. 161. See DoBBs-WEINSTEIN's invaluable discussion of this 
passage in «Gersonides’s Radically Modern Understanding of the Agent Intellect». 
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on the imaginative forms, transforming them into intelligibles. As he puts 
the point in Wars 1.10, the acquisition of intelligibles involves no 
substantial or essential change in the imaginative forms21. The agent 
intellect operates, he contends, solely on the material intellect. Yet 
Gersonides also argues in the Supercommentary that the imaginative forms 
(ha-tzurot ha-dimionyyot) are a «potential intellect,» for, abstracted from 
matter, imaginative forms «become (ihiyyu) intellect»22. Thus it might 
seem that the material intellect stands, in Kellner’s phrase, «at a sort of 
midpoint in the process,» having received sensible forms from the 
imagination (the preparation for knowing proper) and at the same time 
receiving the agent intellect’s emanation of forms23. But such a midpoint 
is mysterious, even for a disposition, especially since it disappears upon 
the acquisition of intelligibles, i.e., the acquired intellect. 

Where Kellner emphasizes that the material intellect is a disposition 
or capacity, and thus de-substantializes our idea of the material intellect, 
Dobbs-Weinstein goes one step further, treating «material intellect» as a 
name for a way of looking at the intrinsic, constitutive intelligibility of 
sensible things24. When Gersonides denies substantial or essential change, 
it is thus because no such change is needed. There are, on this strongly 
Averroian reading, two aspects of any sensible entity, the intelligible form, 
which is known intellectually as an infinite, i.e., unlimited, concept or 
pattern, and the material particularities, which are grasped through the 
senses as the finite, determining features of a singular existing thing. Thus, 
we can consider a thing in its unlimited intelligibility or in its concrete 
determination, but there is only a single existing thing. 

In the De Anima Supercommentary, Gersonides writes that 


If you understand what we have been aiming for here, you will be rid of all those 
doubts which forced Plato to posit universal forms existing outside the soul. In 
general, based on our theory, they have an intelligible existence in the soul of the 


21 Wars 1.10, S. FELDMAN 205. 

22  MASHBAUM, p.139. Compare also the text from Wars II.6, given below in note 
27. 

23 KELLNER, «Gersonides on the Role of the Active Intellect in Human Cognition», 
p. 248. 

24 Fora divergent reading, see A. IvRy, op. cit., p. 246: «While for Averroes the 
disposition of the imaginative faculty to ‘receive’ intelligible forms is indicative of the 
underlying related intelligibility of all being, for Gersonides this disposition establishes the 
independence and individuation of a person’s intellect». 
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active intellect, not a sensible existence; for their sensible existence occurs in the 
individuals which exist outside the soul25. 


There is, in other words, only one existence, with two conceptually 
distinguishable aspects. Conceptual knowledge (¢ziur) involves a pattern 
that can be present in infinitely many individuals. Judgment or verification 
(imut, ha’amatah) pertains to the present existence of this or that material 
particular, and is thus a compound of intellect and sense, for only the 
senses are in contact with the concrete, determinate features of singular 
existing things26. Any intelligible idea or pattern (muskal) is present in and 
exhibited by or as indefinitely many singular existents. In Wars 1.6, 
Gersonides explains that the intelligible form is the definition, which is 
present in any of the infinite individuals of a genus: «The definition is the 
very order that is in the mind of the Agent Intellect according to which the 
genus is generated. This order is exhibited in some sense in each and every 
individual instance of that genus»27. In Wars I.10, he makes the same point 
in a slightly different way: «The object of knowledge of the material 
intellect is the individual, not as a definite individual, but as any individual 
whatsoever, and this thing exists actually outside the mind, i.e., it is the 
individual thing»28. As Wars 1.12 makes clear, the Agent Intellect 
contains—indeed, as an intellect, is and apprehends—this order perfectly; 
human apprehension varies by degrees, never achieving completion. 

Gersonides’s remarks in the Commentary on the Song of Songs echo 
the views expressed in the De Anima Supercommentary. In a way, they go 
further, stressing the intrinsic intelligibility of imaginative forms: 


- You ought to know that the intelligible form is also potentially in those forms which 
are in these faculties [sc. senses, memory, imagination], even if the potentiality is 
more distant. For example, after the intellect abstracts the material attributes—by 
virtue of which this apprehended thing was distinctively particular—from the 
imaginative form, that form becomes universal; that is, it is the universal common to 


25 MASHBAUM, p. 165. 

26 For background, see H.A. WOLFSON, «The Terms Tasawwur and Tasdiq in 
Arabic Philosophy and Their Greek, Latin, and Hebrew Equivalents», in H.A. WOLFSON, 
Studies in the History of Philosophy and Religion, Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 
1973, vol. 1, pp. 250-314. 

27 S. FELDMAN, vol. 1, p. 163. 

28 S. FELDMAN, vol. 1, p. 186. For discussion, see Ch. MANEKIN, «Logic and its 
Applications in the Philosophy of Gersonides», in DAHAN, op. cit., pp. 133-49. 
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the infinite individuals of that species. In this manner one may solve the problem 
which prompted the ancients to posit form and numbers or to deny the possibility of 
knowledge, as was made clear in the Metaphysics29. 


Compared to the Supercommentary, this text on the Song of Songs is 
noticeably more hierarchical in its formulations of the potency-act 
relation; specifically, the materiality of imaginative forms renders them 
«more distant» from intelligible forms, and this might be thought to strain 
the thesis of intrinsic intelligibility. But we also find the following passage 
somewhat later in the Commentary on the Song of Songs: 


Perfection of the intellect comes from the active intellect by way of those imaginative 
forms which the imagination emanates upon it, and this is perfected—i.e., the 
presentation to the intellect by the imagination of what it [i.e., the intellect] needs 
from the senses in each subject of study—when it De, the imagination] so 
wonderfully desires to be subservient to the hylic [material] intellect that it places all 
of its activities in the service of the intellect as far as it can [Emphasis added}30. 


Thinking hierarchically, we would say that the agent intellect 
emanates «down» and the imagination emanates «up». This occurs when 
the imagination coincides with the material intellect, such that the faculties 
«match»31. Clearly, here, Gersonides is using «emanate» as a term for 
non-corporeal causality, and it applies irrespective of distinction between 
the sensibly-based imaginative forms and the unmixed material intellect. 
Thus it seems that hashpa’a has been stripped of its hierarchical 
dimension, and that these texts point to the intrinsic connection of 
intelligibility and sensibility. In contrast to intellect, the imaginative 
forms, while more abstract or «spiritual» than sensations, nevertheless 
retain the connection to corporeality, but this is no obstacle to hashpa’a. 
Thus the text which at first appears to propose cognitive hierarchy in fact 
undermines it. Gersonides’s treatment is equally explicit about the 
equalization of the faculties, which present the same pattern: «When the 
imagination of the recipient is perfectly prepared to represent what has 
been transmitted of the cognition to the material intellect, it will represent 
the very same pattern received by the intellect». Similarly, this chapter 


29 Perush, p. 57/ Commentary, p. 6. 
30 Perush, p. 66/Commentary, p. 13. 
31 S. FELDMAN, Wars, vol. 2, pp. 56-57. 
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also refers to the «separation (hitboddedut) of the intellect or 
imagination». 

Looking at Gersonides’s discussions in terms of one entity with two 
cognitively separable aspects solves the mystery of the material intellect 
by advising us that «material intellect» and «acquired intellect» are best 
thought of as ways of experiencing the intrinsic intelligibility of things, 
and as ratios or degrees of potency and act, not things. Contra Kellner and 
Davidson, it is not so much that Gersonides declines or fails to explain the 
inner workings of abstraction and actualization, but rather that there is no 
mystery at all. This is principally because there is no essential 
transformation to explain. Material and acquired intellect refer to the 
intelligible aspect of a thing. Imaginative forms, as a rule, preserve the link 
to material particulars; perfected, they are intellect, for they present the 
same pattern as is received in the intellect. Such perfection is not 
substantial or essential change. Thus intelligibility, which pertains to any 
individual whatsoever, and sensibility or corporeality, which determines 
and particularizes this individual, are one in existence but conceptually 
different. 

In the end, thinking about Gersonides’s position this way raises 
several critical issues. First, it highlights the need for rethinking 
materiality outside the familiar post-Cartesian paradigms of passivity and 
substantial difference; for Gersonides, matter is a principle of 
determination, not a separate substance. Second, the double-aspect view 
raises the critically important question of how to interpret such central 
terms as «immortal», «eternal», «separate», and the like. While in a post- 
Cartesian world it is easy to take such terminology as pointing to a real 
distinction, an ontological break or difference to be traversed in some 
manner—in short, to transcendent reality that is different in kind from 
what obtains in the world known via physics—such a reading is neither 
self-evident nor necessary32. For Gersonides, the essential causal relation 
between the agent intellect and existing things makes this sort of 
separation impossible. Instead, Gersonides leaves us with an account of 


32 For a comparative perspective, see H.S. LANG's discussion of the medieval 
Christian transformation of Aristotle in Aristotle's Physics and Its Medieval Varieties, 
Albany, SUNY Press, 1992. Clearly, one of the major issues is the shift from cyclical to 
linear time and thus to a mechanical, rather than concurrent, model of efficient causation. 
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how one and the same existing thing may be considered with respect to the 
unlimited agent intellect or with respect to concrete material 
determinations. Ontologically speaking, the «immortal», «eternal», and 
«separate» exist not in some special realm, but as an intrinsic aspect of the 
moral, temporal and mixed. In arguing that the pattern in the agent intellect 
is the nimus of existing singular things, Gersonides establishes an intrinsic 
relation between the agent intellect and material singulars and vacates the 
usual division between sub- and supra-lunar existence. This ontological 
state of affairs is the ground of his discussions of cognition. Emanation, it 
seems, has been dramatically transformed33. 


Villanova University 


33 I wish to thank I. Dobbs-Weinstein, W. Ze'ev Harvey and R. Schutzman for 
discussions related to the preparation of this paper. 
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TRIANGULATING THE IMAGINATION: AVICENNA, 
MAIMONIDES AND AVERROES! 


In triangulating the role imagination plays in the thought of tbe 
eleventh century Avicenna, and the twelfth century philosophers Averroes 
and Maimonides, it may help to position Avicenna on the left of our 
triangle -hopefully equilateral-, Averroes on the right, and Maimonides at 
the apex. Before proceeding to justify this configuration, however, a few 
general remarks may be in order. 

The term «imagination", as we know, denotes both that faculty of the 
soul first charted by Aristotle in De anima; and its diverse activities, as 
developed mostly in the medieval period by Muslim philosophers. An 
aspect of the term that attracts much attention is the peculiar ability of the 
imagination to fantasize, that is, to imagine objects that were not, are not, 
and cannot be prior objects of sensation. This has been of concern to 
philosophers historically, for the ability of the imagination to divorce itself 
from sensation also removes it from the restraints of the intellect. The 
imagination is free to fly away from all empirical and logical boundaries, 
free to imagine whatever it wills. As such, imagination is the enemy of 
science and, presumably, of philosophy too. 

The imagination is thus harnessed to two horses that seem to be 
pulling in opposite directions. As an internal sense, the imagination is a 
necessary part of the cognitive process, located midway between an initial 


1 I stated in my abstract that «Triangulation is broadly defined in Webster's 
Dictionary as an 'operation for finding a position or location by means of bearings from 
two fixed points a known distance apart.’ While originally confined to trigonometric 
operations, triangulation can be employed in dialectical fashion to situate abstract 
philosophical positions, as in our case». 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. |, pp. 667-676. 
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particular sensation and an ultimate universal intellection. More exactly, 
the imaginative faculty receives the form of the sensible object as 
composed by the common sense; a composition that associates non- 
sensible «intentions» with the form. 

It is these imaginative forms and/or intentions2 that the rational 
faculty then utilizes to construct a universal intelligible object or 
proposition. For most of our philosophers, these imaginative represen- 
tations remain in the individual’s memory, and are recollected at will, and 
in dreams. Then it is up to the individual to exercise her intellect, and not 
let the imagination run away with her. 

There is a middle ground between a well-behaved imagination and a 
wild one, however, and that is the creative imagination of the writer, the 
poet, and the prophet. Here the techniques of allegory and metaphor reign, 
and likeness and symbolism abound. There is an implicit connection to the 
«real» world in all this creative imagery, but it is often difficult to discern, 
and impossible to prove conclusively. However persuasive the 
presentation, the work of art can never be scientifically «true», given its 
imaginative status. 

The associations stimulated by poetic writing and its affective nature 
nevertheless exert a powerful attraction upon us, and can persuade us of 
the deep meaning and deeper «truth» within it. Medieval philosophers in 
the Muslim tradition were highly aware of this, with mixed feelings. 
Avicenna is extreme in his appreciation of and indulgence in poetic 
discourse. He wrote highly successful and influential allegories, the best 
preserved of which are Hayy ibn Yagzan, Salaman and Absal, and The 
Treatise of the Bird3. Many readers from his time to ours have read 
theosophical teachings into these allegories, creating, as it were, a double 
truth Avicenna. 


2 Averroes gives «intention» a special meaning, seeing it refer to the form but 
having its own reality as well. Cfr. M. BLAUSTEIN, Averroes on the Imagination and 
Intellect, (unpublished dissertation, Harvard University, 1984), p. 82 ff. 

3 See H CORBIN, Avicenna and the Visionary Recital, trans. WR TRASK, New 
York, Pantheon Books 1960, pp. 137-150, 186-192, 223-241. Cfr. too P. HEATH, Allegory 
and Philosophy in Avicenna (Ibn Sina), Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania Press, 
1992, pp. 171-200; A. Ivry, «The Utilization of Allegory in Islamic Philosophy», in 
Interpretation and Allegory: Antiquity to the Modern Period, J. WHITMAN (ed.) Leiden, 
Brill, 2000, 158-166. 
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But even within the classical philosophical curriculum, Avicenna 
pressed for greater appreciation of the philosophical merits of imaginative 
discourse. As Deborah Black has shown, he did much to justify the 
inclusion of rhetoric and poetics, with their imaginative conceits, within 
the context of Aristotle’s Organon; construing both disciplines along 
syllogistic lines that led to persuasive conclusions of powerful affect4. 

Avicenna’s depiction of the role of imagination in cognition further 
testifies to his originality. While seeing this internal sense, in its various 
subdivisions, as deeply involved with the common sense, memory and the 
rational faculty, Avicenna regarded its activity, as well as that of the 
rational faculty, as merely propadeutic to the workings of the universal 
Agent Intellect. For Avicenna, the imaginative intentions that form the 
basis of intelligible ideas simply prepare the intellect to receive from 
without the full understanding of these ideas. As in initial acts of 
cognition, so too in acts of memory and dreams, the individual’s faculties 
are subordinated to external forcess. 

Here we see the Platonic turn of Avicenna’s thought, a turn evident as 
well in his view of a created yet immortal soul. This is a substance with an 
imagination as well as intellect that can survive death and thus experience 
immortality both rationally and imaginatively6. While possibly 
disingenuous, this idea is not anomalous in Avicenna’s thought, as he 
believes the souls of the eternal celestial bodies have particular knowledge 
of the sub-lunar world, which knowledge also must be imaginatively 
composed. 


4 Cfr. D.L. BLACK, Logic and Aristotle's Rhetoric and Poetics in Medieval Arabic 
Philosophy, Leiden, E. J. Brill, 1990, p. 181-185, 201-208. 

5 Cfr. Avicenna’s Kitab al-Najat, trans. by F. RAHMAN as Avicenna’s Psychology 
London, Oxford University Press, 1952, pp. 34-36, 68; and see RAHMAN, Prophecy in 
Islam, London, George Allen & Unwin, 1958, pp.14-20. 

6 Cfr. Avicenna’s Metaphysics, Al-Shifa’, Al-Ilahiyyat, M.Y. Moussa (ed.), 
Solayman Dunya, Sa’id Zayed, Cairo, Organisme Général des Imprimeries 
Gouvemementales, 1960, II: 431-2, trans. by A.J. ARBERRY, Aspects of Islamic 
Civilization, London, George Allen & Unwin, 1964, p. 153. See too J. JANSSENS, «Ibn 
Sina’s Ideas of ultimate Realities, Neoplatonism and the Qur’än as Problem-Solving 
paradigms in the Avicennian System», Ultimate Reality and Meaning (vol. 10, no. 4, 1987), 
259-261. 
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A prophet, for Avicenna as for his predecessor Alfarabi, is one who 
receives universal knowledge; intelligible ideas which his imaginative 
faculty translates into language and figures of speech appropriate to his 
society. For Avicenna, the prophet is able to understand everything at once, 
without prior preparation. Qua intellectual, Avicenna’s prophet thus is 
essentially a passive figure, a conduit for divine revelation. In attempting 
to rationalize this phenomenon, Avicenna has stretched the limits of 
philosophical discourse, accommodating the theory to agree with the 
popular image of the Prophet of Islam. 

It is partly for this concession to extra-philosophical concerns, as well 
as for Avicenna’s general sympathy with Platonic thought, that Averroes is 
opposed to his illustrious predecessor. In his legalistically argued polemic 
with Al-Ghazäli, the Kitab Fasl al-Magál?, Averroes cautions against the 
use of allegory by philosophers. He justifies its use only where a literal 
understanding of Scripture, for example, would lead to false beliefs; false, 
that is, by philosophical standards. He admits no other standard of truth, 
and believes the uninhibited use of allegory only leads to weakening this 
standard. 

For Averroes, the natural world as Aristotle presented it, together with 
the logical modalities and syllogistic structures he described, provide a 
nearly complete framework within which to comprehend the world. The 
creative imagination is to be seen within this Aristotelian structure, poetics 
not valued any more than Aristotle attended to it, though not any less 
either. Essentially, for Averroes, the imagination is an internal sense, well 
delineated in Aristotle’s De anima, to which Averroes wrote three 
commentaries’, and upon which he relies in his further comments on the 
Parva Naturalia. 

In his epitome or short commentary to that latter work, known in 
Arabic as kitäb al-Hiss wa l-mahsüs, Averroes reiterates the significance 
of the imaginative faculty for cognition. In that portion of the work that 
summarizes Aristotle’s treatise On Memory, Averroes follows Aristotle in 
linking the imaginative faculty to memory and recollection, for as 
Aristotle says repeatedly, «without an image, thinking is impossible»9. 


7 Translated by G.F. HOURANI as On the Harmony of Religion and Philosophy, 
London, Luzac & Co., 1967. 

8 Cfr A.L. Ivey, «Averroes' three Commentaries on De anima», Averroes and the 
Aristotelian Tradition, G. ENDRESS and J.A. AERTSEN (eds.), Leiden, Brill, 1999, 199-216. 

9 Cfr. Aristotle’s Sense and Sensibilia 446032; On Memory 450al. 
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Averroes is concerned in this treatise with recounting the stages of 
remembering and recollecting, and with identifying the place of the 
imagination in the brain (in the front ventricle)10. 

The naturalistic portrayal of this faculty is challenged by Aristotle’s 
treatise On Divination in Sleep (Peri tés kath’ upnon mantikés), which 
Averroes conflates with Aristotle’s preceding treatise On Dreams, by 
which latter name this chapter of Averroes’ epitome of the Parva Naturalia 
is known. In his treatise On Divination, -sometimes called On Prophecy- 
11 Aristotle considers as absurd the notion, already popular in his time, that 
God is the cause of prophetic dreams; absurd, given that not only wise men 
become prophets. That is, assuming prophets utter true statements —really 
predictions-, Aristotle is at a loss to explain how a non-philosopher could 
attain such wisdom, he has no causal explanation to account for it. 
Aristotle’s God —and for the most part, the God of the philosophers- relates 
most directly to and is comprehended by philosophers and men of science 
only. Aristotle concedes, however, that men, as well as other animals, do 
have veridical dreams, or dreams that are at least partly veridical, and he 
pronounces their source to be spiritual beings, literally «demons», but not 
God, daimonia mentoi...all’ ou theial2. 

This passage is clarified —or muddied- by Aristotle’s remark that 
nature, presumably all of nature, is daemonic; by which he apparently 
means that there is a divine plan for all of nature, and it is facilitated by 
animate forces that may popularly be labeled «demons». The translators of 
this passage have so understood Aristotle: W.S. Hett speaks of dreams as 
having «a divine origin; for nature is divinely ordained, though not itself 
divine»13; while J.I. Beare, says that dreams «have a mysterious 
aspect...for nature is mysterious, though not divine»14. 


10 Cfr. Averroes: Epitome of Parva Naturalia, trans. H BLUMBERG, Cambridge, 
MA, The Mediaeval Academy of America, p. 26; Arabic edition: Averrois Cordubensis: 
Compendia Librorum Aristotelis Qui Parva Naturalia Vocantur, H. BLUMBERG (ed.) 
Cambridge, MA, the Mediaeval Academy of America, 1972, p. 42. 

11 As does W.S. Herr in his translation for The Loeb Classical Library: Aristotle: 
On the Soul, Parva Naturalia, On Breath, Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press, 
1936, p. 375. 

12 On Divination, 463b14. 

13 Cfr. HETT, op. cit., p. 379. 

14 In The Complete Works of Aristotle, J. BARNES (ed.), Princeton, Princeton 
University Press I: 737. 
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Averroes reads Aristotle more literally than this, though he cannot, 
explicity at least, relinquish with Aristotle God’s responsibility for 
prophecy. Averroes finds that «people — or the masses- believe», 
ya'tagidahu al-jumhür, that dreams come from angels, divination — al- 
kihanah — from the jinn, and prophecy — wahy - from God.15 Later in the 
treatise, however, Averroes follows Aristotle here more closely, saying that 
dreams are due to a divine scheme (min amr ilahi) and to an all- 
encompassing providence over man (‘inäyah tammah bi l-insân )16. 

If Averroes is compelled, by the consensus of his religious 
community, to break with Aristotle on the question of God’s agency in 
prophecy, or to appear to so break, he does not elaborate on the topic. As 
does Aristotle, Averroes dilates rather upon the phenomenon of dreams, in 
which the imagination plays a central role. The Agent Intellect, a/- ‘ag! al- 
fa‘al in Arabic, is held responsible for imparting veridical dreams to the 
imagination, though Averroes admits he cannot explain how the universal 
propositions of the Agent intellect are transmuted into particular 
statements!7. He simply states that in sleep the imaginative faculty 
receives universal truths directly from the separate Agent Intellect, and 
converts them into particular images by dint of its own material nature. 

This is the explanation for prophecy developed by Alfarabi and 
Avicenna earlier, and it is interesting to note that Averroes does not bring 
prophecy into this picture. He has reservations about this explanation, and 
deliberately minimizes the truth-value of the phenomenon. For him, a 
dream, however veridical, is so only to the extent that its presentation is an 
accurate exemplification of a universal truth, a particular image attuned to 
the culture and experience of the person(s) addressed. The dream is a 
tasawwur, a conception, which is the first part of any true proposition. For 
Averroes, however, the dream lacks tasdiq, assent, a psychological process 
entailing both logical and empirical supports that are foreign to the dream 
and dreamer as such. 

It is this objective framework of assent that elevates an idea to the 
level of scientific, i.e., universal knowledge, and Averroes clearly feels 
even veridical dreams do not qualify as such. He believes nature, in its 


I5 Cfr. BLUMBERG’s translation, op. cit., p. 40; his Arabic edition, op. cit., p. 67. 

16 BLUMBERG translation, p. 43; Arabic edition, p. 73; see too the translation at p. 
49, Arabic, p. 84. 

17 BLUMBERG translation, p. 44; Arabic edition, p. 74. 
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solicitude for mankind (and in its parsimony, we would add), would not 
have given human beings the ability to reason logically if they could 
acquire full knowledge simply by inspiration!8. 

In this manner, Averroes undermines the truth claims made 
traditionally for veridical dreams, as well as for prophecy. The reality of 
prophecy in Islam, and the image of the Prophet of Islam as the perfect 
man, al-insän al-kamil, cannot be totally ignored, however. Without any 
specific allusion, Averroes concludes his chapter on dreams with the 
comment that were a person to acquire theoretical, that is scientific 
knowledge, in a dream, he would be closer to the angelic than to the 
human realm, and would be called a human being, nds, only equivocally19. 
Averroes, however, is skeptical if such people do exist, a skepticism that 
is breathtaking in its implicit boldness. 

Maimonides does not share Averroes’ distaste for accommodating 
prophecy within philosophy. Maimonides sides rather with Avicenna, and 
even more with Alfarabi, in providing a causal explanation for prophetic 
revelation, as well, of course, for veridical dreams and visions of all sorts. 
They are all the product of a creative imagination, influenced in various 
degrees by an intellect attuned to the emanations of the universal Agent 
Intellect. The prophet is distinguished from others by the fact that his 
imagination is totally subordinated to his intellect, interpreting its 
extrinsically derived universal truths in terms relative to his time and 
space20. 

This is the Alfarabian/Avicennian notion of prophecy, in which the 
prophet is the equal of the philosopher intellectually, however non- 
philosophical his speech. Maimonides does not accept the Avicennian 
notion that a prophet can be a person naturally given to philosophical 
intuitions such that he does not need any philosophical training prior to 
receiving revelations from the Agent Intellect. Following Alfarabi, 
Maimonides requires the prophet be a philosopher first. In this way, 
Maimonides may be seen in retrospect as responding to Averroes’ critique 
of prophecy: there is, for Maimonides, no prophecy that circumvents 


18 BLUMBERG translation, p. 51; Arabic edition, p. 89. 

19 BLUMBERG translation, p. 52; Arabic edition, p. 91. 

20 Cfr. Moses Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplexed, transl. Sh. Pınes Chicago, 
The University of Chicago Press, 1963, part II, chapters 36-38; pp. 369-378. 
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philosophical requirements and standards. Accordingly, all the biblical 
prophets, in Maimonides’ eyes, are philosopher-statesmen, their 
prophecies subject upon examination to philosophical exegesis. 

A great deal of the Guide of the Perplexed, Maimonides’ 
philosophical magnum opus, is devoted to such exegesis. Maimonides 
systematically translates the imaginative visions and dreams of Scripture 
into rational and intelligible concepts depicting God’s nature and His 
unchanging relation to the world. The prophetic record, as treated by 
Maimonides, may be seen as one big allegory; all its depictions of God 
metaphors for non-anthropomorphic philosophical equivalents. 

This treatment of the Bible as allegory is in apparent conflict with 
Maimonides’ reserved attitude towards this genre in the Guide. He 
employs allegory in non-canonical settings principally towards the end of 
the work, in the parable of those seeking audience with the ruler in his 
palace21. Elsewhere, Maimonides does not write free-standing 
Avicennian-style allegories. He would seem to share Averroes’ worry that 
allegory can mislead people into a fundamentalistic literal understanding 
of Scripture, and hence does not create his own original allegories. 

Where Averroes attempted to stay away from explicating the Qur’an 
allegorically, however, Maimonides has no hesitation in interpreting the 
Torah and Prophetic writings. He is appalled at the thought that the Jewish 
people, that people who looked to him for guidance, might have simplistic, 
false beliefs about the deity. It is his duty, he believes, to disabuse readers 
of such a notion, even if he believes them incapable of fully understanding 
God’s true nature. 

Maimonides’ zeal for the truth is mixed, therefore, with concern for 
the well-being of his people, for their spiritual well-being. The survival of 
a person’s soul depends upon true knowledge, and if each Israelite is to 
have «a portion in the world to come», as Maimonides affirms 
categorically in his Mishna Commentary22, then he must at least have a 
true understanding of God. 

This concern for ensuring a person’s immortality may explain the 
lengths Maimonides goes to in explicating Scripture allegorically. Yet this 


21 Guide II: 51; Pines translation, p. 618. 
22 Cfr. Maimonides’ introduction to Helek, Sanhedrin, chapter 10. In A Maimonides 
Reader, I. TWERSKY (ed.), New York, Behrman House, 1972, p. 416. 
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explanation is not strengthened by Maimonides’ apparent dismissal of the 
notion of personal immortality in the Guide23. Here he would seem to be 
of the same mind as Ibn Bäjjah and Averroes in accepting only a collective 
immortality, the immortality of the species. In this view, the individual is 
immortal only to the extent his (or her) intellect acquires universal truths, 
joining with them in cognition and being subsumed within them, as it 
were. For Maimonides, then, only the intellect of a person remains, not the 
imagination, and there is no personal imaginative consciousness of the 
afterlife such as Avicenna proposed. 

If, then, Maimonides is concerned for his people’s future (which he 
is), he is equally concerned for the truth, and that requires full awareness 
of the benefits and damages that the imagination can confer. It would 
seem, though, that Maimonides is more conscious of the damage the 
imagination wreaks, than of the benefits it offers. In his Mishnah 
Commentary description of the faculties of the soul24, Maimonides 
dutifully recognizes the preservative and compositive functions of the 
imaginative faculty, but immediately then speaks of that faculty’s ability 
to imagine impossible compositions, «things whose existence is 
impossible. This was the great mistake of the mutakallimún, the Muslim 
theologians, Maimonides states here, their belief that sever ining that can 
be imagined is possible». 

Maimonides expands upon: this issue in the Guide, contrasting at 
length his view, that of the philosopher, and the theological view of a 
mutakallim25. At stake is the nature of the primary datum of cognition and 
judgment, whether it be empirically based or not, and whether the will of 
God brooks any limitation. Maimonides realizes this question cannot be 
answered without question begging, yet his partiality to what amounts to 
the laws of physics and to an image of God that respects and ultimately 
coheres with these laws, is evident. 

Given these reservations over the dangers that the imagination poses, 
it may seem logical that Maimonides excises the imagination from the 
revelations granted Moses. Unlike the prophecies received by the other 


23 Cfr. Guide, 1:74; PINES translation, p. 221. 

24 Commonly called «Eight Chapters», and found in Maimonides’ introduction to 
Mishnah Avot;. Cfr. Ethical Writings of Maimonides, R.L. Weiss with C.E. BUTTERWORTH 
(ed.), New York, New York University Press, 1975, p. 63. 

25 Guide 1:73, Tenth Premise; PINES translation, pp. 206-212. 
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biblical prophets, Moses’ prophecies —a term that is now to be understood 
equivocally only- are deemed by Maimonides to be purely intellectual in 
content, without undergoing imaginative transformation26. 

This view elevates Moses’ teachings, the Torah, out of the context of 
relativity that envelops all other prophets and visionaries, vouchsafing its 
eternal validity, presumably. While this supports Maimonides’ claims 
against other religions, he is hard-pressed to support it against the evidence 
of the Torah itself. As emphasized by Maimonides himself, it is a text that 
abounds in metaphorical and symbolical, that is imaginative, descriptions. 
The Pentateuch, as Maimonides recognizes, is a torah or teaching that 
Moses commanded, torah zivah lanu Moshe, meaning that Moses is its 
proximate author at least. The purely intellectual revelations that Moses 
received, which according to Maimonides constitute his uniqueness, are 
not found in that form in the Pentateuch, they have been translated into 
imaginative language, the language of normative prophetic discourse. For 
Maimonides, this cannot be the original Mosaic revelation, and thus the 
entire Pentateuch, Moses’ torah, must be seen as his allegoresis of what 
escapes language essentially. For one who is wary of the excessive use of 
the imagination, who even castigates it as evil, Maimonides must see 
Moses as having utilized it totally. What was necessary for Moses, 
however, was no longer necessary for the author of the Guide, who is thus 
more and less taken with the imagination than others. 


New York University 


26 Guide 11:36; PINEs translation, p. 373. See too Maimonides’ remarks in the first 
volume (Yesodei HaTorah) of his Code of law, the Mishneh Torah, VII:6; and in his 
Mishnah Commentary to Helek, Sanhedrin chapter ten, Seventh Principle (TWERSKY, op. 
cit., p. 419). In that early commentary of his, Maimonides does consider Moses super- 
human, angelic. In his later work, Maimonides refrains from making this claim. 


STEVEN HARVEY 


THE PLACE OF THE DE ANIMA IN THE ORDERLY 
STUDY OF PHILOSOPHY 


INTRODUCTION 


The Islamic faläsifah and their Jewish followers — and in fact most of 
those medieval Muslims and Jews who took the study of philosophy and 
science seriously — understood that these disciplines needed to be studied 
in an orderly fashion and not haphazardly or in accordance with the whims 
or tastes of the student. Indeed part of the fascination with classifying the 
sciences—and a good part of the importance attached to such activity— 
was that these enumerations set forth clearly the proper order of scientific 
study. A good illustration of this is Abū Sahl al-Masihi's On the Classes of 
the Philosophical Sciences, a book that has been termed a «fairly standard 
representative» of the Aristotelian classification of the sciences) Abū 
Sahl, a colleague of Avicenna’s, explicitly states that his listing of the 
sciences is presented in the order in which the sciences ought to be studied. 
In his enumeration, physics follows logic and mathematics, and is divided 
into eight books by or attributed to Aristotle: the Physica, De caelo, De 
generatione et corruptione, Meteorologica, De animalibus, De plantis, De 
anima, Parva naturalia. In other words, one ought not to study physics 


1 D. GUTAS, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, Leiden, 1988, p. 149. See the 
similar characterization by HH BIESTERFELDT in his «Arabisch-islamische 
Enzyklopädien: Formen und Funktionen», in C. MEIER (ed.), Die Enzyklopädie im 
Mittelalter vom Hochmittelalter bis zur frühen Neuzeit, Munich, 2002, p. 55. Abü Sahl al- 
Masihi's Kitab fi asnäf al-‘uläm al-hikmiyyah (On the Classes of the Philosophical 
Sciences) is extant in Leiden MS Acad. 44, ff. 2v-12r. The comments below are based on 
the summaries of his classification in Gutas, op. cit., pp. 149-151, and Biesterfeldt, op. cit., 
pp. 55-60. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.RM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. I, pp. 677-688. 
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until one has studied logic, and one should not study, say the De anima 
before one has studied the other divisions of natural science that precede 
it. The emphasis on this order stems from Aristotle himself. At the 
beginning of his Meteorologica he situates meteorology in its proper place 
in natural science. He explains that having discussed the «first causes of 
nature, and all natural motion», that is, in his Physica, «also the stars 
ordered in the motion of the heavens», that is, in De caelo I and II, and 
«the corporeal elements—enumerating and specifying them and showing 
how they change into one another—and becoming and perishing in 
general», that is, in De caelo III-IV and De generatione et corruptione, 
there remains for him to discuss the subjects of meteorology. After 
detailing these subjects, he adds that «when the inquiry into these matters 
is concluded, let us consider what account we can give ... of animals and 
plants, both generally and in detail. When this has been done we may say 
that the whole of our original undertaking [into this science] will have 
been carried out»2. Samuel ibn Tibbon, in a comment to his early 
thirteenth-century Hebrew translation of the Meteorologica, notes that 
Aristotle, in composing his book, relied «on the fact that whosoever 
studied [it] would have already studied and acquired knowledge in the 
books which precede it in the order of learning [seder ha-limmud]»3. I 
should point out that while Aristotle does not mention books by name, as 
I have done, this was made explicit by the commentators. Averroes, for 
example, in both his Short Commentary and Middle Commentary on the 
Meteorologica supplies the titles of the writings referred to by Aristotle. In 
particular, in his Short Commentary, a work intended for a more beginning 
student, Averroes expands upon Aristotle's discussion, listing more 
subjects covered in the various works, and explaining the logic behind 
Aristotle's order4. AII this is not to say that all philosophically-inclined 
medieval Muslims and Jews adhered to the same order of study of the 
natural sciences, nor even that there was an ijmä‘ concerning the proper 


2 Aristotle, Meteorologica I 338a20-339a9, trans. E.W. WEBSTER, in J. BARNES 
(ed.), The Complete Works of Aristotle, Princeton, 1984, vol. 1, p. 555. 

3  Otot ha-Shamayim: Samuel Ibn Tibbon's Hebrew Version of Aristotle's 
Meteorology, ed. and trans. R. FONTAINE, Leiden, 1995, p. 27: I, 217-219. 

4 Averroes, Short Commentary on the Meteorologica, Hebrew translation by 
Moses ibn Tibbon, Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, MS hebr. 918, ff. 73b-74a. Cfr. Averroes, 
Middle Commentary on the Meteorologica, J.A. AL-ALAWI (ed.), Talkhis al-athar al- 
'ulwiyyah, Beirut, 1994, pp. 17-18. 
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order among medieval followers of Aristotle. There was no such 
agreement, and among the Aristotelians, while it was obvious that the first 
four books of natural science—and the subjects they discussed—must 
follow the order explicitly detailed by Aristotle, there was disagreement 
concerning the place in the order of the De plantis and the De 
animalibus—indeed whether these treatises really needed to be studied at 
all before the seemingly more interesting Metaphysica—and much more 
disagreement concerning the place of the De anima and the Parva 
naturalia, which books may or may not have been intended by Aristotle in 
his statement at the beginning of the Meteorologica. 

The present paper is concerned not with the much discussed medieval 
classification of the sciences in general, but rather focuses on the place of 
psychology—or Aristotle’s De anima—in this classification and, in 
particular, in the orderly study of philosophy within the medieval Jewish 
philosophic tradition. For example, at what stages in their programs of 
philosophical and scientific education did the medieval philosophically- 
inclined Jews study psychology? How crucial was this subject in their 
overall education? And for what reasons was it important? My emphasis will 
be on the century following Maimonides when Hebrew replaced Arabic as 
the language of philosophy for Jews. Special attention will thus be given to 
questions such as: Why were the Hebrew translations of Averroes’ short and 
middle commentaries on the De anima among the first of his commentaries 
to be translated into Hebrew? And why was there a separate Hebrew 
translation of Aristotle’s De anima, whereas there was no such translation of 
the Physica or Metaphysica or most other writings of the Stagirite?5 


I 


The need to study philosophy and science in a prescribed orderly 
fashion should have been clear even to those philosophically-inclined 
Jews of Provence and Spain in the generation following Maimonides, who 
read only Hebrew, and neither Arabic nor Latin. As I have observed 


5 There were Hebrew translations of Aristotle’s Physica and Metaphysica 
contained within Averroes’ long commentaries on these texts, but no direct Hebrew 
translations of the texts themselves. On the medieval Hebrew translations of Aristotle’s 
writings and of commentaries on them, see G. TAMARI and M. ZONTA, Aristoteles 
Hebraicus, Venice, 1997, pp. 31-49. 
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elsewhere, the recognition of the need to study science in accordance with 
a set order and the inability to do so because of the unavailability of the 
required texts must have been a source of utmost frustration to these early 
thirteenth-century Jews. Maimonides himself had made these things 
perfectly clear in what was for many of them likely the first folio of a 
philosophical text that they read: Maimonides’ epistle dedicatory to the 
Guide ofthe Perplexed. Here, in Samuel ibn Tibbon’s Hebrew translation, 
they could read Maimonides’ warning to his student Joseph ben Judah not 
to hurry to metaphysics, but to approach scientific matters in an orderly 
manner (Arabic: ‘ald tartib, Hebrew: ‘al ha-seder). This order is specified 
by Maimonides in part I, chapter 34 of the Guide: 


It is certainly necessary for whoever wishes to achieve human perfection to train 
himself at first in the art of logic, then in the mathematical sciences according to the 
proper order, then in the natural sciences, and after that in the divine sciences. 


In his glossary to his translation of the Guide, Ibn Tibbon explained 
the order and subjects of natural science through the books on the subject 
by or attributed to Aristotle.7 At the beginning of his Commentary on 
Ecclesiastes, in an explanation of position (madregah), one of the things 
that according to the accessus ad auctores tradition must be explained 
about a book at its outset, he makes this order perfectly clear: 


By making known the position they mean making known the book’s place in order. ... 
If it is a science in itself, it makes known its place: before which science or after which 
science it ought to be studied. ... They also say this about a book that is a part of a 
science: should one read it first or after one or more parts or before one or more parts. 
For example, you would say that the Physica is first in position among the books of 
natural science and that without making it preliminary, it is not possible to know that 
which comes after it. Therefore, it is necessary to study it first, followed by De caelo, 
De generatione et corruptione, and Metorologica, in that order [‘al ha-seder]8. 


Maimonides was the master and Ibn Tibbon was the first Jewish 
philosopher to write in Hebrew after him and one of the most 


6 Maimonides, Guide of the Perplexed, trans. S. Pines, Chicago, 1963, I, 34, p. 75. 

7 Samuel ibn Tibbon, Perush ha-Millot ha-Zarot, Y. EVEN-SHMU’EL (ed.), 
Jerusalem, 1946, 50, s.v. ‘hokmat ha-teva” . 

8 J.T. ROBINSON, «Samuel ibn Tibbon’s Commentary on Ecclesiastes and the 
Philosopher's Prooemium», in I. TWERSKY and J.M. Harris (eds.), Studies in Medieval 
Jewish History and Literature III, Cambridge, Mass., 2000, p. 107 (Hebrew text, p. 93). 
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influential and respected thinkers of the thirteenth century. The 
message of the importance of the orderly study of science should not 
have escaped the Hebrew reader, and yet—as I have already 
indicated—things did not proceed as we should have expected they 
would. The Metorologica was the first of Aristotle’s writings to be 
translated into Hebrew, and thus by the translator’s own admission, 
should have remained a closed book for over three decades until some 
version of the Physica became available in Hebrew; the first short 
commentary by Averroes on a book of natural science to be translated 
into Hebrew was on the De anima, by Moses ibn Tibbbon in 1244, six 
years before his translation of the Short Commentary on the Physica; 
and the first Middle Commentary by Averroes on a book of natural 
science to be translated into Hebrew was also on the De anima, by 
Shem Tov ben Isaac of Tortosa in 1255-1260 and again by Moses ibn 
Tibbbon in 1261, a quarter century before the first Hebrew translation 
of Averroes’ Middle Commentary on the Physica. What happened to 
the proper order of study? What were these translators thinking? Why 
were they in such a rush to make the De anima accessible in Hebrew? 


II 


Before I try to respond to these questions, I would like to survey 
briefly the order of instruction in the various thirteenth-century 
encyclopedias of science, through which many Jews of the time learned 
science. Special attention will of course be given to the place of 
psychology in these compositions. 

In Judah ben Solomon ha-Kohen's Midrash ha-Hokhmah, the first of 
the thirteenth-century Hebrew encyclopedias of science, the author begins 
by outlining a classification of the sciences, and then presenting those 
Sciences in order. Natural science follows logic and is based on the 
traditional order of Aristotle's works with the De anima following De 
animalibus (there is no mention of De plantis), which in turn follows the 
Meteorologica®. Judah translated his encyclopedia into Hebrew from a no 


9 Fora comparison of the subjects and order of Judah’s classification and those of 
his presentation of the sciences, see R. FONTAINE, «Judah ben Solomon ha-Cohen's 
Midrash ha-Hokhmah: Its Sources and Use of Sources», in S. HARVEY (ed.), The Medieval 
Hebrew Encyclopedias of Science and Philosophy, Dordrecht, 2000, pp. 209-210. 
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longer extant Arabic version in 1247. Some two decades later Shem-Tov 
ben Joseph Falaquera compiled his encyclopedia of science, De‘ot ha- 
Filosofim. Although the natural science of both encyclopedias is taken 
directly—often verbatim— from Averroes’ commentaries on Aristotle, 
Falaquera presents a much more in-depth account of them. For our 
purposes, what is important is that Falaquera also presents natural science 
in accordance with the Aristotelian order. Like Judah’s encyclopedia, in 
Falaquera’s book, the De anima follows the De animalibus, which follows 
the Meteorologica. The only differences are that Falaquera precedes the 
De animalibus with a discussion of mineralogy and botany, and reserves 
treatment of De caelo I-II till after the De anima and the Parva naturalia. 
Falaquera also begins his section on metaphysics with a section on the 
opinions of the philosophers on the active intellect, a section that 
comprises parts of Avicenna's Treatise on the Soul and Alfarabi's On the 
Intellect10. Alfred Ivry, who has studied Falaquera’s discussion of 
psychology in the De ot ha-Filosofim, thus correctly observes that the De 
anima: «occupies a middle position in the scientific curriculum Falaquera 
offers in this book, with physics and the natural sciences preceding it». 
Having made this point, Ivry adds that this middle position of psychology 
in the curriculum appears «to conflict ... with the claim made for the 
superiority of the science of the soul which Falaquera, following Averroes, 
makes just after his opening remarks on this science». Ivry explains that 
Falaquera begins his psychology «with a statement justifying the length of 
his treatment of the subject, [for] the science of the soul is very 
distinguishedii. A person should strive to know this subject more than 
others ... for through it one will know oneself and one's Creator». 
Falaquera, Ivry notes, «deviates from Aristotle to assert the superiority of 
the science of the soul specifically to the mathematical and physical 
sciences». Here, as Ivry shows, Falaquera follows Averroes and Averroes’ 
source Themistius who «expand upon Aristotle’s claim that the study of the 
soul would seem to make a great contribution to *truth as a whole'; saying, 
among other things, that ‘knowledge of the principles of every science is 


10 See M. ZONTA, La filosofia antica nel Medioevo ebraico, Brescia, 1996, pp. 208- 
210, and R. JospPE, «Shem-Tov ben Joseph Falaquera's De‘ot ha-Filosofim: Outline», in 
Harvey, Medieval Hebrew Encyclopedias, pp. 238-247. 

11 De‘ot ha-Filosofim, Parma MS Parmense 3156 (De Rossi 164), f. 148v. The text 
reads: NA 72100 emm Dom "n. 
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attained in this science’ 12. Falaquera modifies this sentence slightly, saying, 
‘the knowledge of the principles of every science is attained in that science 
through this science’»13. Ivry concludes, «In this manner Falaquera 
confirms ... the axiological preeminence of the science of the soul, despite 
its location in the Aristotelian corpus and its obvious dependence on the 
sciences which precede it»14. In other words, Falaquera, like Judah, adopts 
the traditional Aristotelian order, yet given the supreme importance of 
psychology and its utility for the study of other sciences, one might well 
imagine that it should be studied earlier in the curriculumiS. 

It thus should not come as a surprise that the author of the anonymous 
Ruah Hen, a very popular mid-thirteenth century encyclopedia in a 
nutshell, begins his composition with the study of the soul. Colette Sirat 
has studied this little book, which she dates around 1240 or several years 


before Judah’s Midrash ha-Hokhmah, and has pointed out that it does not 
follow the Aristotelian order, beginning instead with a study of the soul 
and the sources of knowledge. Sirat writes: 


The originality of the text can be seen in the arrangement of the chapters: chapters 1- 
6 cover the material of the De anima; chapters 7 and 8 more or less the material of 
De generatione et corruptione. Chapter 9 discusses matter and form and traces the 
road from the composition of the separate intellects to the divine non-composition, 
that is, the Unity of God. Chapters 10 and 11 are devoted to the ten Aristotelian 
categories. ... These chapters conclude with the demonstration of the non- 
corporeality of God16. 


12 Cfr. Aristotle, De anima I, 1 402a5; Themistius, An Arabic Translation of 
Themistius’ Commentary on Aristotle's De anima, ed. M.C. LvoNs, Thetford, Norfolk, 
1973, p. 1, line 12; and Averroes, Middle Commentary on Aristotle's De anima, ed. and 
trans. A.L. IVRY, Provo, Utah, 2002, p. 1, line 13. Averroes” text reads: ma'rifah mabádi' 
kull *ilm hiya häsilah fi hadhà al-‘ilm. 

13 De‘ ot ha-Filosofim, f. 148v. The text reads: naar? novo nan 22 manna ne 

monn Ww oy 

14 A. IvRY, «The Soul of the Hebrew Encyclopedists», in Harvey, Medieval Hebrew 
Encyclopedias, pp. 396-400. 

15 On the supreme importance of psychology for Falaquera, as expressed in other 
of his writings, see R. JosPE, Torah and Sophia, Cincinnati, 1988, pp. 189-194. 

16 C. Smar, A History of Jewish Philosophy in the Middle Ages, Cambridge, 1985, pp. 
231-232; and idem, «Le livre Rouah Hen», in Proceedings of the Sixth World Congress of 
Jewish Studies, vol. 3, Jerusalem, 1977, pp. 117-123, esp. p. 118. The Ruah Hen is far too 
modest to be considered an encyclopedia. Sirat, History, p. 231, accurately calls it a «little 
work of scientific popularization»; see further, idem, «Le livre Rouah Hen», pp. 117-118. 
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Sirat states that this plan evokes a passage in Alghazali’s Inzentions of 
the Philosophers to the effect that there are only two starting points for 
attaining knowledge of God: knowledge of the human soul and knowledge 
of the visible world!7. Alghazali’s Intentions, however, does itself not 
begin with psychology, but rather ends with it. In any event, Sirat herself 
notes that «no other Jewish or Arabic work of the time ... follows a plan 
analogous to the [Ruah Hen]»18. 

The other two well-known thirteenth-century encyclopedias, both 
from the end of the century well after Falaquera’s De ot ha-Filosofim, also 
part from the traditional Aristotelian order. The most popular of the 
thirteenth-century Hebrew encyclopedias, Sha'ar ha-Shamayim, was 
written by Gershom ben Solomon in the last quarter of the thirteenth 
centuryl9. James Robinson has shown that the structure of Gershom's 
encyclopedia is not based on the Aristotelian order, but rather on Samuel 
ibn Tibbon's interpretation of Jacob's ladder, where physics is followed by 
astronomy, and then metaphysics. His discussion of natural science does 
not follow the Aristotelian order, but—similar to that of Vincent of 
Beauvais’ Speculum naturale—follows the order of creation, moving from 
lower to higher. He thus begins, relying most on Aristotle's Meteorologica, 
with discussion of the four elements and the vapors, and then moving on 
to mineralogy, botany, and zoology. The section on natural science 
concludes with two chapters that parallel discussions in the Parva 
naturalia and a chapter on the soul and its faculties. This section is 
followed by a section on astronomy and a third section on metaphysics, 
which was never written or, at least, is no longer extant20. Despite the 


17 Sirat, History, p. 232; idem, «Le livre Rouah Hen», p. 118. 

18 Ibid., p. 118. 

19 On the dating, see M. Zonta «Mineralogy, Botany and Zoology in Medieval 
Hebrew Encyclopedias», Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 6 (1996) 277-278. See further, 
J.T. ROBINSON «Gershom ben Solomon’s Sha ‘ar ha-Shamayim: Its Sources and Use of 
Sources», in HARVEY, Medieval Hebrew Encyclopedias, pp. 250-251. 

20 On the structure of this encyclopedia, see Robinson, «Gershom ben Solomon's 
Sha‘ar ha-Shamayim», pp. 252-265; an outline of the book is presented on pp. 270-274. 
H.A. WOLFSON, in his well-known survey, «The Classification of Sciences in Mediaeval 
Jewish Philosophy», in I. TwERSKY and G.H. WILLIAMS (eds.), Harry A. Wolfson: Studies 
in the History of Philosophy and Religion, vol. 1, Cambridge, Mass., 1973, p. 524, points 
out that in some medieval classifications of the sciences, «certain phases of psychology, 
especially of the higher faculties of the soul, or human psychology par excellence, are 
included in metaphysics. In Aristotle, psychology is a part of physics, and so it is also 
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different order of Gershom’s encyclopedia, psychology once again has a 
position at the end of natural science. 

Finally, mention must be made of Levi ben Hayyim’s Livyat Hen, 
also written in the last quarter of the thirteenth century. This encyclopedia 
too has an unusual order, although it is difficult to classify as much of it, 
including all the parts on natural science, is no longer extant. However, in 
comparison with Levi’s much shorter rhymed encyclopedia, Battei ha- 
Nefesh ve-ha-Lehashim, it would seem that Levi’s discussion of 
psychology took place at the beginning of the book, although it is also 
possible it took place in the section on natural science21. 

These thirteenth century encyclopedias are useful for understanding 
the order in which the Jews of the time learned the sciences. In many 
instances these works were intended to provide all the science the reader 
would need, and likely often satisfied the reader’s thirst for knowledge. 
Resianne Fontaine has observed that Judah ben Solomon’s classification 
of the sciences «consists of a description of the scientific curriculum of his 
day and an enumeration of the books from which these sciences are to be 
studied»22. While this is certainly true, it must be recalled that the books 
which Judah referred to were, with few very recent exceptions, 
inaccessible to the Hebrew reader and thus science could not, much to the 
frustration of the scientifically-inclined Jews of the first half of the 
thirteenth century, be studied in this orderly fashion. In fact, Judah’s 
encyclopedia made possible in 1247 for the first time—however 
inadequately—the orderly study of Aristotelian natural science in Hebrew. 


treated by Avicenna and Algazali. The reason for the inclusion of the treatment of the 
higher faculties of the soul in metaphysics, or rather theology, is probably due to the close 
relation of the subject to the problems of religion». WOLFSON’s comments are well taken 
(see further, op. cit., pp. 522-524) and point to a fundamental reason for the great interest 
of Jewish thinkers in psychology. His claim, however, that Gershom includes «the entire 
subject of psychology under metaphysics» (see also pp. 513 and 522) is based on defective 
printed editions of Sha‘ar ha-Shamayim, and is mistaken. See ROBINSON, «Gershom ben 
Solomon’s Sha ‘ar ha-Shamayim», pp. 261 and 273-274. 

21 On the structure of Levi's two encyclopedias, see W.Z. Harvey, «Levi ben 
Abraham of Villefranche’s Controversial Encyclopedia», in HARVEY, Medieval Hebrew 
Encyclopedias, esp. pp. 171-177. 

22 FONTAINE, «Judah ben Solomon’s Midrash ha-Hokhmah», pp. 192-193. Cfr. 
similarly B. SEPTIMUS, Hispano-Jewish Culture in Transition, Cambridge, Mass., 1982, p. 
19: Midrash ha-Hokhmah «gives some sense of where the philosophical curriculum in 
Toledo was going». 
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Falaquera’s far more in-depth encyclopedia would probably have made 
possible for the first time an adequate grasp of the sciences, again 
following the Aristotelian order. In both works, psychology is studied 
where we would expect it to be. But how can we account for the unusual 
order of the Ruah Hen, which as we have seen begins with psychology? It 
is here that we can return to the anomalies of the translation movement 
referred to earlier. Actually ‘anomalies’ is not the correct word, as the De 
anima assumed a special status as amongst the first texts to be translated 
into Hebrew: the first short commentary by Averroes on a book of natural 
science to be translated into Hebrew was on the De anima; the first middle 
commentary by Averroes on a book of natural science to be translated into 
Hebrew was also on the De anima; and one of the first and only of 
Aristotle’s books to be translated directly into Hebrew was the De anima. 
Did the translators believe these books should or could be studied out of 
order and before say the Physica? Why did they begin with the De anima? 


II 


I have already referred to the great importance attached by the 
medievals to the science of the soul, exceeding even Aristotle’s high praise 
for the subject at the beginning of the De anima. Why wouldn’t the great 
importance of the subject and its special relevance for religious issues lead 
the translators to turn to it first? One colleague thus remarked to me, «Why 
is this so surprising? There was no greater Jewish Aristotelian scientist 
than Gersonides, and he begins his magnum opus, the Wars ofthe Lord, 
with a treatise on the soul and its immortality». This is true, but the 
problem is the break with order, rushing to one science before one is 
prepared or able to study it. In the case of Gersonides’ Wars and other such 
independent theologico-philosophical texts, the reader was expected to 
have already learned the sciences in their proper order. Gersonides 
specifically writes in his introduction that it is «without doubt essential 
that the reader of this book be familiar with the mathematical sciences, the 
natural sciences, and metaphysics ... [for] we shall assume as principles 
that which has been actually demonstrated in those sciences». Gersonides 
himself in the introduction speaks at length on the need for the student to 
follow the proper order of instruction, both in his own book and in the 
sciences, where «in one science there are things that precede in order and 
by nature other things, and [similarly] with respect to several sciences 


THE PLACE OF THE DE ANIMA IN THE ORDERLY STUDY OF PHILOSOPHY 687 


some precede in order and by nature others»23. Gersonides himself seems 
to have commented on Averroes’ commentaries on natural science, one 
book after another according to the Aristotelian order. Having said this, Is 
it not possible that some of the translators did not share Gersonides’ 
concern for order? Consider, for example, Shem-Tov ben Isaac of 
Tortosa’s explanation why he chose to translate Averroes’ Middle 
Commentary on the De anima. 


When I saw the great confusion among the peoples about the soul, who go each one 
in the name of its god [Micah 4:5], so that one says in this way and another says in 
that way [I Kings 22:20], and each one of them decrees that all the souls of their 
people have immortality and all other souls do not, and each opens his mouth wide, 
[speaking] without end in accordance with that upon which he has been brought up, 
and not according to the truth, 1 became envious of the arrogant [Ps 73:3] and 
determined ... to translate this book from Arabic to Hebrew in order to make known 
the opinions of the philosophers who differ on this matter to whomever God has given 
knowledge and understanding of the books and wisdom of our people, and to set him 
aright according to the opinion of Aristotle, the master of the philosophers ... And if 
I have done anything wrong in this for the sake of refuting the opinion of those who 
err on this matter [of the soul], I ask from God forgiveness and atonement24. 


Apparently it did not occur to Shem-Tov that his targeted reader might 
be thrown into even greater confusion by trying to understand the De 
anima before he knew anything about the Physica and the principles of 
natural science. As far as he was concerned, the people were confused 
about the soul, Aristotle got it right, and they needed to know the truth. 
This is his explanation for why he translated this text. 

But where Shem-Tov is not known as a translator of philosophical 
texts, but of medical texts, and may have had little knowledge of the rest 
of Aristotelian natural science, the same cannot be said for Zerahyah ben 
Isaac Hen and Moses ibn Tibbon. As for Zerahyah, he translated 
Aristotle’s De anima as part of a project to translate Aristotle’s books on 
natural science, presumably at the request of one Shabtai ben Solomon. In 
some cases he translated Aristotle, in some Averroes, and in one 
Themistius. Zerahyah did not preface his translation of the De anima or 


23 Gersonides, The Wars of the Lord, trans. S FELDMAN, vol. 1, Philadelphia, 1984, 
introduction, pp. 92-93 and 99-104. 

24 Trans. from Paris MS Bibliothèque Nationale héb 965, fol. 136v, and B. DINUR, 
Yisra’el ba-Golah, vol. Il, book 4, Tel-Aviv, 1969, p. 154, sec. 16. 
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provide any explanation for his choice of texts, but I believe his decision 
to translate Aristotle’s De anima was simply based on the texts at his 
disposal and the fact that Averroes’ Middle Commentary on the De anima 
had already been translated. Understanding why Moses ibn Tibbon 
translated Averroes’ Short Commentary on the De anima before the others 
on natural science and likewise the Middle Commentary on the De anima, 
is more difficult. Unfortunately Moses too did not write prefaces to these 
works and did not explain his motives. Did he believe the De anima should 
be read before the Physica? This is unlikely particularly in light of 
Averroes” introduction to his Short Commentary where he outlines 
knowledge that has been gained in the preceding books of natural science 
and that is necessary for the study of the soul. As Ivry has explained, «For 
Averroes here, it is only with this background of natural science in hand, 
including both physics and physiology, that one can proceed to the ultimate 
desideratum, to know whether the soul can be separate from the body, or 
not»25. On the other hand, such a view is not presented by Averroes in the 
Middle Commentary, where he begins, as we have already stated, by going 
beyond Aristotle in his praise of psychology and stating that knowledge of 
the principles of the other sciences is attained in it and, as Ivry puts it, that 
it is «in one way or another prior to them»26. Translators of the Middle 
Commentary in light of these statements in its opening pages could be 
excused for translating it first. Yet irrespective of the different pictures of 
the relation of psychology to the other natural sciences that emerge from 
the two commentaries, the simple fact is that in manuscript collections of 
the translations of both Averroes’ short commentaries and his middle 
commentaries on natural science, the order is invariably the traditional one 
with no consideration given to the year of translation. It is in this order that 
Averroes wanted them to be studied, and it is in this order that the Jewish 
successors of the faläsifah indeed learned natural science. 


Bar-Ilan University 


25 A.L. IVRY, «Averroes’ Short Commentary on Aristotle's De anima», Documenti 
e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 8 (1997) 523. 
26 Ibid., p. 524. 
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DIE LATEINISCHEN UBERSETZUNGEN DER 
RISALA FI ‘L-‘AQL AL-KINDIS 


Die Risala fi “1-“aql des Ya'qüb ibn Ishaq al-Kindi (gest. ca. 873) 
markiert den Beginn einer kontinuierlichen Auseinandersetzung mit der 
aristotelischen Erkenntnistheorie in arabischen Texten. Dementsprechend 


stellt die Risäla zwar einen eigenständigen Text dar, der aber — ähnlich wie 
seine lateinischen Übersetzungen — ganz im Kontext der 
Übersetzungsaktivitäten im frühabbasidischen Bagdad zu sehen ist. Neben 
der engen Verbindung von Interpretation und Übersetzung, Rezeption und 
Weiterentwicklung von philosophischen Konzepten kann eine Reihe von 
Parallelen zu den entsprechenden Tätigkeiten im späteren Toledo gezogen 


werden. Schon bei dem Kreis um Kindi würde es einen zu hohen Grad an 
Institutionalisierung implizieren, spräche man von einer Schule. Dies gilt 
ähnlich für Dominicus Gundissalinus, Gerhard von Cremona und die 
sogenannte «Schule von Toledo»!. Beide Kreise waren vielmehr von 


einzelnen Gelehrten sowie von Mäzenen — dem Kalifen al-Mu‘tasim bzw. 


1 G. ENDRESS, «The circle of al-Kindi. Early Arabic Translations from the Greek 
and the Rise of Islamic Philosophy» in D., R. KRUK (ed.), The Ancient Tradition in 
Christian and Islamic Hellenism, Studies on the Transmission of Greek Philosophy and 
Science dedicated to H.J. Drossaart Lulofs on his ninetieth birthday, Leiden, Research 
School CNWS, School of Asian, African and Amerindian Studies, 1997, pp. 43-76; D. 
GUTAS, Greek Thought, Arabic Culture, The Graeco-Arabic Translation Movement in 
Baghdad and Early ‘Abbasid Society (2nd-4th/Sth- 10th. centuries), London/New York, 
Routledge, 1998; Ch. BURNETT, «The Institutional Context of Arabic-Latin Translations of 
the Middle Ages: A Reassessment of the ‘School of Toledo’» in O. Wëss (ed.), 
Vocabulary of Teaching and Research between Middle Ages and Renaissance, Proceedings 
of the Colloquium London, Warburg Institute, 11-12 March 1994, Turnhout, Brepols, 1995, 
pp. 214-235; S.V. GONZALEZ, La escuela de traductores de Toledo en la historia del 
pensamiento, Toledo, Ayuntamiento de Toledo, 1998. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. J, pp. 689-701. 
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Erzbischof Raimundus — geprägt. Die Übersetzungs-techniken in beiden 
Kontexten weisen mit einer Zwischenstufe — dem Syrischen bzw. einer 
romanischen Sprache — ein weiteres wichtiges gemeinsames 
Charakteristikum auf. Nicht zuletzt stehen die beiden Kreise am Anfang 
einer langen Rezeptionsgeschichte und hatten damit zuerst mit bestimmten 
terminologischen Problemen mit zum Teil starken systematischen 
Implikationen zu tun. Sie lösten diese Schwierigkeiten auf jeweils 
charakteristische Weise und prägten damit die weitere philosophische 
Auseinandersetzung. 

Die Risäla fi ‘l-‘agl des «Philosophen der Araber» bewegt sich im 
Spannungsfeld der von den spätantiken Kommentatoren des Aristoteles 
entwickelten Interpretationen2, der Gleichsetzung des aktiven Intellekts 
mit dem göttlichen Wesen durch Alexander von Aphrodisias, dem Ersten 
Intellekt als schöpferischem Prinzip bei Plotin und den Neoplatonikern auf 
der einen Seite und der Internalisierung des aktiven Intellekts als 
menschliches Spezifikum durch Themistios und Johannes Philoponus auf 
der anderen Seite. Fragen der Differenzierung des Intellekts, internen bzw. 
externen Verortung in Hinblick auf den Menschen, schöpferischen 
Tätigkeit, Individualität oder Kollektivität bzw. Universalität der 
menschlichen Seelen oder Intellekte prägten schon früh eine Diskussion, 
die über Jahrhunderte währte. Kindi hat sich in seiner Intellektepistel nicht 
mit der Klarheit geäußert, die moderne Interpreten sich heute wünschen 
würden. Parallelen zu vielen spätantiken Kommentatoren können gezogen 
werden, wobei sich auch immer wieder größere oder kleinere 
Unterschiede feststellen lassen. Schließlich ist sein Gesamtwerk zu 
heterogen, als daß man hier durch Bezugnahme auf andere Texte eine 
deutliche Position rekonstruieren Könnte. 


2 Ausführlich zu der inhaltlichen Bewertung: J. JOLIVET, L'intellect selon Kindi, 
Leiden, Brill, 1971. Dazu die Rezension von G. ENDRESS, in: Zeitschrift der deutschen 
morgenländischen Gesellschaft 130/2 (1980) 422-235; R.RAMON GUERRERO, La recepciön 
ärabe del De Anima de Aristoteles: al-Kindi y al-Farabi, Madrid, 1992. Vgl. auch H. 
DAVIDSON, Alfarabi, Avicenna and Averroes on Intellect: their Cosmologies, Theories of 
Active Intellect, and Theories of Human Intellect, New York/Oxford, Oxford University 
Press, 1993, pp. 15-18, 27-29, 41-43; P. ADAMSON, «Before Essence and Existence: al- 
Kindi’s Conception of Being», Journal of the History of Philosophy 40/3 (2002) 297-312. 
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Dem Text Kindis war — wie seinem Gesamtwerk — in der arabischen 
Tradition kein großer Erfolg beschert. Zwar stand er am Anfang einer 
langwährenden Diskussion über die Möglichkeiten und Struktur 
menschlicher Erkenntnis, wurde aber von späteren Philosophen kaum 
explizit rezipiert3. Entsprechend fällt es heute schwer zu rekonstruieren, auf 
welchen Wegen die Intellekt-Risäla Kindis und auch andere seiner Texte 
nach Spanien gelangt sein könnten. Eine Station könnte der jüdische 
Philosoph Isaak Israeli dargestellt haben, dessen Werk in starkem Maße die 
Konzepte Kindis widerspiegelt4. Auch wenn Kindi im lateinischen Westen 
also niemals den Rang des «Kommentators» Averroes oder Avicennas 
eingenommen hat, zählte ihn Girolamo Cardano 1550 nicht grundlos zu 
den 12 bedeutendsten Vertretern der wissenschaft-lichen Disziplinen5. Die 
Philosophie al-Kindis war allerdings nicht Gegenstand der Rezeption 
arabischer Wissenschaft in der Renaissance. Dort tritt er vor allem als 
Mathematiker und Wetter- bzw. Himmel-kundiger in Erscheinung. 

Während die direkte arabische Vorlage der beiden lateinischen 
Übersetzungen der Intellekt-Risäla heute verloren ist, wurden letztere 
erstmals 1897 von Albino Nagy herausgegebenó, noch bevor die einzige 
arabische Handschrift des Textes von Helmut Ritter in Istanbul entdeckt 
wurde. Die eine Version — denn man sollte in diesem Fall eher von 
Versionen oder Fassungen denn von Übersetzungen sprechen -, die den 
Titel De Ratione trägt, ist von Nagy entsprechend der Überschrift in der 
Pariser Handschrift BN 6443 («Verbum Jacob alkin de intentione 
antiquorum in ratione, translatum a magistro Gerardo cremonensi») 


3 Eine Ausnahme ist die Gruppe in Isfahan, die seine Schrift über die 
Wiedererinnerung. der Seele aufnahm. Vgl. G. ENDRESS, «Al-Kindi über die 
Wiedereinnerung der Seele. Arabischer Platonismus und die Legitimation der - 
Wissenschaften im Islam», Oriens 34 (1994) 174-221. 

4 Vgl. A. ALTMANN, S. STERN, Isaac Israeli, A Neoplatonic Philospher of the Early 
Tenth Century, His Works Translated and an Outline of his Philosophy, Oxford, Oxford 
University Press, 1958. 

5 Ch. BURNETT, «Al-Kindi in the Renaissance» in P. BLUM (ed.), Sapientiam 
amemus, Humanismus und Aristotelismus in der Renaissance, Festschrift für Eckhard 
Keßler zum 60. Geburtstag, München, Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 1998, pp. 13-30. 

6 A. NAGY, Die philosophischen Abhandlungen des Ja'qub ben Ishaq ol Kindt, 
Münster, Verlag der Aschendorffschen Buchhandlung, 1897. 
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Gerhard von Cremona zugeschrieben worden. Als Übersetzer der anderen 
Version mit dem Titel De Intellectu vermutete der Editor Johannes 
Hispalensis, der unter Mitwirkung von Dominicus Gundissalinus auch den 
Liber introductorius in artem logicae demonstrationis der Lauteren 
Briider hervorgebracht haben sollte, da das De Intellectu «sich in den 
Handschriften unter anderen Werken desselben Verfassers befindet, und 
weil die freieren, korrekteren Ziige des Stils und des Gebrauchs der 
lateinischen Sprache auf die obengenannten spanischen Gelehrten» — also 
Johannes Hispalensis und Dominicus Gundissalinus — «schließen 
lassen»7. Auch die Zuschreibung der De Ratione - Fassung an Gerhard 
untermauerte Nagy durch einen Vergleich mit anderen Texten, da «manche 
Stellen» des De Ratione «fast wörtlich in der Gerhard' schen Übersetzung 
von de somno et visione wiedergegeben sind»8. 

Es sollte exakt ein halbes Jahrhundert dauern, bis diese 
Übersetzungen mitsamt der Zuschreibung Nagys einer kritischen 
Betrachtung unterzogen wurden. Manuel Alonso Alonso nahm die beiden 
Versionen in seinem Aufsatz über die Übersetzungen des Dominicus 
Gundissalinus? als Ausgangspunkt, um aufgrund von signifikanten 
terminologischen Differenzen nicht nur die zweite Version (also De 
Intellectu) Gundissalinus zuzuschreiben, sondern — darauf aufbauend — 
auch die lateinischen Übersetzungen der Texte über den Intellekt von 
Alexander von Aphrodisias und Färäbi. Im Kern der Argumentation 
Alonsos stand die in der Tat sehr auffällige Übersetzung von ‘ag! mit ratio 
in der Gerhard-Version bzw. mit intellectus in der Gundissalinus-Version. 
Diese unterschiedliche Terminologie fällt bereits in den beiden 
lateinischen Übersetzungen — und hier muß von zwei Übersetzungen die 
Rede sein — des Kitab ihsa’ al-‘ulum Färäbis auf. Hier wird ebenfalls die 
eine Übersetzung aufgrund der Überschrift in zwei Handschriften («Liber 
Alpharabii de scientiis translatus a magistro Girardo Cremonensi in 
Toleto, de arabico in latinum, cuius in eo haec sunt verba») Gerhard von 
Cremona zugeschrieben und ist überdies in dem Schriftenverzeichnis 
enthalten, das seine Schüler nach dem Tod des Meisters 1187 erstellten10. 


7 Ibid., p. XV. 

8 Ibid., p. XV. 

9 «Traducciones del Arcediano Domingo Gundisalvo», al-Andalus 12 (1947) 295-338. 

10 Zu dem Schriftenverzeichnis vgl. Ch. BURNETT, «The Coherence of the Arabic- 
Latin Translation Program in Toledo in the Twelfth Century», Science in Context 14 (2001) 
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Dieses Schriftenverzeichnis ist jedoch im Kontext der Intellekttexte nur 
von begrenztem Wert, da keine einzige Übersetzung von einem Text zu 
diesem Thema aufgeführt ist. Nichtsdestotrotz wurden bislang keine 
Zweifel daran geäußert, daß die De Ratione-Version der Risäla fi ‘l-‘aql 
Kindis tatsächlich von Gerhard stammt. Vor allem bei dem Text Färäbis — 
weniger bei dem des Alexander von Aphrodisias — bestehen allerdings bis 
auf den heutigen Tag unterschiedliche Ansichten darüber, wem die 
lateinische Übersetzung zuzuschreiben istll. Alonso datierte die 
Gundissalinus-Übersetzung des De Scientiis auf bis 1150, während die 
Übersetzung Gerhards erst 1175 oder später entstanden sein soll. Schließt 
man auch hier von De Scientiis auf De Ratione bzw. De Intellectu, kann 
man mit Alonso davon ausgehen, daß Gerhard die Version des 
Gundissalinus nicht nur kannte, sondern auch korrigieren wollte. 

Die Ansicht, daß Gerhard sehr wörtlich übersetzte, das Arabische 
nicht richtig verstand und Arabismen aufnahm, so daß ungeschickte 
lateinische Konstruktionen zustande kamen, ist von der Forschung immer 
wieder bekräftigt worden. Anhand eines Vergleichs des griechischen 
Textes von De caelo et mundo mit der lateinischen Übersetzung Gerhards 
analysierte beispielsweise Ilona Opelt dessen Übersetzungstechnik. In 
diesem direkten Vergleich schnitt die lateinische Übersetzung sehr 
schlecht ab. So attestierte Opelt Gerhard einen «eigentümlich 
schwerfälligen formelgesättigten Stil (...), dessen unlateinische 
Wendungen (...) arabischen Sprachgeist widerzuspiegeln scheinen»12. 


249-288. In seiner Edition des Werkverzeichnisses listet Burnett auf: «Liber Alfarabii de 
scientiis». 

11 Serafin Vegas González schreibt die Übersetzung des Textes von Färäbi über den 
Intellekt als wahrscheinlich («probable») Gerhard zu, die des Alexander von Aphrodisias 
aber Gundissalinus (La escuela de traductores, p. 67). Marie-Thérèse d’Alverny scheint 
alle drei Ubersetzungen Gundissalinus zuzuschreiben («Translations and Translators» in 
R. BENSON, G. CONSTABLE (eds.), Renaissance and Renewal in the Twelfth Century, 
Toronto u.a. 1982, pp. 421-462, hier pp. 451f.). Charles Bumett nimmt eine gemeinsame 
Vorlage für die beiden Versionen der Übersetzung der Risäla fi ‘I-‘aqi al-Kindis an: «The 
two versions appear to derive from the same translation, and differ mainly in terminology.» 
(al-Kindi in the Renaissance, p. 14, n. 6.). 

12 I OreLr, «Zur Übersetzungstechnik des Gerhard von Cremona», Glotta 38 
(1959) 135-170, hier p. 136. Vergleichende Wortlisten hat Pier Paolo Ruffinengo angelegt 
(«Al-Kindi. Suil'Intelletto. Sul Sonno e la Visione», Medioevo: Rivista di storia della 
filosofia medievale (Padova) 23 (1997) 337-394). 
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Exemplarisch soll hier eine Stelle behandelt werden, in der Kindi die 
Konzeption des Aristoteles von dem erworbenen Intellekt (*agl mustafad) 
behandelt13. Er unterscheidet dabei grundlegend die Identität von 
Wahrgenommenem und Wahrnehmendem in der Seele und ihre Nicht- 
Identität in der Materie. Der arabische Text leitet die Wiedergabe der 
Meinung des Aristoteles ein mit den Worten «wa-ka-dàlika yumattil al- 
‘aql». In syntaktischer Hinsicht folgt die Gundissalinus-Version dieser 
Vorlage, gibt das Subjekt des Verbs aber explizit an: «et similiter 
exemplificauit Aristoteles intellectum». Gerhard formuliert dem 
gegenüber nominal und ohne Angabe einer Autoritàt: «Et similiter 
exemplum rationis...». Der explizite Verweis auf Aristoteles durch die 
Gundissalinus-Version ist symptomatisch: Zu Beginn des Textes geben 
beide Versionen — wie der arabische Text — die Namen von Platon und 
Aristoteles als in diesem Zusammenhang entscheidenden Autoritäten an, 
bemerkenswerterweise in jeweils umgekehrter Form. Im arabischen Text 
heißt es über die alten Griechen: «min ahmadihim Aristälis wa- 
mu'allimuhú Falátun al-hakim». Gundissalinus kündigt eine Darstellung 
«secundum sententiam Platonis et Aristotelis» an. Gerhard verspricht, der 
Text sei «enuntiantem sententiam Aristotelis et Platonis». Er erwähnt die 
beiden Autoritäten aber gleich ein zweites Mal in dem darauf folgenden 
Satz, ganz dem arabischen Text folgend: «sermoni Platonis et sermoni 
discipuli eius Aristotelis est...». Gundissalinus hat hingegen ein schlichtes 
«sententia eorum est», ohne daß noch einmal explizit auf die 
Übereinstimmung der beiden verwiesen werden würde, wie dies im 
arabischen Text der Fall ist: «id kana häsil qaul Aflatun fi dalika qaula 
tilmidihi Aristälis». Dies entspricht ganz der Vorgehensweise der beiden 
Übersetzer in De Scientiis. Wie Alexander Fidora festgestellt hat, 
vermeidet Gundissalinus dort entsprechend seiner Ankündigung in De 
immortalitate animae bewußt die Bezugnahme auf Platon und stellt 
vielmehr an mehreren Stellen Aristoteles voranl4. 


13 Arabischer Text: M. Abii Rida (ed.), Rasd’il al-Kindi al-falsafiya, Kairo, 2 Bde. 
1369/1950- 1373/1953, hies Bde. I, p. 335, 1. 9 - p. 356, 1. 4. Lateinische Texte: Ed. Nagy: 
Gerhard- Version: p. 4, 11. 5-12; Gundissalinus- Version: p. 5, ll. 5-14. 

14 A. FIDORA, Die Wissen-Schaftstherie des Dominicus Gundissalinus- 
Voranssetzunggen und konsequenzer des zweiter anfang der aristotelischen Philophie im 
12. Jahrhundert, Berlin 2003, p. 176. 
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Entsprechend heißt es später bei Gundissalinus über den vierten 
Intellekt in der Zählung Kindis: «hunc intellectum assimilauit Aristoteles 
sensui», während Gerhard übersetzt: «est assimilatio rationis cum sensu». 
Gundissalinus folgt also syntaktisch dem Arabischen, das aber — wie 
Gerhard — keine Autorität explizit benennt: «wa-huwa yumattil al-‘aql 
bi’l-hiss». 

Kindi arabicus leitet nun die auf Aristoteles’ Lehren basierende 
Unterscheidung einer materiellen, dem Sinn zugeordneten Form von einer 
solchen, die keine Materie hat und dem Intellekt unterstellt ist, 
folgenderweise ein: «fa-innahu yaqülu inna as-süra süratän». 
Entsprechend heißt es bei Gerhard wörtlich: «dixit enim quod forma est 
duae formae». Bei Gundissalinus findet sich emeut das Subjekt von dixit 
explizit benannt: «dixit enim Aristoteles quod...». 

In der Passage über die Identität von Wahrgenommenem und 
Wahrnehmendem in der Seele bzw. ihrer Nicht-Identität in der Materie 
heißt es im arabischen Kindi: «fa-idan al-mahsüs fi ‘n-nafs huwa al-häss». 
Sehr wörtlich ist wieder die Übersetzung Gerhards: «Sensatum igitur in 
anima est sentiens». Die Gundissalinus-Version lautet genauso, nur daß 
der Text hier weitergeht: «... secundum quod est in anima, sicut dixit 
Aristoteles». Dies ist die einzige Stelle, an der die Nennung des Aristoteles 
durch Gundissalinus komplett neu eingefügt wird, während der arabische 
Text an den anderen Stellen implizit durch ein Verb ohne explizite 
Aufführung des Subjekts auf ihn verwiesen hat. 

Diese Explizierung findet sich in zwei Fällen auch im De Intellectu 
Alexanders von Aphrodisias (gegenüber acht Stellen, an denen im 
arabischen und lateinischen Text Aristoteles explizit genannt wird und 
keiner Nennung nur im arabischen Text), sowie an einer Stelle im De 
Intellectu Färäbis. Man kann aber für den vorliegenden Text auch nicht 
davon ausgehen, daß Gundissalinus den arabischen Text auf Grundlage 
seiner eigenen Kenntnisse des Aristoteles korrigiert hätte. Explizite 
Verweise auf andere Texte sind nicht zu finden, und auch keine Einschübe, 
die eine implizite Bezugnahme darstellen könnten. È 

Dieser Unterschied ist dennoch aufschlußreich für weitere 
Überlegungen zu dem Verhältnis der beiden lateinischen Versionen, ihrer 
Entstehungsgeschichte und der Arbeitsweise der beiden Übersetzer 
insgesamt. Sollen wir davon ausgehen, daß Gerhard die Gundissalinus- 
Version korrigieren wollte, dann müssen wir auch annehmen, daß er den 
Namen des Aristoteles bewußt herausgestrichen bzw. wieder 


696 ANNA AYSE AKASOY 


herausgestrichen hat. Eine andere bzw. zusätzliche Hypothese könnte eine 
gemeinsame lateinische Vorlage — wie der arabische Text — ohne 
Aristoteles-Nennung sein, in die Gundissalinus die Autorität später 
eingefügt hati5. 

Der erste Satz der Passage über die Verbindung der Seele mit der 
materielosen Form lautet bei Gundissalinus und Gerhard nun so 
unterschiedlich, daß man tatsächlich eher von zwei Übersetzungen als von 
zwei Versionen sprechen könnte. Zunächst heißt es im arabischen Text: 
«fa‘inna an-nafs ida baSarat al-‘aql». Gundissalinus übersetzt sehr 
wörtlich: «scilicet quod anima cum apprehendit intellectum». Bei Gerhard 
hingegen finden wir eine gänzlich andere Formulierung, wobei die 
einleitenden Worte noch einmal zitiert werden müssen: «Et similiter 
exemplum rationis in anima quando apparet ratio». Abgesehen von der 
unterschiedlichen Wortwahl liegt auch eine vollkommen andere 
syntaktische Konstellation vor, die nicht ohne philosophische 
Implikationen sein dürfte. Bei Gerhard ist es nicht — wie im arabischen 
Text und der Gundissalinus-Version — die Seele, welche sich — aktiv - den 
Intellekt aneignet, Agens ist vielmehr der Intellekt, welcher sich in der 
Seele einstellt. 

Bei einem Wortvergleich ist schon das Verb, mit dem das Verhältnis 
zwischen Seele und Intellekt im Arabischen wiedergegeben wird, also 
basara, bemerkenswert. Der Begriff taucht an drei Stellen auf neben dem 
viermal verwendeten afäda und dem dreimal verwendeten istafäda (meist 
Partizip Aktiv oder Passiv). Darüber hinaus benutzt Kindi im letzten 
Viertel seines Textes mit der zusammenfassenden Auflistung der Intellekte 
die Begriffe igtanã und qunya, ohne daß ein systematischer Unterschied 
zu den anderen Verben deutlich werden würde. Weder Gundissalinus noch 
Gerhard, die an keiner einzigen der insgesamt 16 Stellen den arabischen 
Begriff mit demselben lateinischen Wort übersetzen, haben hier eine 
einheitliche Terminologie. Dies trifft insbesondere auf Gundissalinus zu: 
er übersetzt afäda an zwei Stellen mit apprehendere, an zwei anderen 
allerdings mit attribuere. Apprehendere steht auch an zwei Stellen für 
basara, das an der dritten Stelle allerdings mit respicere übersetzt wird. 
Für igtanã bzw. qunya wählt Gundissalinus einmal adquirere und viermal 
adeptus bzw. adeptio, wobei dieses Wort zuvor auch schon für mustafäd 


15 So scheint es Burnett (al-Kindf in the Renaissance, p. 14, n. 6) zu vermuten. 
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gebraucht wurde. Bei Gerhard läßt sich ein wenig mehr Einheitlichkeit 
beobachten, insofern er in den ersten drei Vierteln vor allem den Begriff 
adquirere bzw. das Partizip adquisitus verwendet (acht Stellen), und nur 
einmal apparere — nämlich in der hier behandelten Passage. Im letzten 
Viertel übersetzt er mit recondere (einmal) und reposuere bzw. repositio 
(viermal) entsprechend der unterschiedlichen Wortwahl im Arabischen. 
Man kann sich hier vorstellen, daß Gerhard mit Hilfe des arabischen 
Textes die uneinheitliche Terminologie des Gundissalinus korrigieren 
wollte. 

Alonso hatte bereits mit Blick auf De Scientiis die häufige 
Verwendung von adquirere durch Gerhard festgestellt, während 
Gundissalinus an den entsprechenden Stellen andere Begriffe verwenden 
würdel6. Dies bringt jedoch die Zuschreibung der Übersetzung beiden 
Intellekttexte von Alexander und Färäbi an Gundissalinus ins Wanken, da 
an der Intellekt-Risala Färäbis gerade die Verwendung von acquirere 
besonders auffällig ist. 

Die hier ebenfalls zu beobachtende konsequent unterschiedliche 
Übersetzung von “agl galt bei Alonso als zentrales Argument für die 
Zuschreibung des De Intellectu an Gundissalinus. In der Tat findet sich bei 
Gerhard an 46 Stellen der Begriff ratio bzw. ein damit verwandter Begriff, 
aber kein einziges Mal intellectus. Umgekehrt finden wir kein ratio bei 
Gundissalinus, aber an 50 Stellen inzellectus oder einen damit verwandten 
Begriff!7. Dieser Sprachgebrauch spricht in der Tat für Gundissalinus als 
Übersetzer Alexanders und Färäbis, da in beiden ausschließlich von dem 
intellectus, nicht aber von ratio die Rede ist. 

Kindi — und mit ihm die beiden Übersetzer — geben nun eine 
Definition jenes Intellekts. So heißt es im arabischen Text: «a‘ni as-suwar 
allati la hayülä lahä wa-lä fantäsiyä». Die Übersetzung bei Gundissalinus 
ist auch hier wieder ein wenig wörtlicher: «scilicet formam quae non habet 
materiam nec phantasiam». Gerhard erläutert zu seiner ratio: «siue forma, 
cui non est materia». Beide lateinische Versionen übersetzen den 
arabischen Plural suwar mit einem Singular: forma. Ohne die in Spanien 


16 Traducciones del Arcediano, pp. 312-313. 

17 Die höhere Zahl erklärt sich u.a. dadurch, daß Gundissalinus — in Anlehnung an 
De sensu ei sensato bzw. die beiden Intellekttexte von Alexander von Aphrodisias und 
Färäbi — von De Intellectu et intellecto spricht. 
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kursierende arabische Vorlage der Kindi-Risäla kann nur spekuliert 
werden, daß erst die lateinische Übersetzung aus den suwar eine forma 
gemacht hat. Angesichts der optischen Ähnlichkeit von suwar und süra ist 
eine zufällige Änderung in der arabischen Überlieferung auch keineswegs 
ausgeschlossen. Die Übereinstimmung der beiden Versionen in diesem 
Fall spricht allerdings erneut dafür, daß es sich nicht um unabhängig 


voneinander entstandene Übersetzunge handelt. . 
Im arabischen Text geht es nun weiter mit der Art der Verbindung 


jener Formen mit der Seele. Es heißt also von den suwar: «ittahadat bi’n- 
nafs a‘ni annahä känat mauëüda fi ‘n-nafs bi'l-fi^». Beide lateinischen 
Versionen weisen bei der Wiedergabe dieser Formulierung einen hohen 
Grad an Übereinstimmung auf. So heißt es bei Gundissalinus von der 
forma: «et unitur cum anima tunc est in anima in effectu». Bei Gerhard 
liest sich: «et unitur cum anima, scilicet fit inuenta in anima actu». Der 
dritte wesentliche, wenn auch nicht konsequente Unterschied zwischen 
der Gundissalinus- und der Gerhard-Version ist die Übersetzung des 
arabischen bi’J-fi‘l: An 19 Stellen wird dies bei Gerhard mit in actu bzw. 
ähnlichen Formulierungen wiedergegeben. Nur an einer einzigen Stelle in 
der einleitenden Aufzählung heißt es, die Vernunft gehe de potentia ad 
effectum. Anders bei Gundissalinus: Zwar liest sich an 6 Stellen actu bzw. 
in actu. Weitaus häufiger jedoch — an 15 Stellen — steht in effectu oder eine 
verwandte Formulierung. Auch dies entspricht den Übersetzungen der 
Texte von Alexander und Farabi. 

Der Satz endet schließlich mit einer weiteren Erklärung zu den 
Formen, die sich mit der Seele verbinden: «wa-qad känat mauguda qabla 
dalika là maugúda fiha bi’1-fi°l bal bi'l-quwa». Wie der arabische Wortlaut 
die vorausgehende Formulierung aufnimmt, läßt sich dies auch in den 
beiden lateinischen Versionen finden. Bei Gundissalinus liest sich 
folgende Formulierung: «quae non erat antae in anima in effectu sed in 
potentia». Bei Gerhard heißt es: «cum iam fuerit in anima non inuenta actu 
immo potentia». Stellen wie diese mögen nahelegen, daß Gerhard und 
Gundissalinus unabhängig voneinander übersetzt haben. Denn obwohl 
beide Formulierungen gegenüber dem Arabischen recht wörtlich sind, 
weichen sie voneinander doch stark ab. Eine systematische Analyse des 
gesamten Korpus von Gerhards Übersetzungen im Vergleich zu einer 
ebensolchen von Gundissalinus Übersetzungen zusammen mit einer 
besseren Rekonstruktion der Arbeitsmethoden der beiden Übersetzer wäre 
notwendig, um für Stellen wie diese einschätzen zu können, ob Gerhard — 
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sollte er tatsächlich die Gundissalinus-Version mit Hilfe der arabischen 
Textes korrigiert haben — sich aus stilistischen oder auch philosophisch- 
inhaltlichen Gründen für eine andere Formulierung entschieden hat. 

Wir kommen abschließend zu einer Schlüsselstelle für die 
philosophische Konzeption Kindis. Im arabischen Text lautet diese: «fa- 
hadihi ‘s-süra allati la hayüla lana wa-lä fantasiya hiya al‘aql al-mustafad 
li’n-nafs min al-“agal al-auwal alladi huwa nau’iyat al-aSyä’ allati hiya 
bi'l-fi'l abadan». Hier sind die beiden lateinischen Versionen — ähnlich 
wie dies bei dem größten Teil des Textes der Fall ist — sowohl 
untereinander als auch dem arabischen Text sehr ähnlich. Zunächst sei 
Gerhard zitiert: «Haec igitur forma, quae materiam non habet neque 
phantasiam, est ratio adquisita animae ex ratione prima, quae est 
specialitas rerum, quae est actu semper». Die Version des Gundissalinus 
hat demgegenüber einen weiteren entscheidenden Unterschied: «Haec 
igitur forma, quae iam materiam non habet nec phantasiam, est intellectus 
adeptus animae ab intelligentia prima, quae est specialitas rerum, quae est 
in actu semper». Gundissalinus übersetzt “agl also nicht alleine mit 
intellectus, sondern differenziert zwischen intellectus und intelligential8. 
Während der intellectus eine Größe im Menschen ist, ist die intelligentia 
der äußere transzendente Intellekt. Gerade in der Wortwahl dieser Passage 
liegt ein starkes interpretatives Moment. Da das Arabische — wie das 
Griechische — nur einen Begriff kennt, wird in dem arabischen Kindi nicht 
deutlich, welcher Unterschied für “ag! und “agl angenommen werden soll, 
bzw. welcher Status für den einen oder anderen. 


ERGEBNIS 


Zwar kónnen sich die meisten von Alonsos terminologischen 
Argumenten für die Zuschreibung des De Intellectu an Gundissalinus auf 
Grundlage eines entsprechenden Vergleichs der Übersetzungen des Kitäb 
ihsa’ al-“ulúm nur bestätigen lassen, seine weitergehende Unterscheidung 
läßt sich aber auf diesen Text kaum übertragen. Was sich anhand einer 
ausgewählten Passage des Textes zeigen ließ, könnte man auch für den 


18 Vgl. u.a. J. JoLIVET,: «Intellect et intelligence. Note sur la tradition arabo-latin 
des 12e et 13e siécles» in: S. Nasr (ed.), Mélanges offerts à Henri Corbin, Teheran 1977, 
681-702. 
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Rest durchexerzieren, ohne zu einem anderen Ergebnis zu kommen: 
Vergleicht man die Lange der beiden lateinischen Versionen, ist die des 
Gundissalinus linger, wobei der Unterschied recht marginal ist. 
Auslassungen, die wie in De Scientiis die Übersetzung des Gundissalinus 
den halben Umfang der Gerhard-Ubersetzung erreichen lieBen, lassen sich 
hier nicht feststellen. Auf der Wortebene konnen ebenfalls keine 
Unterschiede festgestellt werden, die auf eine Tendenz bei dem einen oder 
anderen Übersetzer hinweisen würden, dergestalt etwa, daß Gerhard 
wortwortlich übersetzt, Gundissalinus sich aber den einen oder anderen — 
möglicherweise redundant erscheinenden — Begriff sparen oder präziser 
übersetzen würde. Auf syntaktischer Ebene weichen die beiden Versionen 
nur in wenigen Fällen voneinander ab, ohne daß sich eine 
Gesetzmäßigkeit feststellen ließe. An einigen Stellen beläßt Gerhard zwei 
auf derselben Stufe befindliche arabische Begriffe, während 
Gundissalinus einem der beiden Begriffe eine neue syntaktische Position 
zuweist. An anderen Stellen formuliert Gundissalinus dem arabischen Text 
entsprechend verbal, während Gerhard eine nominale Formulierung wählt. 

Als bedeutende systematische Unterschiede sind die explizite 
Nennung des Aristoteles durch Gundissalinus und seine Differenzierung 
zwischen intellectus und intelligentia ins Auge gefallen. Letztere ist der 
einzige Fall, in dem der Übersetzer erheblich interpretierend in den 
arabischen Text eingreift. Eine solche Änderung setzt eine gewisse 
Vertrautheit mit der Intellektproblematik voraus, die auch eine Kenntnis 
der Differenzierung des Intellekts und den jeweiligen philosophischen 
Implikationen umfaßt. Sie ist damit für die Frage der Rezeption und 
Weiterentwicklung arabischer Philosophie von kaum zu überschätzender 
Bedeutung. Hier findet sich auch die Tendenz bestätigt, die Alonso für De 
Scientiis beschrieben hatte, daß nämlich Gundissalinus der souveränere 
Übersetzer ist, der interpretierend und erklärend in seine arabische Vorlage 
eingreift. 

Auch bei der Nennung des Aristoteles handelt es sich wohl kaum um 
einen Zufall noch um eine einfache Explikation der bereits im Arabischen 
vorhandenen Verbformen. Vielmehr können wir von einer bewußten 
Bezugnahme ausgehen, die Aufschlüsse über das Selbstverständnis des 
Gundissalinus als Übersetzer und Philosoph gibt. Eine Bezugnahme auf 
andere Texte des Aristoteles oder anderer Autoren — wie in De Scientiis — 
können wir im Fall dieses Textes allerdings nicht feststellen. 

Vieles spricht dafür, daß die beiden Versionen auf die eine oder andere 


DIE LATEINISCHEN ÜBERSETZUNGEN DER RISALA 701 


Weise voneinander abhängig sind. Mehrere Hypothesen sind dabei 
möglich, von einer gemeinsamen lateinischen Vorlage bis zu einer 
Verwendung der Gundissalinus-Version durch Gerhard. Wenn man — wie 
Alonso für De Scientiis — davon ausgeht, daß Gerhard die Gundissalinus- 
Version korrigiert hat, sollten wir allerdings auch hinter jeder Abweichung 
eine bewußte Änderung vermuten. Eine genaue vergleichende Analyse der 
Übersetzungsmethoden beider Personen auf Grundlage aller 
Übersetzungen wie aller eigenen Werke steht noch aus, ist aber für eine 
sichere Zuschreibung, wie für eine weitere Interpretation philosophischer 
Implikationen unerläßlich. 
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AVGVSTINVS HIPPONENSIS 


JEAN-LUC SOLERE 


DES IMAGES SANS IMAGINATION (LE LEXIQUE DE 
L’IMAGE CHEZ S. AUGUSTIN) 


C’est peu de dire que le théme de l’image est central chez S. Augustin. 
Depuis l'Image première qu'est le Verbe de Dieu, la création s'effectue par 
mode d’exemplarisme et participation, et le monde est un ensemble 
d’images — au sens exact de ce terme, car une image est une ressemblance 
(similitudo), mais qui doit de plus procéder d'un modèle par dérivationl. 
Les créatures portent ainsi les traces ou empreintes (vestigia) de Dieu. De 
plus, certaines d’entre elles, les choses sensibles, laissent leurs traces, 
similitudes ou images en nous qui les percevons. C’est 4 ces derniéres 
seulement que nous allons ici nous intéresser. Deux faits méritent d’étre 
mis particuliérement en lumiére. Pour désigner ces images psychiques, les 
auteurs latins chrétiens en général, et Augustin tout spécialement, ont usé 
d’une terminologie (phantasia, phantasma, imaginatio, etc.) qui existait 
certes déja, mais qui n’avait pas cette fréquence et cette importance dans 
la littérature paienne romaine. L’essor du vocabulaire philosophique de 
l'imaginaire en latin semble ainsi lié à celui de la pensée chrétienne. En 
revanche, notre étude lexicale nous conduira à mettre en doute qu'il existe 
réellement, d'aprés Augustin, quelque chose comme une faculté 


1 «Omnis imagi similis est ei cujus imago est; nec tamen omne quod simile est 
alicui, etiam imago est ejus (...) si alter ex altero natus non est, nullus eorum imago alterius 
dici potest. Imago enim tunc est, cum de aliquo exprimitur» (De Genesi ad litteram 
imperfectus liber, 16, CSEL t. 28-1 [les ceuvres d' Augustin sont citées d'aprés le Corpus 
Christianorum, Series Latina (CCSL), Brepols, Turnhout, ou le Corpus Scriptorum 
Eccelesiasticorum Latinorum (CESL) de Y Académie de Vienne, ou encore la Patrologie 
latine (PL) de Migne, et certaines traductions d'aprés la Bibliothèque augustinienne. 
CEuvres de Saint Augustin (BA), Paris, Institut d'Etudes Augustiniennes; édition indiquée 
à la premiére référence]). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofía Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale ($.1.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 705-716. 
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d’imagination distincte de l’äme elle-méme: le terme imaginatio désigne 
bien plutöt chez lui l’image comme contenu psychique. 


Une consultation des bases de données BTL-1 et CLCLT-4 2 donne les 
résultats suivants. 

Le mot phantasma est trés rare dans la latinité paienne: seulement 
cing occurrences, dont quatre tardivement chez Macrobe, cité en grec et 
dans un contexte d’adaptation de théories helléniques sur les réves (vision, 
apparition nocturne). Comme le précise Macrobe, Cicéron en avait donné 
un équivalent bien latin: visum (nous y reviendrons plus loin), et c’est ce 
terme qui est bien davantage utilisé. 

En revanche, le terme transcrit du grec est tel quel bien représenté 
dans la latinité chrétienne, dés Tertullien. Employé par ce dernier dans 
cinquante deux passages (il faut entendre par lä des phrases, oti le mot peut 
éventuellement étre répété), on le trouve essentiellement dans un contexte 
christologique, lorsqu’il s’agit de montrer par exemple que l’Incarnation 
n’était pas une illusion, ou que le corps ressuscité du Christ n’était pas un 
fantöme. C’est encore le cas chez Marius Victorinus, Novatien, Jeröme, et 
chez Augustin, notamment dans des sermons et dans ses traités anti- 
manichéens. Mais ce dernier en fait un usage beaucoup plus diversifié 
(nous verrons plus loin lesquels), et dans cent quarante-huit passages en 
tout. 

Quant ä phantasia, on en trouve seulement quinze occurrences dans 
la littérature profane, dont douze apparaissent au sein d’une référence trés 
directe a la pensée grecque: traduction, citation, résumé de doctrine 
philosophique ou rhétorique (nous donnerons plus bas les citations les plus 
significatives). Autrement dit, le terme y figure explicitement comme un 
mot étranger: lui aussi souffre visiblement de la concurrence du visum 
introduit par Cicéron (nous y reviendrons également plus bas). 


2 Bibliotheca Teubneriana Latina, 1ère éd., curante Cetedoc, Teubner-Brepols, 
1999; Cetedoc Library of Christian Latin Texts, Ae éd., Brepols, 2000. Les chiffres donnés 
ci-aprés n'ont bien sir qu'une valeur relative, fondés qu'ils sont sur les textes disponibles 
dans ces CD-ROM. Le nombre de ces derniers, toutefois, est déjà très élevé, et couvre la 
quasi-totalité des ceuvres des auteurs majeurs. Les résultats de notre analyse sont plus 
complètement exposés dans une étude dont la présente contribution est un résumé: J.-L. 
SOLÈRE, «Les images psychiques selon S. Augustin» in D. LORRIES et L. RIZZEERIO (eds.), 
De la phantasia à l‘imagination, Louvain, Namur, Editions Peeters/Societé des Études 
Classiques, 2003. 
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Dans la littérature chrétienne, le terme transcrit du grec est introduit 
avec la traduction d'Irénée de Lyon (cinq occurrences), mais il faut 
attendre le [Ve siécle pour le voir se développer, car Tertullien ne 
l'emploie pas. Son usage est nettement intensifié par Augustin, qui l'utilise 
cinquante-sept fois, et dans des contextes divers. 

Autrement dit, phantasma et phantasia sont des termes qui ont été 
intégrés au discours latin (c'est-à-dire: non pas seulement cités comme 
mots grecs) par des auteurs chrétiens malgré l'existence de visum, et 
principalement pour y opposer la réalité de la nature humaine du Christ ; 
Augustin pour sa part les a repris comme tels mais en largement diversifié 
l'emploi, signe de l'importance que ces notions ont dans sa pensée. 
Voyons ce qu'elles signifient pour lui. 

Phantasma a le plus souvent le sens de: apparence, tromperie, et se 
trouve nettement plus du cóté de l'erreur que phantasia3. Ces valeurs 
correspondent bien aux définitions que donne Augustin de ces termes. 
L'image, explique-t-il dans le De musica4, que nous gardons en nous d'un 
étre qui a été percu se nomme proprement phantasia, celle que nous nous 
forgeons d'un étre qui ne l'a pas été se nomme phantasma, une sorte de 
«fiction» tirée soit des données des sens, soit des phantasiae elles- 
mémes6. Le phantasma est donc une sorte d'image de second degré7, qui 
a encore moins de réalité que la phantasia8. Ainsi l'image qu'Augustin 


3 Quaestionum in heptateuchum libri septem, Quaest. Numerorum, xxvii (CCSL 
t. 33): «(a consuetudine locutionis nostrae) nusquam fere dicatur phantasma, nisi ubi 
falsitate uisorum sensus noster inluditur». 

4 «Aliter enim cogito patrem meum quem saepe vidi, aliter avum quem nunquam 
vidi. Horum primum phantasia est, alterum phantasma. Illud in memoria invenio, hoc in eo 
motu animi, qui ex iis ortus est quos habet memoria. (...) aliud est in memoria invenire 
phantasiam, aliud de memoria facere phantasma» (VI, x1, 32, PL t. 32, col. 1180). 

5 Cfr. De vera religione x, 18 (CCSL t. 32): «Phantasmata porro nihil sunt aliud 
quam de specie corporis corporeo sensu attracta figmenta». 

6 Cfr. De Genesi ad litteram libri duodecim, X, xxiv, 40, CSEL t. 28-1: «Ita enim 
feruntur in phantasias uel phantasmata imaginum, quae cogitatio de corporibus uersat», 
imago étant ici synonyme de phantasia. 

7 «(...) tanquam imaginum imagines, quae phantasmata dici placuit» (De musica, 
loc. cit.). 

8 On trouve dans les Confessions cette nette gradation ontologique: «quanto ergo 
longe es a phantasmatis illis meis, phantasmatis corporum, quae omnino non sunt ! quibus 
certiores sunt phantasiae corporum eorum, quae sunt, et eis certiora corpora, quae tamen 
non es» (III, vt, 10, CCSL t. 27). 
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conserve de Carthage, ville qu’ila bien connue, est une phantasia; l’image 
qu’il s’est faite d’Alexandrie, où il n’est jamais allé, d’après des 
descriptions, est un phantasma®. Les deux cependant s'opposent à la 
«vraie figure» des choses qui est connue par l’intelligence et contenue en 
elle10. 

Quels que soient les intermédiaires dont elles dépendent, ces 
définitions semblent provenir du stoicisme. Une distinction semblable est 
en effet attribuée à Chrysippe par Dioclés de Magnésie: le phantasma est 
une apparence de la pensée (dokesis dianioas) comme il s'en produit dans 
les réves, alors que la phantasia est une impression (tupösis) dans la 
pensée, c'est-à-dire son altération (alloiósis) par un objet exté- 
rieur11— lequel est dénommé le phantastonl2 —, et ne se produirait pas si 
cet objet n'était pas présent13. 

Peut-étre faut-il voir aussi dans cette probable (et plus ou moins 
directe) influence stoicienne la cause du fait que chez Augustin, la 
phantasia est une représentation sensible, un contenu imagé offert à la 
conscience, et point une faculté. Plotin, lui, peut souscrire à la définition 
aristotélicienne: «la phantasia est ce d'aprés quoi un phantasma est 
produit en nous»14; la phantasia, qui désigne aussi une image ou 
représentation sensible, a pour lui également le sens de faculté qui produit 
des phantasia: elle est l'imagination proprement dite, celle qui est excitée 
par les affections du corps!5. Au contraire, les stoiciens semblent répugner 
à détacher la phantasia des contenus particuliers pour l'ériger en une sorte 
d'instance au sein de l’äme. La raison en est qu'il leur importe que ce soit 
le méme et unique hegemonikon (ou logismon) qui produise ce que nous 
pourrions appeler tous les états de conscience: les phantasiai, les 


9 De Trinitate VII, vi, 9, CCSL t. 50-50 A. 

ID «(...) quid intersit inter ueram figuram, quae intelligentia continetur, et eam quam 
sibi fingit cogitatio, quae graece siue phantasia siue phantasma dicitur, breuiter exponas» 
(Soliloquia II, xx, 34, PL t. 32). 

11 Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta [= SVF, suivi du volume et du numéro], J. von 
ARNIM (éd.), réimpr. Stuttgart, Teubner, 1964, vol. II, n. 55, p. 221.21-24. 


12 Ibid. II, 54, p. 221.3. 

13 Tbid., II, 60, p. 24 1.12-14. 
14 De anima, III, 3, 428a 1.1-2. 
15 Ennéades, VI, 8, 3, 1.7-17. 
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assentiments, les sensations, les impulsionsló. Il n’y a entre eux pas 
davantage de séparation ou entre la saveur et l'odeur d'une pomme!7. On 
doit les considérer comme des «qualités» qui modifient diversement le 
méme sujet, l’äme, ou son hégemonikonl8. Cette thèse est évidemment 
une conséquence du refus de toute partition de l’äme, qu’elle soit 
d’inspiration platonicienne, tripartite, ou aristotélicienne, bipartite. 

Toutefois, il n'est pas sûr qu’ Augustin aille jusque là. En effet, le De 
Genesi ad litteram propose peut-étre un équivalent de ce qu’est pour nous 
l'imagination: le spiritus, ou plutôt une «nature spirituelle» en notre âme, 
lieu où sont reçues ou se forment toutes les images des corps19. 

Spiritus traduit pneúma, et il faut voir derrière cette notion de nature 
spirituelle l’influence de Porphyre qui, au témoignage d’ Augustin, 
distinguait de la pars intellectualis de l’äme (laquelle percoit les réalités 
intelligibles), la pars spiritalis (ou mundana), «qui saisit les images des 
choses corporelles»20. Cependant, il ne s’agit pas chez Porphyre vérita- 
blement d'une partie de l’äme. Le pneüma est d’après lui bien plutöt une 
enveloppe ou un véhicule (ochema) de l’äme, dont elle a emprunté la 
matière éthérée aux corps célestes lors de sa descente vers la terre. L’union 
directe d’un principe immatériel avec la matière étant impossible, ce 
revêtement de l’äme est un intermédiaire indispensable afin qu'elle puisse 
interagir avec le corps et les objets qui l’environnent. Cette notion est 
empruntée à certaines conceptions physiologiques, dont celles du 
stoicisme, de sorte que le pneüma assume aussi les fonctions de principe 
de la vie organique et sensitive21. Dans cette nature plastique et en relation 
avec les choses, peuvent s’imprimer, selon le paradigme du tupos, les 
marques des représentations, et de là l’äme garde les images des choses. 

Augustin reprend à son compte le pouvoir imageant du pneiima, dans 


— 
© 


SVF II, 836, p. 227 1.23-25. 
Ibid. II, 826, p. 226 1.10-13. 


Loc. cit., p. 225 1.40-42. 

19 «(...) natura spiritalis, in qua non corpora, sed corporum similitudines 
exprimuntur» (XII, xxiv, 50). Cfr. ibid., XII, xxm, 49 : «certum est esse spiritalem 
quandam naturam in nobis, ubi corporalium rerum formantur similitudines (...)». 

20 De Civitate Dei, X, 1x, 2 (CCSL t. 47). 

21 Voir G. VERBEKE, L’Evolution de la doctrine du pneuma du stoicisme à S. 
Augustin, Paris-Louvain, Desclée de Brouwer - Editions de [Institut Supérieur de 
Philosophie, 1945, pp. 369-371. 
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le De Genesi ad litteram, en définissant le spiritus: «vis animae quaedam 
mente inferior, ubi corporalium rerum similitudines exprimuntur»22. Il y a 
donc deux sortes de vision, l'une qui se fait par les sens corporels, l'autre 
par le spiritus, dans lequel sont contenues les images23. 

Mais, bien que le spiritus augustinien soit l'équivalent fonctionnel, 
pour les images, du pneúma porphyrien, il y a entre eux cette différence 
majeure que le second est matériel, alors que le premier, faisant partie de 
l’äme, est immatériel. Les principes matériels requis pour le 
fonctionnement du corps et de la perception sont laissés par Augustin en 
dehors de l’äme, dans le corps, dont ils parcourent les nerfs. Ils sont 
nommés lux et aer24, éléments matériels les moins grossiers, et c'est par 
leur intermédiaire que l'áme régit le corps et en recoit des informations. 
Augustin a donc transposé dans l'àme, dans le domaine immatériel, le 
pouvoir imageant, l'aptitude à étre support ou réceptacle des images, que 
Porphyre attribuait à la matiére subtile du pneüma. D'ailleurs, spiritus a 
aussi une signification plus large que celle qui vient d'étre établie: d'une 
maniére générale, on désigne ainsi tout ce qui n'est pas corps25 
— dématérialisation en laquelle on peut voir une influence de l'usage 
biblique de ce terme26. C'est en ce sens que Dieu lui aussi est appelé 
spiritus, comme le sont encore les ámes elles-mémes, humaines ou 
animales27. Etre immat£riel est le point commun qui fonde cette unité de 
dénomination. 

C'est précisément pourquoi on peut se demander si le spiritus 
imageant est bien l'équivalent de ce que l'on appelle une faculté de l'àme. 
Nous serions méme tentés de le nier avec P. Agaésse et A. Solignac28. Ces 
derniers remarquent qu’ Augustin en parle comme d'une nature en nous29, 


22 XI, 1x, 20. 

23 Ibid. XII, vi, 15. 

24 De Gen. ad litt., VII, xv, 21, XIX, 25, xx, 26; XII, XVI, 32; cfr. VERBEKE, op. cit., 
pp. 505-506. 

25 «quidquid enim corpus non est et tamen aliquid est, iam recte spiritus dicitur» 
(ibid., XII, vu, 16). 

26 Cfr. Epist. CCXXXVIII, à Pascentius, II, 14: «Secundum id quod aliqua natura 
significatur, omnis incorporea natura spiritus in Scripturis appellatur» (CSEL t. 57). 

27 De Trin., XIV, xvi, 22; De Gen. ad litt., XII, 7. 

28 Voir La Genèse au sens littéral en douze livres (VIII-XII), BA t. 49, note 
complémentaire 49, p. 563. 

29 Voir les citations supra n. 19. 
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de sorte qu'il semble ainsi désigner plutót cette incorporéité de l'àme qui 
lui permet de recevoir ou former des images. Telle est peut-étre, en effet, 
la nouveauté introduite par Augustin: ce n’est pas la subtilité d’une 
matière, füt-elle la plus éthérée, qui rend possible la réception de formes 
allogènes multiples dans un méme sujet dont l’identité reste préservée; 
c'est au contraire l'immatérialité qui autorise cela, ou comme l'on dira 
plus tard, l'actualité supérieure d'une forme particuliére. Bref, dans la 
mesure où Augustin s' inspire de la pneumatologie porphyrienne, il appelle 
spécifiquement spiritus le niveau imaginatif de l'áàme; mais la nature qui 
est ainsi assignée est celle de l’âme en elle-même, qu’ Augustin nomme 
aussi spiritus sur la base d'autres influences terminologiques. Par 
conséquent, il est exact en un sens que le spiritus imageant apparaisse 
comme une «partie» de l’äme, inférieure à la mens ou pars intellectualis. 
I] joue ainsi le róle traditionnel d'intermédiaire entre le corps et la 
sensibilité d'une part, l'intellection d'autre part. Mais d'un autre cóté, 
quand spiritus désigne la totalité de l’ âme, ce terme insiste sur la simplicité 
et indivisibilité de celle-ci30, et il serait donc curieux d'en faire à 
proprement parler une partie. On peut vérifier que lorsque Augustin parle 
du spiritus «(...) quo absentia corpora corporalia cogitantur»31, il attribue 
aussitót aprés la m&me fonction à l'áme tout entiére: «nihil videntes oculis 
corporis, animo tamen corporales imagines intuemur, seu veras, sicut ipsa 
corpora vidimus et memoria retinemus, seu fictas, sicut cogitatio formare 
potuerit», «praesentia videntur in suis formis et absentia cogitantur in 
imaginibus animo impressis»32. 

Il est vrai aussi ou Augustin écrit, comme nous l'avons vu, que le 
spiritus est une vis animae. Mais dans la Lettre VII, à Nébridius, il 
explique que la possibilité de créer des images de ce que nous n'avons pas 
vu («ut quae non vidimus cogitemus») provient d'une force d'augmenter 
et de diminuer («vis quaedam minuendi et augendi») qui est attribuée à 
l'àme elle-méme, sans plus de précision, et non pas spécialement à une 
partie ou faculté33. Il en va de m&me dans le Contra epistolam fundamenti, 
où il est dit que l’äme «peut ajouter aux images ou leur retrancher ce 
qu'elle veut, les resserrer ou les étendre immensément et à volonté les 


30 Voir G. VERBEKE, L'Evolution de la doctrine du pneuma, op. cit., pp. 497-501. 
31 De Gen. ad litt., XII, vr, 15. 

32 Loc.cit. 

33 6, CSEL t. 342-1, p. 17. 
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ordonner, les transformer, les multiplier et les ramener ä un petit nombre, 
voire à l’unité»34. Par ce sien pouvoir encore, désigné comme «vis 
potentiaque ineffabilis», l'àme enclöt des «images de lieux immenses», 
bien plutót qu'elle n'est enclose en elles35. Il ne lui est pas donné d'autre 
nom, bien qu'il ait été juste auparavant demandé: «quis digne cogitet, ubi 
capiantur istae imagines, ubi gestentur vel ubi formentur?». Cette 
question était l'occasion de préciser comment s'appelle le siége des 
images en l'áme, s'il en est un; mais la réponse laisse seulement entendre 
que c'est l’äme elle-méme qui contient les images. 

Certes, dans le méme passage Augustin parle sans plus de détails de la 
«puissance par laquelle l’âme connaît la vérité»36, dont nous savons par 
aileurs qu'elle est nommé mens. Il se peut que dans ce contexte de 
polémique anti-manichéenne, Augustin tienne avant tout à insister sur 
l'unité de l’âme. Mais, de toute façon, il ne s’agit pas de nier que l'áme ait 
une puissance d'imagination, comme elle a une puissance d'intellection. Il 
s'agit de savoir si ce pouvoir porte un nom particulier, qui le distingue 
encore davantage au sein de l'áme. Or, à part le spiritus dont il est question 
dans le De Genesi ad litteram, on ne rencontre pas d'autre appellation. 

Notons en particulier qu' Augustin, s'il recourt au mot imaginatio 
(l'équivalent de phantasia, mais qui était aussi un terme rare avant 
Augustin), ne lui donne pas le sens de faculté, contrairement à d'autres 
auteurs. Ainsi, dans un texte bien connu du De Trinitate oü il parle des 
«images (phantasiae) des choses corporelles puisées par les sens et 
comme versées dans la mémoire», «à partir desquelles sont représentées 
par une image ficitve même les choses que nous n'avons pas vues» (ex 
quibus etiam ea quae non visa sunt, ficto phantasmate cogitantur)37, 
Augustin paraît éviter soigneusement de substantiver la production des 
images. C'est l'animus, et non pas «l'imagination», qui appréhende les 
choses sur un mode image, de m&me que c'est lui qui les pergoit par 
l'intermédiaire du corps. Pareillement, dans les fameuses analyses 
psychologiques du livre XI du De Trinitate, Augustin parle bien de «la 
mémoire» ou «la volonté». Mais lorsqu'il s'agit de l'acte d'imaginer, pour 


34 xvm (CSEL t. 25), trad. BA t. 17, p. 437. 
35 Loc. cit. 

36 Ibid., XVIII. 

37 De Trinitate, LX, vi, 10. 
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lequel il existe un verbe: imaginari38, il n’en attribue pas l’origine a une 
faculté d' «imagination». [maginatio désigne le résultat de l'acte, l’image, 
non sa source, et le terme est synonyme de phantasia au sens d'imago39. 
Augustin recourt à des sortes de périphrases oü l'image est l'objet non pas 
d'une imagination-faculté, mais de l'àme tout entiére, d'une äme qui 
pense, cogitat40, ou d'une pensée qui apercoit en soi, par son regard 
intérieur, une forme puisée dans le fonds de la mémoire4!. Il en va de 
méme pour le phantasma, qui est aussi le produit d'un cogitare42, et non 
pas d'une imaginatio productrice. 

Autrement dit, «imaginer», c'est, pour l'áme, d'abord saisir les choses 
sur un mode d'images, c'est-à-dire incorporer en elle les formes des 
choses extérieures. L'image, réalité intérieure, est une sorte de peinture de 
la réalité extérieure43, un contenu cognitif, le «verbe» intérieur que nous 
placons sous le regard de notre äme, l'évocation psychique qui fonde et 


38 «tales tantos que mundos se cum anima imaginari potest, quas imagines quo 
spatio contineat suspicari non possum» (De quantitate animae, V, 9, CSEL t. 89). «Novit 
enim haec in se, nec imaginantur quasi extra se illa sensu tetigerit (...)» (De Trin., X, x, 16). 

39 Cfr. P. FLURY, «Phantasia und Imaginatio im Bereich des antiken Lateins» in M. 
FATTORI et M. BIANCHI (ed.), Phantasia-Imaginatio, V? colloquio internazionale del 
Lessico Intellettuale Europeo, Rome, Edizioni dell' Ateneo, 1988, p. 73. 

40 «illa phantasia, cum animus cogitat speciem visi corporis (...)» (De Trinitate, XI, 
in, 6). Cfr. ibid., X, x, 16: «per phantasiam quippe imaginariam cogitat haec omnia». 

4l «a specie corporis (...) usque ad speciem quae fit in contuitu cogitantis» (ibid., 
XI, 1x, 16; plus loin: «in acie cogitantis», «(...) quo se ita convertat in cogitando acies 
animi, sicut se in cernendo convertit ad corpus acies oculorum»); «cum cogitatur, ex illa 
quam memoria tenet, exprimitur in acie cogitantis, et reminiscendo formatur ea species, 
quae quasi proles est ejus quam memoria tenet» (ibid., XI, vu, 11; plus loin: «illam speciem 
quae in memoria est, quasi parentem dicimus ejus quae fit in phantasia cogitantis»). Cfr. 
De Gen. ad litt., IV, vi, 12: «(...) cernimus animo phantasias corporum, quae non praesto 
sunt oculis, sed ea, quae uidimus, uel ex eis, quae uidimus, imaginando cogitamus». 

42 «Unum quippe solem memini, quia sicuti est, unum vidi: si voluero autem, duos 
cogito, vel tres, vel quotquam volo» (De Trin., XI, vir, 12). Ibid., XI, x, 17, une unique 
occurence de phantasia pourrait, pour des raisons de symétrie, faire considérer celle-ci 
comme une faculté, lorsqu'il est dit que la raison peut comprendre l'infini qui dépasse les 
capacités de la première: «Et ratio quidem pergit in ampliora, sed phantasia non sequitur». 
Mais rien ne l'impose: l'image que nous pouvons nous faire d'une étendue trés grande ne 
peut suivre, enfermée dans des limites, l'envol de la raison qui pense l'infinité du nombre. 

43 «(...) intuens in animo meo ipsam [urbem], id est imaginem quasi picturam ejus 
(...)» (De Trin., VIII, vi, 9). Cfr. Aristote, De memoria, 450a 29-30. 
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accompagne le discours lorsque nous parlons de quelque chose44. Ceci se 
produit 4 un niveau psychique animal, lié à la sensibilité, que nous avons 
en commun avec les bétes, qui est inférieur au mens ou intelligence 
rationnelle qui peut juger de ces images45. C’est cependant l’äme tout 
entiére qui recueille les images et s'en sert (ou les subit). Evoquer ou 
combiner des images est penser (cogitare), terme qui sert aussi bien à 
désigner une connaissance abstraite, comme lorsque par exemple l'áme est 
invitée à se connaître elle-même directement, sans images46. Confor- 
mément au langage ou avait déjà utilisé Cicéron47, c'est la cogitatio qui 
imagine, qui est informée par les images48 — et cela méme quand le 
spiritus est le support de cette activité49. Quant à la phantasia, elle est une 
similitude des formes des choses, conservée dans la mémoire, mais aussi 
une «vision intérieure»50, l'état de conscience ou l'expérience qu'est 
l'évocation ou l'apparition (conformément au verbe correspondant, 
phainestai) sur la scéne intérieure de ces similitudes. 

On constatera, par manière de contraste, que Chalcidius et Boèce, 
parce qu'ils dépendent davantage de sources platoniciennes et 


44 «Ipsa enim phantasia ejus [Carthaginis] in memoria mea verbum ejus, non sonus 
iste trisyllabus cum Carthago nominatur, vel etiam tacite nomen ipsum per spatia 
temporum cogitatur; sed illud quod in animo meo cerno, cum hoc trisyllabum profero, vel 
antequam proferam» (De Trin., VIII, vi, 9). 

45 «Et quia illa corpora sunt, quae foris per sensus camis adamavit, eorumque 
diuturna quadam familiaritate implicata est, nec secum potest introrsum tanquam in 
regionem incorporae naturae ipsa corpora inferre, imagines eorum convolvit, et rapit factas 
in semetipsa de semetipsa. Dat enim formandis quiddam susbtantiae suae: servat autem 
aliquid pro libere de specie talium imaginum iudicet, et hoc est magis mens, id est 
rationalis intelligentia, quae servatur ut iudicet. Nam illas animae partes quae corporum 
similitudinibus informantur, etiam cum bestiis nos communes habere sentimus» (De Trin., 
X, v, 7). | 

46 «se cogitet» (De Trin., X, virt, 11). 

47 «cum mens nostra quidvis videatur cogitatione posse depingere» (De nat. deor. 
I, 39); «Nam si tantummodo ad cogitationem valent nec habent ullam soliditatem nec 
eminentiam, quid interest utrum de Hippocentauro an de deo cogitemus? omnem enim 
talem conformationem animi ceteri philosophi motum inanem vocant» (ibid., I, 105); 
«omnia quae cogitatione nobismet ipsis possumus fingere» (ibid., III, 47). 

48 «(...) ipsa phantasia, quae fit in cogitatione sermocinantis (...)» (De Gen. ad litt., 
XII, xv, 31). Cfr. De Trin., XV, xxv, 50. 

49 «quod visum atque auditum memoria tenuerat, in eodem spiritu cogitando 
cernebat» (De Gen. ad litt., XII, x1, 24); cfr. ibid., XII, xui, 25. 


50 De Trin., XI, m, 6 («interna visio»). 
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aristotéliciennes, font au contraire de l’imaginatio (qui traduit phantasia). 
' une faculté, imposant une conception qui aura cours au Moyen Âge. Ainsi, 
Chalcidius, dans son commentaire du Timee, la compte parmi les 
«espèces» ou «parties» de l’äme5l. Boèce, quant à lui, rapporte chaque 
type d'objet connaissable à une faculté différente, et énumére en l'homme 
les sens, l'imagination, la raison et l'intelligence52. On trouve là une 
gradation de la saisie la plus matérielle à la moins matérielle, de la plus 
particuliére à la plus universelle53, selon un schéma qui sera classique au 
Moyen Áge, et dans lequel l'imagination est une puissance intermédiaire 
entre la raison et les sens, dépassant ces derniers en ce qu'en leur absence 
elle peut juger tout de méme des sensibles selon un type de discursivité qui 
lui est propre54. 


51 «Principalis uero animae pars siue potentia, ad quam feruntur quae nuntiant 
sensus singuli et quae de his quae sentiuntur iudicium facit examinatque, cuiusmodi sint ea 
quae occurrunt sensibus uarie, hanc uero Aristoteles asserit locatam esse in penetralibus 
cordis, ubi aliae quoque species animae sunt locatae, id est imaginatio memoria appetitus 
excursio» (Commentarius in Platonis Timaeum, J.H. WASZINK (éd.), Londres, Warburg 
Institute, 1952, II, 224 [Plato latinus, vol. 4]. Cfr. II, 156: «Igitur assensus et appetitus ex 
se mouentur nec tamen sine imaginatione, quam phantasian Graeci uocant»). Mais chez 
Chalcidius, imaginatio a aussi le sens d' imago (ibid., II, 259; II, 345). 

52 «Omne enim quod cognoscitur non secundum sui vim sed secundum 
cognoscentium potius comprehenditur facultatem (..) ipsum quoque hominem aliter 
sensus, aliter imaginatio, aliter ratio, aliter intellegentia contuetur» (Consolatio 
philosophiae, LN prose 4, nn. 25 et 27, CCSL t. 94). Ce que G. WATSON affirme au sujet 
de Boéce et Augustin est à l'évidence vrai du premier, mais non moins évidemment faux 
du second: «(..) they used imaginatio as the Latin translation of the Greek phantasia, 
particulary when referring to the faculty» (G. WATSON, Phantasia in Classical Thought, 
Galway University Press, 1988, p. 155). 

53 «Sensus enim figuram in subiecta materia constitutam, imaginatio uero solam 
sine materia iudicat figuram; ratio uero hanc quoque transcendit speciemque ipsam quae 
singularibus inest uniuersali consideratione perpendit. Intelligentiae vero celsior oculus 
exsistit; supergressa namque universitatis ambitum ipsam illam simplicem formam pura 
mentis acie contuetur» (ibid., nn. 28-30). 

54 «ratio quoque cum quid uniuersale respicit nec imaginatione nec sensibus utens 
imaginabilia uel sensibilia comprehendit (..) imaginatio quoque, tametsi ex sensibus 
uisendi formandique figuras sumpsit exordium, sensu tamen absente sensibilia quaeque 
collustrat non sensibili sed imaginaria ratione iudicandi» (ibid., nn. 34 et 37). Mais 
imaginatio a, chez Boéce également, le sens d'imago: «illa quoque potest esse definitio 
vocis, ut eam dicamus sonum esse cum quadam imaginatione significandi» (In lib. 
Aristotelis Peri hermeneias commentarii (ed. secunda) lib. I, MEISER (éd.), Leipzig, 
Teubner, 1880, p. 4). 
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Il s'avére qu'en revanche, Descartes retrouvera l’inspiration 
augustinienne dans les Méditations, en rattachant directement 
l'imagination à la cogitatio, comme étant un de ses modes: 

«Sed quid igitur sum ? Res cogitans. Quid est hoc ? Nempe dubitans, 
intelligens, affirmans, negans, volens, nolens, imaginans quoque, et 
sentiens»55. 


CNRS, Paris / Université Catholique de Louvain 


55 Meditationes de prima philosophia, II, in Œuvres, ADAM-TANNERY (éds.), 
réimpr. Paris, Vrin, 1995, t. 7, p. 28. 


MARIANNE DJUTH 


MEMORY, IMAGINATION, AND THE INNER SELF IN 
AUGUSTINE’S CONFESSIONS 


In explicating the contents of Confessions X, scholarly treatments of 
Augustine’s understanding of memory vacillate in their emphasis on the 
temporal and spatial aspects of memory. Mourant and Moreau stress the 
temporal nature of memory and Carruthers its spatial dimensionl. Stock, 
however, notes that Augustine incorporates both temporal and spatial 
aspects into his analysis of memory insofar as memory both contains a 
multitude of things and provides continuity between past, present, and 
future2. At first glance, the argument for temporality seems to accord well 
with the notion of the soul’s incorporeality, especially since neither the 
soul nor the images found in it can be said to exist in empirical space. And 
yet, in a work such as the Confessions, the capacity of memory is as 
closely associated with location as it is with duration. If the emphasis on 
location seems misplaced, it is in part due to the absence of attention 
accorded to the role that the imagination plays in Augustine’s efforts to 
articulate the nature of memory. 

Carruthers’ contention that in general monastic authors thought in 
terms of images is of particular interest in this regard not only because 
Augustine’s predecessors and contemporaries alike accepted this point of 


1 M. CARRUTHERS, The Craft of Thought: Meditation, Rhetoric, and the Making of 
Images, 400-1200, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2000; M. MOREAU, «Mémoire 
et durée», Revue des études augustiniennes 1 (1955) 239-250; J. MOURANT, Saint 
Augustine on Memory, Villanova, Villanova University Press, 1980, pp. 12-13, 22-24. 

2 B. STOCK, Augustine the Reader: Meditation, Self-Knowledge, and the Ethics of 
Interpretation, Cambridge, Belknap, pp. 223-226 acknowledges the presence of both 
aspects in Augustine’s thought, but argues that Augustine eventually abandons the spatial 
aspect of memory. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Medievale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 717-730. 
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view but also because Augustine himself does3. Augustine’s reflections on 
memory in Confessions X, therefore, bear careful consideration. As a 
form of monastic memoria, Augustine’s notion of memory is closely 
allied with the imagination, and the imagination with thinking. 
Furthermore, the kind of thinking that is uppermost in Augustine’s mind 
is meditative or contemplative thinking on who or what the self is, and the 
mysterious bond that exists between that self and God4. In this sense, 
monastic memoria is a form of locational memory that relies upon the 
cultivation of the imagination in order for meditation to occur. Though its 
initial focus is the inner self and its moral condition, its ultimate concern 
is the memoria dei. The movement of Augustine’s Confessions from the 
narrative of his own conversion experience to his philosophical 
reflections on memory, time, and Scripture captures the anguish and joy 
that accompanies the time spent in recollecting God’s presence. 

In keeping with these insights, the main thrust of this essay centers on 
Augustine’s creative use of the imagination to delineate the inner contours 
of the self that defy localization in empirical space. As a consequence, the 
«space» intended, is imaginative or figurative space5. Moreover, since 
this «space» seeks God, unlike empirical space that appears to be static in 
nature on account of the objects fixed in it, imaginative space is restless, 
inquiring, and dynamic. Thus, while the primary purpose of this essay is 
to explore the implications of directional images in locating the self in 
memory, it also recognizes that this memory has a history and that it 
endures through time. 

In order to draw out the implications of Augustine’s use of directional 
images for understanding the interior self, this essay concentrates on three 
concerns. Initially, it examines the close connection that exists between 
memory, imagination, and thought in the light of Augustine’s remarks in 
Confessions X. On the basis of this connection, the next section provides 
examples of how Augustine relies on the imagination to represent the 
contents and workings of the inner self in three-dimensional space. The 


3 CARRUTHERS, The Craft of Thought, pp. 81-82. 

4 See J. FONTAINE, «Sens et valeur des images dans les Confessions» in Augustinus 
Magister I Paris, 1954, p. 120. 

5 See Augustine’s characterization of himself as an infelix locus at Conf. IV, 7, 12 
in S. Aureli Augustini, Confessionum, M. SKUTELLA (ed.), Stuttgart, Teubner, 1981, p. 63 
(hereafter S). 


MEMORY, IMAGINATION, AND THE INNER SELF IN AUGUSTINE 719 


third, and final, section of the paper draws out the implications of 
Augustine’s use of directional images for remembering God. Attention to 
these concerns clarifies the central role that the imagination plays in the 
search for the wisdom and knowledge of God in the Confessions6. 


MEMORY, IMAGINATION, AND THOUGHT 


Augustine analyzes at great length in Confessions X the role that 
memory plays in the soul’s ascent to God. This analysis, however, 
prompts Augustine not only to recollect the notion of memory but also to 
represent it imaginatively in his mind in order to convey to others what it 
involves. Accordingly, when Augustine turns inward to recall what 
memory is, he characterizes it as an immense capacity (capacitas) that 
contains many things, some based on empirical experience, such as the 
images of sensible objects, and others innate to the human mind, such as 
the precepts of the liberal arts7. In characterizing memory in this fashion, 
though, Augustine thinks of the meaning inherent in the notion of 
capacitas in terms of various images, all of which depict memory as a 
container of some sort or as spread out in space. Some of these images are 
more obviously three dimensional in nature than others are although all 
represent memory as having a location. For example, when Augustine 
recollects what memory is, he thinks in terms of a field or a palace, a court 
or a treasury, a cavern or a receptacle, or even a bosom or a stomach 
instead of an abstract definition®. 

Each of these images reflects the meaning inherent in the term 
capacitas or its cognates. The adjective capax, for example, indicates 
something that can contain or hold much. In other words, it refers to 
something that is large, wide, spacious, or roomy—something immense. 
Similarly, the noun capacitas indicates an ability to contain or hold many 
things. Finally, the verb capio, to which both of these terms are related, 
conveys the sense of taking hold of something or receiving it into 


6 Conf. X, 43, 70 (S 263); XL 2, 4 (S 266). 

7 Conf. X, 9, 16 (S 220-221). 

8 B. STOCK, Augustine the Reader, p. 395, n. 47 lists the various images used to 
represent memory in Conf. X. See FONTAINE, p. 119 on the value of images as opposed to 
rational analysis. 
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oneself. In this respect, memory is both active and passive, possessing the 
capability of voluntarily calling forth the images stored in the mind’s 
hidden recesses even as it is capable of being involuntarily subjected to the 
hordes of images that spontaneously arise in the mind. Augustine’s 
reflection on continence at the end of Book X in the context of the various 
temptations that continue to beset him in this life manifests the great 
difficulty of containing or controlling the images that enter into the 
mind!0. Salvation depends upon the mind’s ability to order and control 
these images. 

The specific images of memory that Augustine introduces in Book X 
serve as reminders of his larger purpose in writing the Confessions. 
Sometimes he appeals to the same image that he mentions in Book X in 
other passages as well. A classic example of the evocative power of images 
is Augustine’s use of the image of a stomach!!. Initially, it may seem odd 
that Augustine depicts memory in this manner. What could a stomach 
possibly have in common with a mind? An attentive reader, however, will 
immediately associate the image of a stomach with earlier passages in the 
Confessions where Augustine laments his gullibility in thinking that the 
various meats that the Manichaeans once served him could ever nourish 
his spirit!2. Such figments of the imagination or phantasmata are false 
images of the truth because they represent nothing!3. They can never 
satisfy the hunger of the human heart as the food of eternal truth canl4. 
Thus, when Augustine meditates on truth in the Confessions, he recalls to 
mind the contents of memory, ruminating on the truth found there as if he 
were digesting food in his stomach!5. Recollection, therefore, is a form of 
thinking, that is to say, a movement from one image to another in order to 


9 C.T. Lewis and C. SHORT, A Latin Dictionary, Oxford, Clarendon, 1980, pp. 282- 
286. 

10 Conf. X, 28, 39-43, 68 (S 237-263). Cf. Conf. VIL 1, 1 (S 124-125). 

l1 Conf. X, 14, 21 (S 224). 

12 Conf. III, 6, 10-11 (S 42-45). 

13 Conf. III 6, 10-11 (S 42-45). For a discussion of Augustine's use of the term 
phantasmata, see G. O Date, Augustine's Philosophy of Mind, Berkeley and Los Angeles, 
University of California, 1987, pp 106-107. 

14 Conf. II, 1, 1 (S 36-37); IX, 10, 23-26 (S 199-201); XII, 23, 32 (S 317). 

15 Conf. VII, 9, 15 (S140). See CARRUTHERS, The Craft of Thought, p. 91 for an 
account of this notion in J. Cassian and O Date, Augustine’s Philosophy of Mind, p. 133 
for the implications of the image of the stomach. 
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discern the meaning inherent in the association of the various images 
strung together in the process of remembering. 

The same effect occurs on other occasions when Augustine moves 
from one image to another on the basis of similarity. In Book X he 
represents memory as a palace, but elsewhere he depicts it in terms of a 
house or a temple. By subtly altering images in this way Augustine is able 
to contrast the ruinous state in which he finds the house of his inner self at 
the outset of the Confessions with its restored interior later on after God 
repairs it with his strength and mercyl6. Altering images also allows 
Augustine to elucidate the moral condition of his inner self by juxtaposing 
the image of his house with the sanctity of the inner temple of Monica’s 
self17. There remains, of course, the image of memory as a palace, a royal 
residence fit for a king reminiscent of the destination of all pious wayfarers 
in life, namely, the kingdom of God. Inserting this image in Book X draws 
the reader’s attention back to Augustine’s plea to God in the opening lines 
of the passage on memory to fit his soul for divine habitation 18. 

In both instances, thinking and remembering are indistinguishable 
from each other because mind and memory denote the same reality. To 
think is to remember, and to remember is to think!9. The same can be said 
for the role that the imagination plays in thinking and remembering. In 
Confessions X Augustine describes the process whereby the mind retrieves 
the data stored in the hidden recesses of memory. As the mind becomes 
aware of this data, it collects and gathers it together in a way that makes 
thinking possible. Augustine attributes this insight to the etymological link 
between collecting (colligo) and cogitating (cogito)20. 

Furthermore, when thinking of this sort occurs in the course of 
invention, the compositional force of imaginative thought arranges the 


16 Conf. I, 5, 6 (S 4); VIII, 8, 19 (S 169); IX, 7, 16 (S 193); XI, 3, 5 (S 267). 
Compare the references to God's domus at II, 2, 4 (S 27); IV, 16, 31 (S 76); VIII, 1, 2 (S 
153); XI, 31, 41 (S 294); God as architect at V, 3, 5 (S 80); 7, 13 (S 86); the incarnate 
Christ's house at VII, 18, 24 (S 147). 

17 Conf. IL, 3, 6 (S 28). Compare the reference at Conf. VII, 14, 13 (S 144) to 
templum idoli. 

13 Conf. X, 1, 1 (S 209). 

19 See CARRUTHERS, The Craft of Thought, pp. 116-22; MOURANT, Augustine on 
Memory, pp. 28-31. 

20 Conf. X, 8, 12-15 (S 217-220); 11, 18 (S 222-223). 
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data of memory into meaningful patterns of creative insight21. Viewed 
from the perspective of the ancient rhetorical tradition, Augustine’s 
meditation on the self and God in his conversion narrative amounts to 
more than an autobiographical account. Since the images combined 
together in the process of invention need not result in an exact 
reproduction of the actual events that occurred in Augustine’s life, a work 
like the Confessions can disclose the universal in the particular because it 
is a product of the creative imagination. The narrative of Augustine’s life 
captures the interest of all because it mirrors the fall and redemption of 
everyone. 

Augustine’s use of mental images or pictures in thinking about the 
capacity of memory in Book X imaginatively locates the mind in three- 
dimensional space. A palace, for example, has height, width, and depth. 
The deployment of its vertical and horizontal lines suggests the depth of 
interior space hidden behind its external fagade. Not only can the reader 
regard memory superficially from without, but s/he can also enter into the 
interior spaces of memory and inspect its enormous rooms with their 
lavish ornamentation. Some are immediately visible; others extend into 
the distance and are lost to sight. Though the owner is mysteriously absent, 
the dazzling array of inner splendor implies a royal presence22. 

By drawing the contours of memory in this way Augustine demonstrates 
the imagination’s ability to picture an incorporeal reality in a sensible form 
and thereby facilitate the understanding of hidden things. Augustine relies 
upon the representational power of the imagination throughout the 
Confessions to mediate the realms of the corporeal and the incorporeal, 
giving flesh to spirit in imitation of the incamate Christ. Without the 
imagination, then, the mysterious reality of the self would forever elude 
comprehension and the contents of memory would remain undeciphered. 


DIRECTIONAL IMAGES OF CONVERSION 


Augustine’s preoccupation with three-dimensional images of memory 
in Book X reflects the pervasive use of directional images of conversion 


21 See St. Augustine, Les Confessions: Livres VIII-XIII, trans. E. TREHOREL et G. 
BOUISSOU, notes A. SOLIGNAC, Paris, Etudes augustiniennes, 1996, p. 559 (Oeuvres de Saint 
Augustin, vol. 14). 

22 Augustine refers to Christ as a king at Conf. I, 15, 24 (S 18); 19, 30 (S 24). 
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in the Confessions. The frequency with which he resorts to architectural 
images to locate the self in space provides a point of departure for 
developing a web of images that conveys the central insights of his 
conversion experience. The directional nature of quantitative images 
permits Augustine to appeal to vertical, horizontal, and depth images of 
conversion that direct the reader’s attention upward or downward, forward 
or backward, inward or outward. At the same time, the pictorial nature of 
qualitative images enlivens the perception of the inner self by concretizing 
the experience of conversion through the appeal of the five senses: seeing, 
hearing, tasting, touching, and smelling23. 

Some examples of how Augustine utilizes directional images in the 
Confessions provides a glimpse into the extraordinarily sophisticated 
network of images he constructs in order to uncover the hidden 
dimensions of his search for remembrance. 

Vertical Images of Conversion. The first set of images coalesces 
around Augustine’s efforts to Christianize the Platonic notion of the soul’s 
ascent to truth. As Augustine relates in the Confessions, it was the writings 
of the Platonists that finally dispelled the illusions of the Manichaeans and 
enabled him to discover the true path to salvation, the paradox of Christian 
humility. For only through Christ’s descent to fallen humanity is ascent to 
truth possible24. The Platonism that subsequently pervades Augustine’s 
account of his conversion experience enables him to merge the Platonists’ 
abstract metaphysical language with the vertical imagery of the soul’s 
oscillation to and from divine truth. In short, Augustine harmonizes the 
hierarchical schema of the Platonic division between sensible and 
intelligible realms with its corresponding categories of changeable and 
unchangeable, temporal and eternal, many and one, dispersion and unity, 
etc. with the biblical account of Christian salvation. 

Because human beings possess a soul and a body, they are capable of 
inhabiting both realms. When the soul seeks truth, it moves upward 
towards the highest Truth away from an excessive preoccupation with the 
sensible world25. When it turns its attention in the opposite direction, 
immersing itself in the illusions of the sensible world and clinging to them 


23 See Conf. X, 6, 8 (S 214-215) for the relation between the senses and the inner 


4 Conf. IV, 12, 18-19 (S 67-68); V, 3, 5 (S 80); VIL 7, 11(S 135-136). 
5 Conf. VII, 10, 16 ( 140-141); 17, 23 (S 145-146); XII, 10, 10 (S 300). 
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as if they were real, it moves downward towards ignorance and fear26. As 
long as the soul inhabits the lower world, it remains restless and unstable, 
tumbling up and down in the waves of life's uncertainties27. 

Augustine applies these images of upward and downward movement 
to his own state of mind when he contrasts his life in Milan with Monica’s 
voyage to Milan. For while he came close to the bottom of the sea on 
account of his despair of ever finding the truth, Monica sailed on the top 
of the sea assured of reaching her goal because of her faith28. To this 
vertical image of his relation to the truth, Augustine adds others such as 
the fountain of divine mercy that waters his soul with drops of divine love 
and the hand of God that reaches down into his souls sinful abyss to pluck 
it from destruction29. 

At the same time as Augustine constructs vertical images of this sort, 
he paints them with sensory details. Sight imagery, for example, merges 
with a hierarchy of light and darkness. The mind’s eye gazes upward 
towards divine light; and yet, the clouds of ignorance obscure God’s being. 
The truth illuminates the mind, but the darkness of forgetfulness consigns 
it to oblivion30. 

The convergence of sight imagery with a hierarchy of light and 
darkness enables Augustine to weave together the Platonic notion of the 
soul’s ascent to truth with the divine light of the Gospel that shines in the 
darkness3l. For Augustine, then, combining vertical images with sense 
images in this manner provides an effective means of differentiating the 
lowliness of human cognition from the loftiness of divine knowledge. 

Horizontal Images of Conversion. The second set of images that 
Augustine employs in the Confessions revolves around the ethical notion 
of the middle path. In this case the primary image that Augustine relies 
upon to represent the soul's journey to and from God is the image of 
walking along a certain path in life. By appealing to a horizontal image 


26 Conf. L 18, 28-29 (S 21-23); IL 5, 10 (S 31); VII, 16, 22 (S 145). 

27 Conf. I, 16, 25 (S 19-20); III, 11, 20 (S 52); XIII, 20, 28 (S 249-250). 

28 Conf. V1, 1, 1 (S 98-99). 

29  Forreferences to the divine mercy see Conf. III, 8, 16 (S 49-50); VI, 1, 1 (S 99); 
16, 26 (S 122) and to the divine hand I, 15, 24 (S 18); III, 11, 19 (S 51); VII, 8, 12 (S 137); 
IX, 1, 1 (S 180). 

30 Conf. I, 13, 21 (S 16); II, 3, 8 (S 29-30); IV, 13, 20 (S 68-69); VII, 9, 13-15 (S 
137-140); X1, 9, 11 (S 271); XIII, 15, 16-18 (S 340-342). 

31 Conf. IV, 15, 25 (S 72); XIII, 8, 9 (S 333-334). 
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associated with the biblical story of the prodigal son, Augustine is able to 
clarify what it means to walk with and without God32. In the Confessions 
Augustine fuses this image with the contents of the passage in Enneads VI 
where Plotinus identifies the road to the One with the transformation of the 
affections rather than with transportation in ships or chariots or upon 
human legs33. 

Augustine’s collation of these two sources enables him to contrast the 
path of fallen humanity’s aimless wandering in the land of want with its 
back to God with its longing for forgiveness in seeking the face of God. In 
this context, Augustine differentiates three lands in which human beings 
walk: the land of want inhabited by the massa damnata, the land of 
salvation occupied by lovers of wisdom, and the land of unending plenty 
populated by the saints in heaven34. 

Of these three lands, the middle region occupied by lovers of wisdom 
applies to the ethical notion of the middle path. Because this region lies 
midway between the lands of want and plenty, it constitutes a place of 
moderation where virtuous, ascetic-minded individuals strive to free 
themselves from the vice of excess. Augustine refers to this land of 
temperance as the recta via or via caritatis35. In the De civitate dei, 
however, he abandons these expressions in favor of their eastern 
equivalent, via regia (Greek: basilike hodos). But unlike eastern thinkers 
who use this notion to designate the soul’s ascent to God or the journey of 
a righteous people to the heavenly kingdom, Augustine identifies it with 
Christ, the universal path of salvation. For Augustine, Christ is the way or 
the ethical means by which the soul journeys to the Kingdom of God36. 


32 Conf. I, 13, 20 (S 15); II, 3, 7-8 (S 28-31); IV, 12, 18 (S 67); 15, 24-26 (S 71-73); 
VI, 5, 8 (S 106). 

33 Conf. I, 18, 28 (S 21-22); VIII, 8, 19 (S 170); X, 34, 52-53 (S 248-250); XIII, 7, 
8 (S 333). Augustine approaches Vergil’s Aeneid at Conf. I, 13, 20-22 (S 15-17) in a similar 
manner. 

34 Conf. II, 10, 18 (S 36): regio egestatis; VII, 7, 11 (S 136): media regio; IX, 10, 
24 (S 199-200): regio ubertatis indeficientis. 

35 C. Acad. I, 5, 13, CCL vol. 29, Turnholt 1970, p. 11; Conf. XIII, 7, 8 (S 333). 

36  Augustine's sole reference to the via regia occurs at De civ. dei X, 32, CCL vol. 
47, Turnholt 1955, p. 309 in the context of his refutation of Porphyry's claim that the 
universal path of salvation cannot be found. In this passage Augustine alludes to the via 
regia through the use of the expression via regalis. For an account of the origin and 
meaning of the term via regia see J. LECLERCQ, «La voie royale», Supplement to La vie 
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In the Confessions Augustine develops a constellation of images that 
revolves around the notion of an intemperate life. According to Augustine, 
immoderate individuals who have lost their sense of balance exist in a 
state of perpetual inebriation. Intoxicated by the wine of error and the 
inordinate love of sensible goods, they stumble through life without a 
sense of direction, continually mistaking the illusory for the real. 
Examples of this type of behavior abound in the Confessions: from the 
baseness of Augustine’s teachers who profess the false virtues of the world 
to the drunkenness of his friend Alypius who succumbs to the bloodletting 
of the circus to Augustine’s own Manichaean stupor37. In an unconverted 
world all are lost in the unsteady byways of their own deception. 

Augustine contrasts the bewilderment of the blind lovers of the world 
with the humble sobriety of believers such as Monica and Ambrose. In the 
Confessions both function as the counterweight to those who wander in the 
wilderness of their desires, preferring the rough, crooked ways of men to 
the secure, direct route to the heavenly kingdom. Accordingly, Augustine 
characterizes Ambrose’s discourses as sober in nature, yet overflowing 
with divine wine for his listeners38. He recalls the sobriety with which he 
drank in the name of Christ in his youth, no doubt on account of Monica’s 
own sobriety39. And he trusts that he will remain sober in the future, 
deviating neither to the right nor to the left as long as God inebriates his 
inner self with divine love40. 


spirituelle (1948) 338-52 and L’amour des lettres et le désir de dieu: Initiations aux 
auteurs monastiques du moyen age, Paris, Editions du Cerf, 1990, pp. 102-107. Compare 
R.P. RAHNER, «Der Königliche Weg des Kreuzes», Zeitschrift für Aszese und Mystik VII 
(1933) 73-6 and R.PF. TAILLIEZ, «BASILIKE HODOS. Les valeurs d'un terme mystique 
et le prix de son histoire litterale», in Miscellanea Guillaume de Jerphanion I, Rome, 1947, 
pp. 303-52. For a commentary on Augustine’s use of this expression in the De civ. dei see 
den J. BoEFT, «Some Etymologies in Augustine’s De civitate dei X», Vigiliae Christianae 
33 (1979) 242-59. 

37 Conf. I, 16, 26 (S 19-20); V, 13, 23 (S 95-96); VI, 8, 13 (S 111-112). 

38 Conf. V, 13, 23 (S 95-96). 

39 Conf. III, 4, 8 (S 42); 11, 20 (S 52-53); V, 9, 17 (S 90-91); VI, 2, 2 (S 99-101); 
IX, 8, 17-19 (S 193-196). 

40 Conf. XII, 11, 11-14 (S 300-302). In Conf. I, 5, 5 (S 4) Augustine associates 
divine intoxication with God's entrance into the human heart and the forgetting of his past. 
Compare Nebridius'inebriated state after his conversion at Conf. IX, 3, 6 (S 183-184). 
Augustine's emphasis on the straight and narrow path can be found at IX, 4, 7 (S 184-185) 
and Ep. 215, CSEL vol. 57, pp. 387-396. 
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Through reliance on horizontal images of conversion Augustine is 
able to convey the moral implications of what it means to walk through 
life bereft of the face of divine goodness. Uniting sense images of 
drunkenness and sobriety with horizontal images of walking serves as a 
reminder of the need for the will’s reformation. But since Christ is 
Augustine’s virtue, it is only by trusting in the hidden, interior strength of 
divine grace that the contemplation of the divine countenance is possible 
in this life41. 

Depth Images of Conversion. The third set of images that Augustine 
employs in the Confessions clusters around the necessity to return to the 
self in order to concentrate the soul's attention on the source of divine 
unity42. Since the inner self is the locus of this turning to and from God, 
it constitutes the primary setting for the drama of salvation. Augustine's 
emphasis on piety throughout the Confessions points to the need to restore 
the inner unity of the self43. 

Augustine utilizes various images to represent the soul's interiority. 
As noted above, he conceives the soul in general as a container of some 
sort in which certain things either exist or do not exist. It is important, 
however, to discern what is inside and outside of this interior space 
because the self can, in a manner of speaking, walk inside and outside of 
itself by means of its affections for higher or lower goods44. As a result, 
the inner self may be empty or full of such things as mercy and judgment, 
liberty and constraint, and joy and sorrow. 

Moreover, the inner self can either expand or contract depending 
upon whether or not it is full of charity. To account for this inner 
transformation, Augustine appeals to the sensible quality of heat. Because 
charity inflames the soul with the heat of love, it makes the lover soft and 
pliable towards the object of its love. But when the flame of charity is 


41 Conf. X, 1, 1 (S 209). 

42 Note Augustine's observation at Conf. I, 20, 31 (S 24) regarding the desire for 
self preservation as a vestige of God's most secret unity (vestigia secretissimae unitatis). 

43 See, for example, the passages at Conf. III, 8, 16 (S 49-50); VII, 21, 27 (S 151); 
VII, 7, 17 (S 168). 

44 Conf. III, 6, 11 (S 44-45); IV, 15, 26 (S 72-73); VII, 16, 22 (S 145) VIII, 7, 16 (S 
167). For the interpenetration of the inner and outer worlds see P. BLANCHARD, «L'espace 
intérieur chez saint Augustin d’après le Livre X des Confessions», Augustinus Magister I 
Paris, 1954, p. 535. 
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extinguished and love grows cold, the lover becomes hard and inflexible 
towards the other because his love has gone elsewhere45. 

Yet another way in which Augustine portrays the soul’s interiority is 
in terms of silence46. When the soul is turned outward and engaged in 
worldly affairs, it is filled with the noise of the temporal world. It hears 
only the sounds of itself and others as it conducts its business in the world, 
pursuing its own interests at the expense of others. The clamor of the 
teachers of false doctrines in the schools, the advocates of false judgments 
in the courts, the preachers of false religions in the churches, and its own 
rhetoric, deafens the soul47. As a result, it remains oblivious to the silent 
voice of God that speaks within itself. It has, in effect, tuned out God even 
though God continues to dwell within the self, providentially working out 
the hidden effects of his love whether the soul has ears for it or not48. 

In characterizing the inner self as a container, Augustine demarcates a 
space of encounter between God and human beings. But in order for that 
encounter to take place, the inner conflict within the self must give way to 
the harmonious striving for union with God49. The greater the degree of 
inwardness, the greater the concentration on the indivisible source of 
oneness that elicits piety and awe. As a memory narrative, the Confessions 
reflects this movement from Augustine’s recollection of his divided and 
undivided selves to his silent contemplation of God in Scripture. 

Augustine’s use of depth images of conversion, therefore, draws the 
reader’s attention inward, first to the self, and then to God. To depict the 
inward features of this mysterious depth, Augustine resorts to sense 
images such as hot and cold, soft and hard, silent and noisy or to 
quantitative images such as turning to and turning from, expanding and 
contracting, filling or emptying. By locating inwardness in three- 
dimensional space, vertical and horizontal images of conversion converge 


45 See Conf. I, 5, 6 (S 4) and VII, 20, 26 (S 149) for the relation between charity 
and the self as domus. Compare II, 7, 15 (S 34); X, 36 59 (253-255); XI, 29, 39 (292); XII, 
9, 10 (S 334-335). 

46 On the theme of silence see M. CoLisH, «St Augustine’s Rhetoric of Silence 
Revisited», Augustinian Studies 9 (1978) 15-24 and J. MAZZEO, «St Augustine’s Rhetoric 
of Silence», Journal of the History of Ideas 23 (1962) 175-196. 

47 Conf. Il, 3, 5 (S 39-40); IV, 1, 1 (S 34). Compare II, 2, 2 (S 25). 

48 Conf. I, 18, 29 (S 22-23); V, 6, 11 (S 84); XI, 8, 11 (S 271-272). 

49 Cfr. Conf. V, 10, 18 (S 91); X, 28, 39 (S 238); 34, 52 (S 248). 
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in depth images. In this space that is no space it is possible to remember 
the beauty of divine unity50. 


REMEMBERING GOD AND THE IMAGINATION 


Augustine prefaces his remarks on memory in Confession X with a 
simple question, Quid ergo amo, cum deum amo? What therefore do I love 
when I love God51? The simplicity of this question belies the complexity of 
Augustine's answer. For in responding to this question Augustine realizes 
that if God is to be found, he must first understand himself. Understanding 
the self, then, is not an end in itself, but the way to arrive at the knowledge 
and wisdom of God. Furthermore, if understanding is remembrance, then 
the memory of the self has as its ultimate objective the memory of God. But 
to what extent is it possible at present to attain this objective? 

Augustine's response in the Confessions acknowledges the significant 
role that the imagination plays in the process of remembrance. For without 
the representative power of the imagination, it would be impossible to 
mediate the extremes of the corporeal and the incorporeal or the flesh and 
the spirit. As the intermediary between these two realms, paradoxically, 
the imagination is able to incarnate in space what cannot be incarnated in 
space, namely, the interiority of the self and God. 

In the Confessions Augustine produces a cornucopia of images that 
entices and delights the imagination, stimulating it so that the reader can 
begin to draw his own associations between the images that Augustine 
calls to mind. The variegated nature of these images allows for a creative 
exploration of the meaning inherent in them. In this respect, the directional 
images of conversion subjected to scrutiny in the previous section point 
the way into the Confessions, but in no way exhaust the wealth of meaning 
in these images. It is sufficient to note that Augustine uses them to sketch 
the contours of memory in the way in which an artist draws the outline of 
a house. As such, they complement the three dimensional images of 
memory that Augustine provides in Book X at the same time as they 
reflect the search for the trinity of truth, goodness, and beauty that defines 
God's being. 


50 Note Augustine's association of the themes of recollection, self-gathering, and 
beauty at Conf. II, 1, 1 (S 25). See also Conf X, 25, 36-26, 37 (S 236-237). 
51 Conf. X, 6, 8 (S 214-215). 
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If the Confessions is a work of remembrance, it is also a work of 
searching52. The narrative of Augustine’s conversion experience in Books 
I-IX presents the sharpest contrast between the Augustine who forgets and 
the Augustine who remembers. In Book X the two Augustines appear to 
merge momentarily in the bishop who desires to meditate on memory, but 
in concluding his reflection Augustine laments the remnants of darkness 
that remain in memory and continue to plague fallen humanity53. The self 
that recollects, knows that the greater part of life consists in searching 
rather than in finding54. This searching is the continual probing of the 
imagination to find new meaning in the images that it beholds within 
memory. 

Remembering God, then, depends upon the ability of the recollective 
imagination to locate the contents of memory in space even as the process 
of arranging them in their proper order presupposes their occurrence in 
time. Augustine attributes this dependence on the imagination to the fallen 
condition of human nature. Throughout the Confessions he warns his 
reader of the disastrous consequences that arise when the imagination 
conjures up false images of God alongside the fictional belief in the mind’s 
ability to see God in this life55. The remembrance of conversion, however, 
alters Augustine’s perspective on the imagination and enables him to grasp 
the critical role that it plays in the search for God. As a consequence, it is 
altogether fitting that Augustine concludes the Confessions where he 
began, namely, with the desire to seek God56. 


Canisius College, Buffalo, NY 


52 Note the contrast between inquiring and contending at Conf. VI 3, 3-5, 8 (S 101- 
106) and its relevance to VIII, 12, 29 (S 178). 

53 See Conf. XI, 2, 2 (S 264) and n. 9 above. Note Augustine’s forgetfulness of his 
infancy at Conf. I, 6-7 (S 5-10). 

54 Conf. XII, 1, 1 (S 294). 

55 Conf. III, 6, 10-7, 14 (S 42-47); IV, 7, 12 (S 63); V, 10, 18-20 (S 91-94). 

56 Cfr. Conf. I, 1, 1 (S 1-2) and XIII, 38, 53 (S 370-371). Compare I. 6, 10 (S 8). 
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L'IMAGE PARFAITE. LA STRUCTURE AUGUSTINO- 
PORPHYRIENNE DES THEORIES MEDIEVALES DE L’IMAGE 


J'ai choisi de parler ici de la théorie augustinienne de l'image, parce 
qu'elle me semble tout simplement avoir mis au point le fondement de 
toute la pensée médiévale latine sur la question. En effet, au Moyen Age, 
la théologie grecque de l'icóne ne fonde nullement les théories et les 
pratiques occidentales. 

En réalité, le monde occidental latin a refoulé cette doctrine, qui ne 
s'est vraiment imposée comme norme efficace qu'en réaction à la 
Réforme, donc à la fin du Moyen-Age. Certes, en théorie, la doctrine de 
l'icóne proclamée au Concile de Nicée II en 787 s'impose en droit à la 
théologie latine comme à la théologie grecque, puisqu'elle a été appuyée 
et approuvée par le pape Hadrien Ier. Mais la théorie n'a pas été suivie 
d'effets. Il y a à cela une raison simple: la papauté, l'empire franc et 
l'empire d'Orient n'avaient pas la même compréhension du problème. 
Lorsque la théologie de Nicée II a été communiquée au monde latin, elle 
a d'abord été regue par Charlemagne et sa cour comme une grave erreur 
théologique, si bien qu'il en a entrepris une réfutation systématique, 
espérant obtenir le soutien du pape contre cette erreur. Ce sont les célébres 
Libri Carolini, rédigés par Theodulf. Lon en connaît la thèse centrale: 
«dans l'image, nous ne méprisons rien, si ce n'est sa vénération»!. Un 
usage décoratif ou remémoratif de l'image est donc licite, mais non son 
utilisation dans le culte. Cette doctrine défend une voie moyenne, déjà 
traditionnelle en Occident, qui tolére les images, mais renvoie dos à dos la 


l1  Theodulf, Opus Caroli Regis contra Synodum (Libri Carolini), II, 16; A. 
FREEMAN (ed.), Monumenta Germaniae Historica Concilia II, 1, Hannover, 1998, p. 411: 
«Nihil in imaginibus spernamus praeter adorationem». 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 731-758. 
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vénération des images comme l’iconoclasme. En effet, la vénération, 
assimilée a l’adoratio des images, est comprise comme une forme 
d’idolätrie. 

Le monde latin partait donc d'une censure systématique de la 
théologie de l’icòne. Il l'a refoulée jusqu'aux marges de l'oubli, même si 
les pratiques amenaient sans cesse de nouveaux exemples de vénération. 
La conséquence en est que les références au Concile de Nicée II semblent 
rarissimes au Moyen Age. Le monde latin n'avait accés au texte du 
Concile que dans la traduction d'Anastase le Bibliothécaire, qui a peu 
circulé. C'est seulement vers 1100 que le canoniste Yves de Chartres 
donne valeur juridique aux décisions de Nicée II relatives aux images, 
mais en termes trés généraux, et dans un canon qui n'est pas relatif aux 
images2. Mais c'est vraiment le Décret de Gratien, vers 1140, qui fait 


x 


entrer Nicée II dans le droit canon, à propos des images3. Pourtant, la 
réflexion théologique n’y fait toujours pas allusion. On peut néanmoins 
estimer que la théologie de la vénération des icönes a commencé 4 étre 
connue en Occident à partir de la moitié du XIIe siècle, avec la traduction 
fragmentaire de théologiens grecs, comme Basile et Jean Damascène. Au 
tout début du XIIIe siècle, Alain de Lille mentionne la distinction faite par 
les Grecs entre dulia et latria4. Elle passe dans les Sentences de Pierre 


2 [vo Carnotensis, Decretum, Pars IV, c. 122, «Item de auctoritate sextae synodi. 
Adrianus papa Tarasio Patriarchae. Actio secunda synodi VII» (PL 161, 294) - il s'agit 
seulement de la représentation du Christ en agneau; c. 159 (col. 302): «De damnando concilio 
quod factum est adversus sacras imagines. Actio 2 septimae synodi. Adrianus papa Tharasio 
patriarchae» - condamnation d'un concile iconoclaste, mais sans indication du contenu. 

3 Gratianus, Decreti tertia pars, De consecratione d. 3, c.28 E. FRIEDBERG (ed.) 
Corpus iuris canonici, Graz, 19552, I, col.1360): «c.28 Imagines sanctorum memoria sunt 
et recordatio preteritorum, Item ex VIL Sinodo, [actione 6]. Venerabiles imagines 
Christiani non deos appellant, neque seruiunt eis, ut diis, neque spem salutis ponunt in eis, 
neque ab eis expectant futurum iudicium: sed ad memoriam et recordationem primitiuorum 
venerantur eas et adorant, sed non seruiunt eis cultu diuino, nec alicui creaturae». Le c.29 
vient aussi de Nicée II; pourtant, il ne porte pas sur le statut de l'image en général, mais sur 
l'interdiction de la représentation du Christ en agneau. 

4 Alanus de Insulis, De fide catholica, contra haereticos lib[ri] quatuor, IV, 12 (PL 
210, 428 B): «Illam speciem adorationis quae debetur Deo, et graece dicitur latria, 
christianus non exhibet creaturae, sed eam quae graece dicitur dulia, quae debetur homini 
et angelo. Illa quae debetur Deo consistit in dilectione, oratione, glorificatione, oblatione, 
ut Deum diligat homo super omnia, offerat ei, tanquam Creatori, se et sua, hunc cultum 
nemo exhibet creaturae. Sed homo tenetur diligere proximum tamquam se, ei exhibere 
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Lombard et de lá chez la plupart des théologiens, mais à propos d'une 
autre question: celle de la vénération de l'humanité du Christ. Les 
Sentences de Pierre Lombard et leurs commentaires, ainsi que les grandes 
sommes théologiques, ne mentionnent toujours pas Nicée II à propos de la 
vénération des images. Si elles font une place de plus en plus grande à la 
pratique de la vénération qui s'est développée entre-temps, elles 
n'admettent aucunement l'interprétation centrale de Nicée II, à savoir 
l'idée que la vénération est transférée au prototype, en un transitus 
intentionnel trés original. 

Si Nicée II était refoulé, sa censure le fut également. Car lorsque la 
cour de Charlemagne eut compris que le pape soutenait en réalité la 
théologie de l’icöne, elle a dü enterrer sa propre réfutation. Vers 825, il 
n'existait manifestement qu'un seul exemplaire des Libri Carolini. Deux 
copies seulement ont été effectuées vers 850, probablement à la demande 
d'Hincmar de Reims, qui avait accés à la bibliothéque du palais. Et c'est 
uniquement au moment de la Réforme, lorsque la premiere édition 
imprimée par Jean du Tillet, est parue, en 1549, que le texte a eu quelque 
diffusion. Son ami Jean Calvin y avait eu accés, et il appuie sur lui la 
position protestante sur la question des images, dés l'Institution de la 
Religion chrétienne, publiée à Genéve en 1550. Ainsi, ce texte n'a 
réellement été connu qu'au moment des conflits entre catholiques et 
protestants sur la vénération de l’image, donc au cours du XVIe siècle, la 
doctrine de Nicée II étant confirmée et sanctionnée par le Concile de 
Trente. C'est donc à la fin du Moyen Age que l'on accéde à son 
commencement, que l'on connait à la fois Nicée II et sa réfutation. Mais 
la répétition est un renouvellement: les positions se répartissent 
maintenant autrement, entre orthodoxie et contestation réformée. 

On comprend que certains historiens n'hésitent pas à dire qu'il n'y a 
pas de théologie de l'image en Occident. J’observerai qu'obnubilés par 
l'exemple grec, ils confondent l'image avec sa vénération. Et je 
soutiendrai ici la position inverse, en trois thèses: 1. il y a une théologie de 
l'image en Occident médiéval, mais ce n'est pas celle de Nicée II, car ce 
n'est pas du tout une théologie de la vénération. 2. L'essentiel de cette 


reverentiam, aliquando ut majori, aliquando ut pari, benegnitatem, aliquando ut minori. 
Non ergo plures deos constituimus, sed unum Deum divino cultu adoramus». 
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théologie dépend de la construction d'un concept philosophique d’image. 
3. C’est Augustin, qui l’a élaborée, et il a été sur ce point encore si influent 
qu’il mérite une fois de Plus le surnom de pére des latins. 

Commençons par examiner le concept augustinien d’ image. 


‚I. IMAGE, RESSEMBLANCE ET ÉGALITÉ 


Les traités scolastiques, comme les Commentaires des Sentences ou 
les Sommes posent presque toujours la question de l’image à propos de la 
théologie trinitaire. Saint Thomas demande par exemple, a propos du Fils: 
«Le nom d’image est-il dit personnellement en Dieu?»5, sachant que le 
concept d’image semble a priori réservé au sensible. Les réponses 
s’appuient alors presque toujours sur les analyses d’Augustin, dans la 
Question 74 du De diversis quaestionibus 83: «Qu’est-ce qu’une 
image’. 

Augustin y étudie conjointement les concepts de ressemblance, 
d’image et d’égalité: 

«Il faut distinguer l’image, l’égalité et la ressemblance. Car là où il y 
a image, il y a toujours ressemblance, mais pas toujours égalité; là où il y 
a égalité, il y a toujours ressemblance, mais pas toujours image; là où il y 
a ressemblance, il n'y a pas toujours image, et pas toujours égalité. — Là 
où il y a image, il y a toujours ressemblance, mais pas toujours égalité. 
Ainsi, dans un miroir, il y a image de l’homme, puisqu’elle en est tirée 
(expressa est); il y a aussi nécessairement ressemblance, et pourtant pas 
égalité, car beaucoup [de traits] manquent à l’image, qui pourtant sont 
inhérents à la chose dont elle est tirée (expressa est). — Là où il y a égalité, 
il y a toujours ressemblance, mais pas toujours image. Ainsi, entre deux 
oeufs de méme espèce (paribus): puisqu’il y a égalité, il y a aussi 
ressemblance; en effet, tout ce qui est présent à l’un est aussi présent à 
l’autre; pourtant il n°y a pas image, car aucun des deux n’est tiré 
(expressum) de l’autre. — Là où il y a ressemblance, il n’y a pas toujours 
image, et pas toujours égalité. Car tout oeuf, en tant qu’il est oeuf, 


5 Somme théologique I, q. 35, a.1. Autre exemple: Henrici a Gandavo, Quodlibeta, 
ed. Badius Ascensius, 1518, Quodlibet IV, q.2, f°. 90 r° S: «Utrum scilicet imago conveniat 
spiritui sancto sicut et filio». (Qui cite Augustin, r° V: «Ubi enim imago, continuo 
similitudo est, ubi similitudo non est continuo imago»). 
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ressemble à tout oeuf; mais l'oeuf de perdrix, quoiqu'il soit semblable à 
l'oeuf de poule en tant qu'oeuf, n'en est pourtant ni l'image, car il n'en est 
pas tiré, ni l'égal, car il est plus petit, et d'une autre sorte d'animaux 
(genus animantium)»6. 

La relation. d'image implique une ressemblance, mais l'image 
n'implique pas d'égalité. L'égalité implique la ressemblance, mais 
n'implique pas l'image. La ressemblance n'implique pas l'image et 
n'implique pas l'égalité. Ces trois concepts construisent donc un ensemble 
cohérent mais complexe d'inférences non réciproques. — Augustin 
explique ces déductions par des exemples. Dans le cas du miroir, l'image 
implique ressemblance sans impliquer d'égalité: le reflet n'a pas la méme 
nature que son original; il est plus pauvre que lui. Mais il en provient: 
l'image implique toujours un principe producteur. Les concepts d'image et 
d'expression sont équivalents: l'expression implique à la fois une 
dépendance causale et une ressemblance envers un principe dont elle est 
tirée. L'image se définit par la causalité de l'original, ce qui suppose 
qu'Augustin privilégie ici l’image naturelle sur l'image artisanale 
(l'artefact n'étant pas nécessairement l’image de son producteur). 

En revanche, la ressemblance peut exister entre des égaux, sans 
impliquer de dépendance causale de l'un à l'autre. Le ressemblant n'est 
donc pas nécessairement image. C'est le cas de tous les individus de méme 
espéce, dont aucun n'est le principe de l'autre (sauf un parent envers son 
enfant). Dans le cas de deux œufs de même espèce, l'égalité implique la 
ressemblance, mais pas l'image, car il n'y a pas de dépendance causale 
entre eux. Mais il peut y avoir ressemblance sans égalité, comme dans le 
cas de deux ceufs d'espéce différente, soit parce qu'ils sont hétérogénes et 
donc incomparables, soit tout simplement parce que l'un est plus petit que 
l'autre. Ainsi, entre des objets d'espéce différente, il n'y a pas 
nécessairement d'imaginalité, ni d'égalité. La ressemblance est définie 
comme un pur fait, celui d'avoir des traits communs, mais de maniére 
transversale, sans relation de dépendance. Elle est donc symétrique, tandis 
que la relation d'image est asymétrique. La ressemblance est une 
homologie, elle n'implique aucune transcendance, elle est structurelle, 
alors que la relation d'image est génétique et suppose une production. 


6 Augustin, De diversis quaestionibus 83, q.74 (BA 10, 326). 
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Ce systeme d’inférences, et surtout de non-inférences, permet aussi 
de distinguer les concepts, et donc de laisser place a d’autres 
combinaisons possibles. Car: 

«La où l’on dit: ‘pas toujours’, on pense évidemment que cela peut 
parfois étre le cas. Il peut donc y avoir une image en laquelle il y a aussi 
égalité. Ainsi, entre les parents et les enfants, on trouverait image, égalité 
et ressemblance, s’il n’intervenait un intervalle de temps. En effet, d'une 
part, la ressemblance du fils est tirée de son géniteur (expressa a parente), 
si bien qu’on l’appeler 3 bon droit image; d’autre part, elle peut étre si 
grande, qu’on peut aussi l’appeler 3 bon droit égalité, 4 cela prés que le 
géniteur l'a précédé dans le temps. On en déduit que l'égalité 
s'accompagne parfois non seulement de ressemblance, mais aussi 
d’image, comme il est manifeste dans l’exemple précédent. 

Il peut aussi y avoir parfois ressemblance et égalité, bien qu'il n'y ait 
pas image; comme on l'a dit à propos de deux oeufs de méme espéces 
(paribus). I] peut aussi y avoir ressemblance et image, bien qu'il n'y ait 
pas égalité, comme nous l'avons montré dans le cas du miroir. Et il peut 
aussi y avoir ressemblance, là oü il y a à la fois égalité et image, comme 
nous l'avons rappelé à propos des parents, exception faite du temps en 
quoi les parents sont antérieurs. C'est ainsi en effet que nous disons 
qu'une syllabe est égale à une autre, bien que l'une précéde et que l'autre 
suive. 

Mais en Dieu, puisque la circonstance de temps est absente (car il ne 
peut pas sembler juste que Dieu ait engendré dans le temps le Fils par 
lequel il a créé les temps), il en découle qu'il n'est pas seulement son 
image, puisqu'il en vient, et la ressemblance, puisqu'il en est l'image, 
mais encore la plus haute égalité, et qu'aucun intervalle de temps n'y fait 
obstacle»7. 

Méme si la ressemblance n’implique pas l’égalité, il reste qu’elle est 
compatible avec elle, comme c’est le cas pour deux ceufs de méme espéce. 
Et méme si l'image n’implique pas l'égalité, Augustin en a construit le 
concept d'une maniére qui le rend compatible avec l'égalité. C'est le cas 
notamment dans la relation entre un pére et son fils: en tant que dépendant 
de son principe et que lui ressemblant, le fils est l'image du pére; comme 
il est de méme espéce que son pére, il a méme nature, et est donc son égal 


7 Augustin, De diversis quaestionibus 83, q.74 (BA 10, 326-328). 
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(abstraction faite de l’antériorité temporelle). Dans le cas de la paternité, il 
y a à la fois ressemblance, production, et donc image, mais aussi égalité de 
nature, entre deux individus de la méme espéce humaine, — abstraction 
faite de la seule inégalité qui provient du temps —, ce qui implique une 
relation ontologique. S’il pouvait se trouver une génération hors du temps, 
ce dernier obstacle serait levé, et il y aurait 4 la fois ressemblance, image 
et égalité. 

Précisément, en Dieu, tous les caractéres de la paternité sont réunis, 
sans ce qui introduisait une inégalité entre le géniteur et l'engendré: le 
temps. Engendré hors du temps, le Fils est l’égal de Dieu; en tant 
qu’engendré, le Fils en est l’image; en tant qu’image, il en est la 
ressemblance. La théologie trinitaire est le seul lieu où se rencontrent ces 
trois relations simultanément. 

De la ressemblance à l’image, puis de l’image à l’image égale, 
Augustin construit une progression. La théorie nous est présentée 
uniquement dans l'ordre naturel, sans référence aux ceuvres artificielles. 
Elle s'échelonne, depuis le vaste réseau des ressemblances entre réalités 
naturelles (inégales si elles sont d'espéces différentes), jusqu'aux images 
visuelles reproduites dans un miroir, et elle culmine dans la génération du 
Fils par le Pére, seul cas de production d'une image égale à l'original. Dans 
la filiation se réalise par excellence la signification génétique de l'image. 

C’est ce que montre le tableau suivant: 

(La premiére ligne est occupée par les diverses relations, la seconde 
par les exemples correspondants.) 


Ressemblance | Ressemblance 
égalité 


Image Image 
(=ressemblance | +égalité |+égalité 
+ causalité ) +contemporain 


espéce 


En combinant simplement trois concepts: ressemblance, image et 
égalité, Augustin peut définir les rapports entre individus de méme espéce 
(ils se ressemblent et sont égaux, mais ne sont pas l'image l'un de l'autre), 
entre l’original et son reflet dans un miroir (il y a ressemblance et image, 
mais pas d'égalité), entre Dieu et l'homme (image sans égalité), entre le 
Pére et le Fils (image et égalité). Noétique du reflet, métaphysique des 
espèces, anthropologie, théologie trinitaire, sont ainsi nouées en un noeud 
que le moyen äge ne pourra plus défaire. 
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Pour évaluer la nouveauté de cette analyse, il suffit de la comparer à 
la pensée de Platon, chez qui toute image implique une infériorité par 
rapport à l’original. En choisissant de détacher le concept d’image de celui 
d'inégalité, Augustin se donne les moyens de penser l'image et l'égalité 
comme deux variables indépendantes, donc parfois compatibles, ce qui 
serait inconcevable en stricte orthodoxie platonicienne. 

On comprend que cette analyse neuve, et d'abord philosophique, se soit 
imposée au moyen áge, dans un univers orienté vers la rationalité 
théologique, puisqu'elle est la premiére à rendre possible une théorie 
générale de l'image à laquelle Dieu ne fasse pas exception. Elle permettait 
en effet de penser l'image intelligible, égale à l'original, qu'est le Fils de 
Dieu dans la théologie chrétienne. En faisant converger vers lui les 
propriétés d'égalité et d'éternité, elle fait du Fils l’image absolue, l'image de 
Dieu par nature. Seul le Fils posséde les trois propriétés de ressemblance, 
d'image et d'égalité: il est une image parfaite, égale à son original, toute 
autre image étant nécessairement inférieure au modele. Là se joue l'écart 
entre l'humain et le divin. Dans l'humain, l'image est marque de 
dépendance et d'inégalité, dans le divin, elle est compatible avec l'égalité. 


II. IMAGE INTÉRIEURE ET PHANTASME 


Jusqu’ici, nous n'avons mentionné que des images extérieures, 
naturelles ou artificielles. Mais celles-ci ne nous sont accessibles que par 
des images mentales. Quel est donc le statut de ces images mentales? 

Pour Augustin, les images mentales, comme les images corporelles, 
expriment le principe dont elles proviennent et auquel elles ressemblent. 
Mais puisque le corps ne peut rien causer dans l'esprit, l'image n'est pas 
imprimée comme un objet dans une matiére, elle représente un objet 
corporel auquel elle se référe, mais elle émane de l’äme dont elle est 
l'expression. Il existe donc en nous une «nature spirituelle (spiritalis), 
dans laquelle sont exprimés (exprimuntur), non point les corps, mais les 
ressemblances des corps». Ainsi, ce n'est pas la subtilité de la matière qui 


8 La Genèse au sens littéral XII, 24, 50 (BA 49, 414): la traduction de P. AGAESSE 
et A. SOLIGNAC «en laquelle s’impriment», fait ici contresens, puisqu'il n'y a pas de 
causalité du sensible sur l’intelligible selon Augustin. Méme doctrine en XII, 23, 49 (BA 
49, 410): «il existe certainement en nous une certaine nature spirituelle, oü sont formées 
les ressemblances des choses corporelles». 
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permet la réception de formes multiples dans un méme sujet, mais 
l'immatérialité de l’äme qui fonde son expression en diverses images. La 
production d'images mentales n'est pas une réception passive, mais une 
élaboration active, l'acte méme de l'expression de l'áme. 

L’äme exprime les images des corps dans une «nature spirituelle». 
Comme Augustin l'indique lui-méme, dans la Cité de Dieu, il s'inspire ici 
de la structure de l'homme selon Porphyre. Outre le corps, l'áme est formée 
de deux parties distinctes: la partie inférieure, appelée pneüma (en latin 
spiritus), constitue l'àme vitale, qui raisonne selon l'abstraction, en restant 
prisonniére des images sensibles; la partie supérieure, dégagée de toute 
influence corporelle, est non seulement spirituelle, mais immaterielle. Elle 
permet l'intelligence directe des objets incorporels, éternels et divins, les 
idées. Elle correspond au noüs, qu' Augustin traduit par mens. Or c'est dans 
la partie intermédiaire, le pneuma, qu'a lieu la saisie des imaginations et 
des perceptions: «non certes la partie intellectuelle qui pergoit la vérité des 
réalités intelligibles sans aucune ressemblance avec les corps, mais la partie 
spirituelle qui saisit les images des objets corporels»9. C'est ainsi que 
Porphyre, dans les Sentences 29, intégre le stoicisme dans le 
néoplatonisme: l’intellect immatériel vient coiffer le pneüma des stoiciens, 
propre à l'áme sensitive. Dans ce pneuma ag impriment les marques (tupoi) 
des images perceptives (phantasiai) des corps, gráce auxquelles l'àme 
conserve l'image sensible (eidolon) [de ces corps]»10. Mais chez Augustin, 
à la différence des stoiciens, le spiritus est immatériel, il désigne aussi la 
totalité de l’âme dans sa dimension simple et indivisible. Il y a donc pour 
lui aussi trois parties dans l'étre humain: l'intellect, où se forme le verbe 
mental, la partie spirituelle, qui appréhende les images perceptives, le 
corps, organe passif de la perception. Mais le second degré, le spiritus, n'a 
pas le même sens que chez Porphyre. 

Qu'est-ce qu'une image perceptive (phantasia)? C'est une 
représentation de l'objet externe, qu'Augustin appelle parfois visio, 
conformément au vocabulaire de son époque. Comme le rappelle 


9 Cité de Dieu X, 9, 2 (BA 34, 456): «non quidem intellectuali, qua rerum 
intellegibilium percipitur veritas, nullas habentium similitudines corporum; sed spiritali, 
qua corporalium rerum capiuntur imagines». 

10 Sentences 29 B. MOMMERT (éd), Leipzig, 1907, p. 13, 1.11-14, 1.1): 
«enaponorgnutai typos tés phantasias kai outós ephelketai to eidólon». Cfr. G. VERBEKE, 
L'évolution de la doctrine du pneuma du stoicisme à S. Augustin, Paris — Louvain, 1945, 
pp. 369-371. 
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Quintilien, «ce que les grecs appellent phantasia, nous le traduirons par 
visio [vision], car c’est par elles que les images des choses absentes sont 
représentées 4 l’esprit, de telle sorte que nous paraissons les voir de nos 
yeux comme si elles étaient présentes»!. La phantasia est une image 
présente à l'imagination, conservée dans la mémoire et qui renvoie à une 
perception passée. Elle a de surcroit un statut de représentation: elle tient 
lieu de la présence d’un objet absent (Quintilien parle bien de 
repraesentare). S’il reprend à Quintilien la traduction par visio, Augustin 
insiste sur deux points. 1. Pour lui, la phantasia se distingue du 
phantasme. Car chez les stoiciens, déja, le terme phantasma désigne une 
vision sans objet, hallucinatoire et non-représentative, «telle qu’il s’en 
produit chez les malades et les mélancoliques» — un fantasme!12. 2. En 
second lieu, Augustin admet une vision sans phantasia, sans image: la 
vision intellectuelle. La vision selon Augustin comprend donc 3 la fois la 
production d’une image et l’intuition intellectuelle, à la fois la 
représentation sans objet et la représentation vérace. 

Combien y a-t-il de sortes d’images mentales? La Genèse au sens 
littéral en distingue douzel3. Mais ces douze espèces de vision se laissent 
grouper en trois classes: «L'une selon les yeux du corps [...] L'autre selon 
que nous imaginons ce que nous sentons par le corps. [...] Le troisième 
genre de vision a lieu selon le regard de l’esprit (mentis intuitus), par 
lequel sont contemplées les pensées (intellecta conspiciuntur), la vérité et 
la sagesse»14. Le premier genre de connaissance, qu'il appelle «vision 


ll «Quas fantasias Graeci vocant (nos sane visiones appellemus), per quas 
imagines rerum absentium ita repraesentantur animo, ut eas cernere oculis ac praesentes 
habere videamur» (Institution oratoire VI, 2, 29; Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 1977, p. 31). 

12 Némésius, De natura hominis VI, PG 40, 633 B (Matthaei, p. 173, 5-7). 

13 De Genesi ad litteram XII, 23, 49 (BA 49, 411-415). 

14 Contre Adimante, XXVIII, 2 (BA 17, 368-): «Multa genera visionis in Scripturis 
sacris inveniuntur. Unum, secundum oculos corporis; sicut vidit Abraham tres viros sub 
ilice Mambre [Genes. 18, 1] [...]. Alterum, secundum quod imaginamur ea quae per 
corpus sentimus: nam et pars ipsa nostra cum divinitus assumitur, multa revelantur, non 
per oculos corporis, aut aures, aliumve sensum carnalem; sed tarnen his similia, sicut vidit 
Petrus discum illum submitti e coelo cum variis animalibus [Acr. 11, 5]. [...] Tertium 
autem genus visionis est secundum mentis intuitum, quo intellecta conspiciuntur veritas 
atque sapientia: sine quo genere illa duo quae prius posui, vel infructuosa sunt, vel etiam 
in errorem mittunt. Cum enim ea, quae sive corporeis sensibus, sive illi parti animae quae 
corporalium rerum imagines capit, divinitus demonstrantur, non solum sentiuntur his 
modis, sed etiam mente intelliguntur, tunc est perfecta revelatio». 
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corporelle», correspond à la perception sensible, accomplie par les cing 
sens. Le second, la «vision spirituelle», s’accomplit par un équivalent du 
sens commun, soutenu par le spiritus. Il correspond aux représentations 
des réalités corporelles, qu’elles soient inscrites dans la mémoire 
(phantasia) ou forgées a partir de différentes ressemblances (phantasma). 
Porphyre a montré, 4 propos de Rome et d’Alexandrie, que l’äme peut 
imaginer un lieu sans s’y trouver. Ces villes deviennent pour Augustin 
Carthage, objet de phantasia, parce qu’elle a déja été pergue pour lui, et 
Alexandrie, objet de phantasme, parce qu’elle est sans intuition sensible. 
Le troisième genre porte le nom de «vision intellectuelle» (contuitus 
mentis), et permet l’intuition de l’intelligible. 

Trois sortes de connaissance correspondent donc aux trois strates de 
l'éte humain: la vision corporelle (perception d'un objet par les sens 
externes), la vision spirituelle (qui donne une image des corps absents, réels 
ou fictifs), et la vision intellectuelle (qui saisit les objets incorporels, sans 
image). Une ontologie à trois degrés est donc supposée par cette théorie. 
Celle-ci était explicitement développée par Porphyre: selon Porphyre, il y a 
deux sortes d'incorporels!5. Les premiers entrent dans l'existence avec le 
corporel, et le rendent possible (le lieu et le temps). Les seconds sont 
entiérement séparés des corps, comme les intelligences et les intelligibles. 
La classification de Porphyre est donc un jugement de valeur: les stoiciens 
ne connaissent que les incorporels par abstraction. Ils en déduisent que 
l'intelligible ne subsiste pas par lui-m&me. Or ce non-étre est pour Porphyre 
le véritable &tre, tandis que l'incorporel par privation n'est pas vraiment un 
être. L'ontologie porphyrienne suppose donc trois degrés et non deux: les 
corps, les incorporels au sens des stoiciens, et les réalités intelligibles 
séparées. Cette échelle est à l'origine de la distinction médiévale entre deux 
degrés d'abstraction: l'abstraction par privation des déterminations du 
concret, et la reconnaissance d'un étre positivement séparé. 

Chez Augustin, cette double abstraction se traduit par la distinction 
entre deux sortes de mémoire: celle-ci ne conserve pas seulement les 
images des perceptions; elle contient aussi les notions qui appartiennent 
aux sciences, les raisons, les nombres et leurs lois16. Il existe donc une 


15 Porphyre, Aphormai pros ta noeta (Sententiae ad intelligibilia ducentes) B. 
MOMMERT (éd.), Leipzig, Teubner, 1907, ch. 42, p. 40,1.9 - 41, 1.4. 
16 Confessions X, 12, 19 (BA 14, 175-177). 
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mémoire de l’intelligible, qui ne se rapporte 4 aucun sens particulier, et ne 
se réduit pas 4 la conservation des images, mais posséde une valeur 
spirituelle. Les intelligibles sont saisis dans un verbe qui n’est d’aucune 
langue, — un concept. Les intelligibles ne sont plus les représentations de 
rien de visible ni de corporel. Les connaitre n’est plus posséder les images 
des choses, mais les choses mémes. «Mais ce n’est pas cela seulement que 
ma mémoire porte dans son immense réceptacle. On y trouve encore toutes 
les connaissances qui relévent des sciences libérales et ne sont pas encore 
tombées dans l'oubli; elles sont comme reléguées plus loin à l'intérieur, 
dans un lieu qui n’est pas un lieu. Et ce ne sont plus leurs images, mais les 
choses elles-mémes que je porte en moi (nec eorum imagines, sed res 
ipsas gero)»17. Ainsi, la pensée pure et son objet, l’intelligible pur, sont 
déliés des images. Les intelligibles sont au plus intime de moi-méme, et 
pourtant ils sont sans image. Dieu lui-méme ne fait pas exception 4 la 
règle, il est donc accessible par la pensée au plus intime de nous-mémes, 
mais sans image. 

Augustin consacre à cette question le De videndo Deo: «Dieu, 
personne ne l’a jamais vu’ (Jean 1, 18), parce que la plénitude de la 
divinité, qui réside en Dieu, personne ne l’a jamais apergue, personne ne 
l’a comprise par l’esprit ou les yeux — en effet, ‘il a vu’ se rapporte aux 
deux. Puis quand il est ajouté juste après: “Le Fils unique engendré l’a 
exprimé (enarravit) (Jean 1, 18), cela désigne une vision des esprits 
(mentium) plus que des yeux. En effet, la forme (species) est vue, mais la 
puissance (virtus) est exprimée; la première est comprise par les yeux, la 
seconde par l'esprit»18. — La nature divine ne peut pas être saisie 
(comprise) par la vue, mais seulement approchée par l’esprit. Elle est donc 
«exprimée» (enarravit) en un verbe intellectuel. L’essence divine ne peut 
être approchée qu'en dépassant toute forme visibile, en étant manifestée 
ou exprimée par un verbe, mais un verbe qui n’est d’aucune langue: une 
forme conceptuelle. 

Sur le fonctionnement de l’intellect, l’analyse d’Augustin sera 
progressivement remise en cause à partir des traductions du De Anima 


17 Confessions X, 9, 16 (BA 14, 168). 

18 Augustinus, Epistula 147, De videndo Deo, n.18 A. GOLDBACHER (ed.), 1904, 
Vienne, Leipzig, CSEL 44, p.290), citant Ambroise de Milan, Expositio Evangelii 
secundum Lucam, 1, 24-27 M. ADRIAEN (éd.), Turnhout, 1957, CCL 14, 18-20, 1.370- 430). 
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d'Aristote. Elle entre en effet en conflit direct avec la remarque du 
Philosophe selon laquelle l'àme ne pense jamais sans image. En revanche, 
la restriction de la connaissance de Dieu ici-bas au verbe intellectuel, ainsi 
que l'impossibilité d'accéder au divin dans une image sont largement 
acceptées au moyen áge. Les condamnations des théophanies, en 1241, 
permettent de le vérifier a contrario: c'est dans cet esprit que l'idée, 
inspirée par Denys et Scot Erigéne, d'une vision de Dieu sous une forme 
sensible (une théophanie), sera désormais interdite. 


III. MYSTIQUE ET ÉGALITÉ 


Nous l'avons vu, pour Augustin, les images sensibles sont trop 
éloignées de Dieu pour le représenter adéquatement. La nature ne porte 
que des traces ou des ressemblances partielles de son créateur. Dieu ne 
peut étre montré que par une image suffisamment spirituelle, intelligible. 
— Mais laquelle? Seule l’äme est assez proche de Dieu pour lui 
ressembler et nous le faire connaître; or elle est invisible; par conséquent, 
la seule image pertinente du Dieu invisible est l’äme invisible. Comme le 
proclame explicitement le Sermon Denis II d'Augustin, pour concevoir 
l'essence divine, il faut dépasser toutes les images visibles, ne contempler 
que l’image invisible de l' invisible — l’ âme. 

L'on comprend alors pourquoi la mystique médiévale, et notamment 
maitre Eckhart, proclame que l'union à Dieu n'est accessible que par le 
dépassement de toute image — entbliden, ymagine denudari, étre 
dépouillé d'images visibles, c'est en même temps être dépourvu de toute 
formel. 

Mais avant lui, Dietrich de Freiberg a très précisément montré 
comment la doctrine de l’union intellectuelle à Dieu s’intégrait dans une 
théologie de l’image20. Dietrich part d’abord de la signification du terme 
«image». L'usage ordinaire tolêre qu'on parle d'image dans les réalités 
corporelles, selon «la configuration des traits corporels», ainsi qu’on le dit 

‘pour une colonne sculptée, image de tel ou tel modèle. Mais 
conceptuellement, une telle image est plutôt une ressemblance, au sens 


19 Voir sur ce sujet, W. WACKERNAGEL, Ymagine denudari, Paris, Vrin, 1991. 
20 Dietrich de Freiberg, De Visione beatifica, Opera Omnia, LK FLASCH, B. 
MossiscH (hrg.), ed. Meiner, Hamburg, 1977, p.16. 
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qu’Aristote donne à ce terme, à savoir une qualité propre de la quantité21. 
Or l’image n’est pas prise au sens de la quantité, méme si c’est selon la 
quantité qu’on peut dire que quelque chose est égal ou inégal. Au sens 
propre, pour Dietrich, toute image est spirituelle, et non matérielle. 

La ressemblance appartient aux dispositions accidentelles, 
extérieures, tandis que l’étre-image relève des propriétés essentielles, 
intrinsèques: la participation substantielle ä la méme forme. L’image 
implique une «conformité substantielle», une participation ä la méme 
forme que l'original, en méme temps qu'une relation d'origine. «Par 
conséquent, ce qui est formellement image de Dieu en nous est une 
substance»22. Plus fortement encore qu'Augustin, Dietrich de Freiberg 
favorise donc la causalité naturelle en excluant la causalité artificielle. Il 
concentre la notion d'image dans son sommet, la conformité parfaite oü 
elle se réalise par excellence. Il y a donc une «consubstantialité de l'image 
à ce dont elle est l'image (imaginatum)». Or cette consubstantialité se 
rencontre sous trois formes: — par excellence, selon une identité 
numérique, ce qui ne se produit pas dans les réalités corporelles, mais dans 
les réalités spirituelles, et principalement en Dieu, dans le cas du Fils, 
identique au Pére mais «image du Dieu invisible» (Colossiens 1, 15); — 
puis, selon une identité spécifique, comme le fils est dit image de son pére 
dans la génération humaine: c'est ainsi qu' Adam «engendra un fils à son 
image» (Genese 5, 3); — enfin, selon l’imitation d'une conformité 
spécifique, fondée sur une relation d'origine: c'est ainsi que l'homme est 
«à l'image et à la ressemblance de Dieu» (Genese 1, 26). Moins 
proprement, on appelle image du roi sur une piéce de monnaie (allusion au 
Sermon IX d' Augustin23) ce qui n'est qu'une ressemblance extérieure du 
roi, donc un rapport fondé seulement sur une espéce de la qualité, et 
introduite de fagon artificielle. C'est aussi l'usage impropre de l’Evangile, 
qui parle d'image à propos des représentations figurées, comme dans le 
cas de la piece d'or dont le Christ dit, «de qui est cette image et cette 
inscription?» (Matthieu 22, 20)24. Mais cet artefact ne mérite pas 
pleinement le nom d'image. Au sens propre, l'image du roi se trouve dans 


21 Dietrich de Freiberg, De Visione beatifica, p. 17. cfr. Aristote, Catégories 8, 11a 


22 Dietrich de Freiberg, De Visione beatifica, p.17. 
23 Augustin, Sermon IX, 8, 9 (PL 38, 82). 
24 Dietrich de Freiberg, De Visione beatifica, p. 41. 
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son fils, en raison de sa consubstantialité, et du processus de surgissement 
de l'image, qui se produit seulement selon la nature. 

Quant au contenu réel de cette relation d'image, l'homme est à 
l'image de Dieu en ce qu'il a en lui une relation d'origine conforme à celle 
qui se trouve en Dieu, entre les personnes de la Trinité, distinguées par les 
relations d'origine et d'émanation. Celle-ci ne se réalise que dans ce 
qu'Augustin appelle abditum mentis (fond de l’äme): la partie la plus 
élevée de l'áme, qu'il appelle l'intelligence, et que Dietrich identifie à 
P «intellect agent» d' Aristote25. 

L'ensemble de cette analyse ne doit pas étre lu comme une simple 
nomenclature, mais comme une progression dynamique vers 
l'identification de l'intellect avec l'image de Dieu. C'est dans l'intellect 
que la trinité des puissances, esprit, connaissance et amour, sont 
substantiellement identiques tout en étant relatives les unes aux autres26. 
Il en est l'image 1?) parce qu'il en provient; 2?) parce qu'étant une 
substance intellectuelle, il posséde la méme propriété que sa substance; 3?) 
parce qu'il participe à la méme opération de pensée; 4?) parce qu'il est un 
intellect par essence (et non par simple participation)27. 

Les intelligences séparées sont des substances intellectuelles qui 
participent de l'intellect — la foi les appelle anges. Mais au-dessus se 
trouvent les intellects vraiment divins, qui sont des intellects par essence, 
conformément à la sagesse des philosophes. «Le plus haut degré de 
ressemblance à Dieu est constitué par celui oü l'on observe le quatriéme 
mode de réintégration (reductio) des étants à Dieu comme à un principe, 
selon quelque chose de formel qui se trouve en Dieu. Tel est ici le mode 
propre des étants qui sont des intellects par essence, toujours en acte, en 
chacun desquels luit proprement et parfaitement l'image de Dieu»28. Dieu 


25 Dietrich de Freiberg, De Visione beatifica, p. 18. 

26 Dietrich de Freiberg, De Visione beatifica, p. 18. Cfr. Augustin, De Trinitate IX, 
4, 4-7 (BA 16, 80-88). 

27 Dietrich de Freiberg, De Visione beatifica, p. 36-37: «C'est dans cet intellect 
qu'est principalement exprimée la ressemblance et l'image de Dieu, ce qui est évident par 
la raison et l'autorité. Premiérement, par une raison tirée du mode de sa procession à partir 
de Dieu. Deuxiémement, par une raison tirée de la propriété de sa substance. Troisi&mement, 
on trouve aussi dans la totalité des choses des substances spirituelles intellectuelles 
participant à l' intellect quant à la science et aux opérations intellectuelles, et ainsi sont ces 
esprits que nous appelons anges. Quatriémement, et au rang supréme, ce sont les choses qui 
sont des intellects par essence, qui sont distingués, selon les philosophes, en divers degrés». 

28 De Visione beatifica, p.41. 
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est pensée de la pensée: le principe formel de l’étre divin est la pensée. 
L'intellect par essence, qui ne se borne pas à participer de la pensée par 
intermittence, mais qui est par essence l'acte de penser, est donc 
formellement identique à ce principe. En pensant, il est donc divin ou 
identique à Dieu. En cela, il est parfaitement son image. L’ intellect agent, 
qui émane directement de Dieu comme principe, et qui retourne se 
confondre avec son étre formel, mérite donc encore plus proprement le 
nom d'image de Dieu que celui qui participe seulement à la pensée. 

Dans son acte de penser, l'intellect par essence imite Dieu. Mais il ne 
l'imite pas seulement comme ce qui se conforme à l'idée que Dieu en a 
dans sa pensée (le modéle de leur création, la raison déterminante de leur 
espéce), ni comme ce qui participe aux attributs de son essence (l'étre, le 
bien, le vrai, les transcendantaux). Ce sont là des propriétés qui se trouvent 
à la périphérie de son essence. L' intellect par essence, toujours en acte, est 
divinisé d'une maniére supérieure, il revient au centre de l'essence divine, 
à l'acte de subsister même. Il faut considérer sa conformité aux perfections 
«de l'essence divine par soi, à savoir l'acte de subsister en trois hypostases 
différentes». La conformité à laquelle l' intellect par essence parvient est la 
triplicité des instances. Autrement dit, cet intellect, comme l'áme selon 
Augustin, se trouvera constitué de trois instances, comme Dieu. Il 
atteindra alors la plus haute ressemblance avec Dieu, la ressemblance 
hypostatique: «l'acte de subsister en trois hypostases différentes selon leur 
relation d'origine»29. 

En disant cela, on n'a encore pensé l'àme que comme une 
ressemblance de Dieu: la plus haute. «Mais ceci encore ne suffit pas à 
constituer une raison compléte d'image, à moins que ce qui est image ne 
soit exprimé ou produit par ce dont il est l’image. En effet l’ œuf n'est pas 
l'image d'un autre ceuf, bien qu'il lui soit semblable, car il n'est pas tiré 
de lui (expressum ab eo)». Au delà de la ressemblance (dont l'ceuf est 
l'illustration augustinienne), il y a l'image. Méme la conformité tri- 
hypostatique ne suffit pas pour que le statut d'image soit réalisé. Il faut 
encore y ajouter une production et une expression. L'intellect toujours en 
acte et trinitaire doit lui-m&me étre produit par la trinité divine. 

Mais de quelle production s'agit-il? «Ce n'est pas non plus n'importe 
quelle expression ou production qui suffit pour constituer la raison 


29 De Visione beatifica, p. 41. 
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complete d'image, méme avec les propriétés déjà nommées. En effet, 
l'expression ou la production selon la raison de [cause] efficiente et d'effet 
en tant que tels ne suffit pas. Car si nous posions de cette maniére, qu'un 
homme fasse un autre homme de ses mains, si semblable soit-il, à 
proprement parler, un tel homme ainsi fait, ne serait pas l'image de celui 
qui le fait, pour cette raison que l'efficience en tant qu'efficience admet 
une certaine extériorité de l'effet envers l'efficient, si bien que l'un n'est 
pas l'image de l'autre. En effet, produire de maniére efficiente, en tant que 
tel, c'est s'épancher (fluere) hors de soi et faire autre chose que soi. Or 
l'original (imaginatum) exprime son image comme soi-méme dans un 
autre. Il faut donc, [pour qu'il y ait] une telle expression, vérifier qu'elle 
est faite conformément à la propriété de la nature, c'est-à-dire de 
l'essence, de l'original (imaginati). C'est pourquoi, selon la génération 
humaine, le fils est dit l'image de son pére; en Genése 5 [5, 3], il est dit 
qu' Adam a engendré un fils à son image et à sa ressemblance»30. Certes, 
l'image ajoute à la ressemblance la causalité. Mais cela ne suffit pas. 
Augustin manque de précision. Il faut encore désigner quelle sorte de 
causalité. Or la production d'une image extérieure par une cause efficiente 
est insuffisante. On pourrait imaginer alors une pure coincidence entre le 
fait de ressemblance et l'étre produit, comme dans le cas d'un artisan 
produisant une image de soi (un autoportrait). Car tant que l'effet reste 
extérieur à sa cause, il n'en est pas l'image. Tant que l'image reste 
procession hors du principe, épanchement ou effet d'un autre, elle n'est 
pas encore image. La véritable image est une émanation: la présence du 
même dans le différent, de l'intérieur dans l'extérieur, de soi dans l’autre. 
Elle est l’interpénétration vivante du principe et de son produit. Elle est ` 
intérieure et non extérieure. 

Outre la conformité, et la production (efficiente), il faut donc 
davantage. Il ne suffit pas de produire un autre homme de ses propres 
mains, comme un artefact, selon une relation d'efficience, oü demeure 
l'extériorité de l'efficient par rapport à l'effectué. C'est en raison de 
l'extériorité du produit par rapport au producteur qu'il n'est pas réellement 
image. Il n'a pas encore recu la vie de lui. L'expression de soi-méme dans 
un autre n'est pas encore une image. Par une conséquence directe, Dietrich 
refuse de penser l'artefact comme une image. Ce n'est qu'une 


30 De Visione beatifica, p. 41. 
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ressemblance. Il n’emploie pas le terme ici, mais c’est une causalité 
formelle qui est nécessaire pour réaliser l’image. 

Il faut ajouter à cela que l’image soit faite selon «la propriété de la 
nature», ou la propriété de l’essence de ce dont elle est l’image. La 
conformité doit étre la transmission d’une propriété formelle, par exemple la 
vie: c'est pourquoi le fils (terrestre) est l'image de son père, tandis que, pour 
Dietrich, P autoportrait n'est pas celle de son producteur. 

Tandis qu’ Augustin laissait dans l'ombre quelle sorte de causalité reliait 
l'original et son image naturelle, Dietrich précise que cette causalité n'est pas 
seulement efficiente, mais encore formelle: elle implique la donation d’une 
forme participée à la fois par le principe et par ce qui en émane. 

Mais cela ne suffit pas encore. L’identité de soi et de l'autre doit être 
consubstantielle. «Il manque en effet dans cette génération humaine la 
consubstantialité de l'image à l’imaginé, de sorte que l'essence humaine 
du pére soit en elle-méme selon sa nature propre et soit aussi selon sa 
nature propre dans le fils. Et puisqu’il en va ainsi dans les ätres qui 
possédent la connaissance, 4 savoir que le connu est quelque chose en soi- 
méme par sa nature et qu’il est lui-méme le méme dans la connaissance, 
mais selon un autre étre, pour cette raison, les formes ou les espèces, qui 
sont dans le sens ou l’intellect, et par lesquelles les choses sont connues, 
sont dites les images des choses, car, comme le dit le Philosophe, De l'Ame 
II [2, 245 b 26-27], le senti et le sens sont identiques en acte, mais 
différents dans leur [mode d’Jêtre»31. 

Le pére est seulement conforme 4 son fils, ils se ressemblent et 
participent tous deux à la méme espèce, mais sont distincts dans leur 
individualité subsistante. Il manque à la génération humaine la 
consubstantialité de l’image à l’original. Celle-ci survient dans la relation 
du connu au connaissant: le connu est dans son essence et il est identique 
dans la connaissance, saisi dans son essence propre et singulière, mais 
selon un mode d’étre different: les formes qui sont dans l’intellect sont les 
images des choses, elles sont identiques en acte, selon Aristote, mais leur 
mode d’étre n’est pas le méme. — La seule véritable relation d’image 
suppose la ressemblance sur un mode intentionnel. Bref, il s’agit d'une 
production à l’identique, qui est de nature psychique, sensitive ou 
intellective. 


31 Dietrich de Freiberg, De Visione beatifica, p. 41. 
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Or si l'on pose, à la suite de saint Thomas d’Aquin32, que la forme de 
la sensation est une espèce exprimée par l'objet sensible, et que l’on ajoute 
l'exigence que le sentant et le senti soient identiques sans avoir le méme 
étre, nous n'atteignons pas encore la notion compléte d'image. Car une 
telle conformité de l'espéce sensible au senti reste accidentelle. Or 
l'image, prise au sens le plus parfait, est substantiellement identique à son 
original. Les images perceptives ne sont donc pas totalement des images. 
La seule véritable image est de nature noétique ou intellective. 

En somme, Dietrich applique une sorte de rasoir métaphysique, qui 
excepte du statut d'image tout ce qui n'est pas l'intellect agent. Il semble 
donc aux antipodes d'Augustin,.qui admet au contraire une variété 
ordonnée d'images. Et pourtant, comme Augustin, Dietrich admet que 
l'image parfaite est une image consubstantielle et égale à son original. Il 
s'appuie sur la méme nomenclature, mais se concentre simplement sur 
l'image parfaite. Celle-ci posséde cinq caractéres: elle n'est pas une 
simple ressemblance, comme l’ceuf, mais elle est exprimée ou produite; 
elle n'est pas seulement efficiente et extérieure, comme un artefact, mais 
formelle et intérieure; elle implique une intentionnalité, et n'est pas 
seulement comme la conformité du fils; cette intentionnalité est 
intellectuelle, et ce n'est pas seulement une image perceptive; enfin, elle 
ne suppose pas seulement une ressemblance spécifique, mais une ressem- 
blance substantielle. Elle permet, par causalité formelle, la commu- 
nication totale de la forme divine pensée à l' intellect qui la pense. Dietrich 
se dirige vers une doctrine de l'image réduite à l'intellect, selon une 
progression métaphysique remarquable: ressemblance naturelle, artefact, 
causalité du pére, image mentale sensible, image mentale intelligible, 
intellect agent (sommet de l'àme humaine). 

«L'image veut être une conformité complète et parfaite de l’image à 
l'original (imaginatum), et une ressemblance représentative, telle qu'on ne 
peut en trouver de plus grande. Et puisqu'on considére selon les critéres 
susdits la ressemblance et la conformité à Dieu de l'intellect qui est un 
intellect par essence, — tel est le fond de l'àme (abditum mentis) selon 
Augustin, ou l'intellect agent, selon le Philosophe — on trouve en lui 
parfaitement et proprement l'image de Dieu»33. L'image veut: elle tend 


32 Thomas d'Aquin, Somme théologique I, q.84, a4. 
33 Dietrich de Freiberg, De Visione beatifica, p. 43. 
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vers un accomplissement. L'image telle qu'on n'en peut trouver de plus 
grande est celle qui représente celui qui est tel qu’on ne peut rien penser 
de plus grand (Dieu): le fond de l’äme ou l’intellect agent est 
intentionnellement identique 4 Dieu. L’intellect agent est proprement et 
parfaitement l’image de Dieu en raison de son émanation à partir de son 
principe, et de son retour vers son principe. 

L'on peut donc faire le tableau des diverses sortes de ressemblances, 
des causalités auxquelles elles correspondent, et des exemples qui les 
illustrent. 


Ressemblance: 


spécifique spécifique spécifique 


Mo: Causalité Causalité Causalité Causalité 
efficiente formelle formelle formelle formelle 
(artefact) sensible intelligible intelligible 


LI Autoportrait pére/fils Image mentale | Image mentale Intellect agent 
perceptive intellectuelle = = engendrement 
= espéce espéce intelligible | dans le Verbe 
sensible 


La ligne horizontale qui traverse ce tableau de (gauche ou 4 droite) 
traduit la dynamique qui conduit de la simple ressemblance a 
l'accomplissement par excellence de l'image dans le Verbe. 

La mystique spéculative ne fait que tirer les conséquences éthiques de 
cette métaphysique. Il n’y a pas d’autre image de Dieu que le fond de 
lame, où se trouve une image divine formellement égale à l'original. 
Eckhart reprend cette analyse, notamment dans le Sermon latin 49, dont le 
théme est la question du Christ: «De qui est cette image et cette 
inscription ?» (Matthieu 22, 20)34. La réponse semblerait surprenante, si 
nous n’avions à l’esprit la concentration de l’image sur sa signification 
noétique et trinitaire chez Dietrich de Freiberg: «c’est l’image du Dieu 
invisible, premier-né de toute la création» (Col. 1, 15). S’il faut rendre à 
Dieu ce qui lui revient, ce qui revient 4 Dieu, dans les deux sens du mot 
revenir, c’est l’image divine de Dieu, le Fils unique engendré dans 
l'éternité. 

Eckhart rappelle alors deux points. — En premier lieu, l'image, selon 
Augustin, réside dans l'intellect pur, séparé du corps: «selon Augustin, il 


34 Meister Eckhart, Sermo 49, 1, Lateinische Werke IV (E. BENZ, B. DECKER, J. 
Kocu (hrg.), Stuttgart, 1956), p. 421-428. 
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faut chercher l'image là où l'áme est véritablement lumiére, là où elle n'est 
pas éteinte par son contact avec le corps; là oü rien n'est admis qui ait la 
figure de ce monde»35. Le sommet de l'àme ne reçoit aucune image créée. 
Avec le vocabulaire paulinien de la «figure du monde», Eckhart unifie les 
exigences ascétiques de la retraite en soi-méme avec le rejet augustinien 
des visions ou images représentatives. C'est pourquoi la mystique 
spéculative se détache radicalement des récits visionnaires. — En second 
lieu, il rappelle, comme Dietrich, que l'unité de l'image et de l'original est 
une unité intentionnelle et intellectuelle. «L'image en tant que telle, pas 
plus que l'intellect, ne peut étre séparée de ce dont elle est l'image». 
L'image est identique à l'original, car l'intellect est intentionnellement 
cela même qu'il pense, même si son être reste distinct. Tout l'étre de l'àme 
est de recevoir l'étre que Dieu lui donne, c'est dans cette ouverture à Dieu 
qu'elle est au plus haut point elle-méme, c'est-à-dire l'image de Dieu. 
L'image est l'émanation de l'original, elle lui est coéternelle, elle en 
provient et elle y retourne. Pour l'homme, en tant qu'il pense Dieu, l'union 
à Dieu consiste à revenir par l'intellect à son origine, c'est-à-dire au 
fondement divin de son intellect, au point oü celui-ci émane avec égalité 
du divin. Par la pensée, l'homme coincide alors avec le mouvement 
d'émanation du Fils à partir du Père, de l'image éternelle à partir de son 
principe. Il devient fils dans le Fils, image dans l'Image divine. C'est 
pourquoi Eckhart ajoute que «là oü se trouve l'image, rien n'entre, sinon 
Dieu seul»36. Cette connaissance de Dieu est alors identique à celle que le 
Fils divin en posséde, selon le De Visione Dei d’Augustin: «l'unique 
engendré, qui est dans le sein du Pére, lui, l'a exprimé» (Jean 1, 18, cité 
8.506). 

Eckhart peut alors énumérer les huit caractéristiques (condiciones) de 
l'image: 1. La ressemblance. 2. La ressemblance individuelle est plus parfaite 


35 Cfr. Augustin, De Trinitate XIV, 8, 11 (BA 16, 372): «imago tamen natura eius, 
qua natura melior nulla est, ibi quaerenda est et invenienda est in nobis, quo etiam natura 
nostra nihil habet melius». — «principale mentis humanae».— Cité par Pierre Lombard I, 
d.3, ch.2, 8.1 (1971, p. 72), comme un argument prouvant que c'est là qu'il faut rechercher 
la Trinité, mais aussi par Thomas d' Aquin, Sentences I, d.3, q.3, a.1, arg.3: «Haec autem 
videtur esse ratio superior, secundum quam aeternis contemplandis inhaeret. Ergo videtur 
quod in ratione superiori sit imago» (ed. P. MANDONNET, Paris, 1929, p. 109). 

36 Meister Eckhart, Sermo 49, 1 8.505 (LW IV, 422) :«Nihil ibi ingreditur, ubi 
imago est, nisi solus deus». 
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que la spécifique. 3. La perfection de l'image est l'égalité. 4. Elle exprime son 
modéle. 5. Tout ce qui lui est extérieur ou qui est autre chose (aliud) est hors 
de la raison d'image. 6. L'image ne fait pas nombre avec l'original. Elle en 
provient par une dépendance formelle. 7. L'image est seulement dans la 
nature intellectuelle. 8. Pour cela, il faut que rien du modele ne soit absent 
dans l’image37. image est par excellence intentionnelle, c'est-à-dire qu'elle 
doit tout son étre à ce dont elle est l'image. Eckhart se centre sur une doctrine 
de l'image naturelle, qui culmine à son tour dans l'image égale à l'original, 
l'image de Dieu que constitue le Fils. 

Nous pouvons conclure: la mystique spéculative d'Eckhart consiste à 
dégager les conséquences éthiques et pastorales de la théologie de 
l'intellect élaborée par Dietrich de Freiberg, c'est-à-dire finalement à 
pousser jusqu'à ses derniéres limites Ja métaphysique augustinienne de 
l'image, réinterprétée à la lumiére d'une théorie de l'intentionnalité de 
l'intellect. «C'est pourquoi, l'homme, quand il se joint totalement à Dieu 
par amour, est dé-formé (entbildet: dépouillé de toute image), reformé 
(ingebildet: mis en forme) et trans-formé (überbildet: au-delà de l'image) 
dans l'uniformité (einförmicheit) avec Dieu, ot il est un avec lui»38. 
L'homme, par son intellect, doit devenir sans forme (dé-figuré) pour étre 
formé à l'image de Dieu (eingebildet, imagé) et transfiguré en la déité 
(überbildet, au-delà de l'image). Il est alors non seulement conforme à 
Dieu, comme la créature qui lui ressemble, mais il a la méme et unique 
forme de Dieu: unique engendré avec le Christ (unigenitus), il revét la 
forme divine de l'unité (qu' Alain de Lille nomme l'uniformitas)39. Ainsi, 
la métaphysique de l'image débouche sur la filiation divine, sur l'union 
avec Dieu. La métaphysique de l'image, parce que celle-ci tend vers la 


37 Meister Eckhart, Sermo 49, 1 $.509 (LW IV, 424). Comparer avec Expositio 
Sancti Evangelii secundum Iohannem, §.23-26, K. CHRIST, J. KocH (hrg.), Stuttgart — 
Berlin, 1936, p. 19-21. 

38 Meister Eckhart, Sermon allemand nº40 (Deutsche Werke II, 278): «Und dar 
umbe, als sich der mensch mit minne ze gote blóz vüegende est, sö wirt er entbildet und 
ingebildet und überbildet in der götlichen einförmicheit, in der er mit gote ein ist». 

39 Voir la note complémentaire d' Alain DE LIBERA et E.H. WEBER, «‘Déi-forme’ et 
‘uni-forme’: la participation à Dieu-un» dans L'œuvre latine de Maitre Eckhart, t.6, 
Commentaire sur le Prologue de Jean, Paris, Cerf, 1989, p. 398-432: Alain de Lille oppose 
la conformitas (identité de forme entre deux choses créées) à l’uniformitas 
(consubstantialité du Père et du Fils) (Regulae Caelestis Turis, 230, §.1-2) ed HARING, 
Archives d'Histoire Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age 48 (1981-1982) 224. 
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perfection, s'accomplit dans la mystique. Mais il faut pour cela étre rentré 
en soi-méme, avoir dépassé toutes les images. La métaphysique de l'image 
conduit donc au-delà des images. 


IV. LA CRITIQUE D'OCCAM 


Jusqu’oü le modèle augustinien s'étend-il? D'une certaine façon, il a 
perduré dans certains manuels de théorie de l'art, de Ja peinture et de 
l'iconologie jusqu'au XVIIe s40. I] faut pourtant signaler que la premiere 
critique systématique de cette théorie a été élaborée par Occam. 

Lorsqu'il l'aborde, Occam ne cite jamais les Quatre-vingt trois 
questions. Pourtant, dans l'Ordinatio, I, d.3, Occam la critique 
radicalement, pour deux raisons. D'une part, elle suppose que des 
individus de méme espéce se trouvent au croisement de l'imitation et de 
l'égalité, tandis que des individus d'espéce distincte n'ont entre eux 
qu'une simple ressemblance. Autrement dit, elle fonde des relations, c'est- 
à-dire des universaux, sur la nature des choses: elle est implicitement 
réaliste. D'autre part, la théorie augustinienne de la connaissance suppose 
une communication de l'image lors de la perception, elle privilégie donc, 
au niveau de la perception comme à celui du verbe mental, la relation 
d'image sur la simple causalité. 

Occam commence par comparer la trace (vestigium) et Vimage4l. 
Elles ont plusieurs points communs: 

1?) Comme la trace, l'image différe de ce dont elle est l'image. 

2°) Comme la trace, l'image conduit à la connaissance de ce dont elle 
est l'image. Mais il y a deux maniéres de conduire à la connaissance d'un 
autre: soit comme objet connu, et la connaissance de l'image cause celle 
de l'original; soit comme ratio cognoscendi non connue objectivement, et 
c'est alors l'intellect lui-même qui conduit, en tant que cause, à la 
connaissance d'un intelligible42. Le premier cas, le seul vrai cas d'image 


40 Le catalogue de l'exposition de Rome, H Dio nascosto, I grandi maestri francesi 
del Seicento e l'immagine di Dio, Rome, 2000, donne d'intéressants témoignages de la 
survie de l'augustinisme à l'ére moderne. Voir notamment J.-R. ARMOGATHE, Lumi e 
tenebre del ‘Dio nascosto’, p. 17-26. 

^1 Quillelmi de Ockham, Scriptum in librum primum sententiarum, Ordinatio, d.3, 
q.9, Opera theologica II, S. BRowN, G. GAL (eds.), St Bonaventure, N.Y. ,1970, p. 544-548. 

42 Cfr. Scot, Ordinatio II, d.3, 8.315. 340: «'Imago' uno modo accipitur pro 
similitudine praecise imitante sive repraesentante, quae non reprasentat quia cognita, sed 
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objective se ramifie en deux sous espéces: soit parce que l’image conduit 
a une connaissance premiere d'un objet jusque-lä inconnu, soit parce 
qu’elle produit seulement le souvenir de quelque chose d’habituellement 
connu. Dans le premier cas (image conduisant 4 une premiére 
connaissance), c’est ainsi que la connaissance singuliére est cause de la 
connaissance universelle, celle des prémisses la cause de celle de la 
conclusion; mais la connaissance simple ne cause jamais la connaissance 
primitive d’une autre chose simple. Bref, sans raisonnement complexe, 
l’image ne nous fait rien connaitre de nouveau. Dans le second cas, (image 
rappelant un souvenir), une chose simple peut, par l’intermédiaire de sa 
connaissance comme image, étre la cause partielle de la remémoration 
d’une autre chose connue habituellement. On associe l’image d’une chose 
et la mémoire d’une autre, et la première rappelle la seconde. Dès lors, ce 
qui est ainsi connu comme image «peut étre appelé le représentant de 
l'autre»43. L'image et la trace représentent leur origine en association avec 
un souvenir. Et c'est bien en ce sens que l'image comme la trace 
(vestigium) représentent ce dont ils sont l'image et la trace. En effet, si 
quelqu'un n'a aucune connaissance d' Hercule, et qu'il voit sa statue, il ne 
pensera pas plus à Hercule qu'à un autre. Mais s'il a d'abord vu Hercule, 
et qu'il en a conservé la mémoire, lorsqu'il verra une statue qu'il n'a 
jamais vu, mais qui lui ressemblera, il se rappellera Hercule, propor- 
tionnellement au degré de ressemblance de l'image. Il en va de même pour 
la trace: si quelqu'un voit une empreinte de bœuf, il se rappellera l'animal 
qu'il connaît habituellement; mais s’il n'a encore jamais vu de bœuf, il ne 
s'en souviendra pas plus que de l’äne. 

Il en découle que certaines choses peuvent se représenter 
mutuellement, car l'une et l'autre peuvent causer le souvenir de l'autre. 
Ainsi, supposons deux hommes trés semblables (des sosies ou des 
jumeaux), connus par expérience d'un observateur: si celui-ci voit l'un 
d'eux, il pourra penser l'autre. C'est ainsi qu'ils se représenteront 
réciproquement à lui, car si l'un d'eux (appelons-le Platon) est connu de 


praecise quia ratio cognoscendi, - alio modo accipitur pro imitante quod est aliquid aliud a 
se, et repraesentat quia cognitum; primo modo, species albi in oculo est imago, - secundo 
modo, statua Herculis est imago eiuss» (Opera Omnia, Vatican, VII, 551. 564-565). 

43 Guillelmi de Ockham, /bid. p. 545: «Et tale sic cognitum potes vocari 
repraesentativum alterius». 
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l’observateur, et qu’il voit l’autre, par exemple Socrate, il pensera à celui 
qu’il connait en raison de celui qu’il ne connait pas. Bref, Platon et Socrate 
se représentent mutuellement, c’est-à-dire que la presentation de l’un 
comme image ou ressemblance rappelle le souvenir de l’autre qui est dans 
notre mémoire. Les images et les traces s’entrecroisent dans la 
représentation réciproque, elles s’entre-expriment, dirait Leibniz. 

3°) La trace, pas plus que l’image, ne représente plus un individu 
qu’un autre tout à fait semblable (simillimum). Et si parfois elles 
représentent un individu et non un autre, c’est simplement dü au fait qu’il 
n’y a pas d'autre individu qui lui soit tout à fait semblable. Ockham rejette 
ainsi l'idée (défendue par Gilles de Rome) que l'image représente un objet 
en tant qu'individu et la trace le m&me objet en tant qu'universel. L'image 
de Jupiter ne représente pas César, parce que cette image n'est pas 
également semblable à Jupiter et à César. Et méme si Jupiter et César 
étaient tout à fait semblables (comme des sosies), cette image ne 
représenterait pas plus Jupiter que César, car elle leur serait également 
semblable. Ainsi, celui qui a la connaissance habituelle de César, en 
voyant cette image, penserait à César, tandis que celui qui a une 
connaissance habituelle de Jupiter, penserait à Jupiter. Et il en va de méme 
pour la trace: si un bœuf avait les pieds absolument différents de tous les 
autres, l'empreinte qu'il laisse représenterait, pour celui qui la voit, pour 
un pied différent de tous les autres. En accord discret avec son 
nominalisme, Occam rejette la différence métaphysique entre singulier et 
universel: il n'y a, sur ce point, pas de différence de statut entre l’image et 
la trace, mais simplement des faits de ressemblance plus ou moins 
marqués. 

La trace et l'image ne sont pourtant pas sur le même plan44: 

1?) La trace différe de l'image en ce qu'elle est causée par ce dont elle 
est la trace, puisqu'elle est l'empreinte laissée par un autre. Au contraire, 
la notion d'image n'implique pas qu'elle soit causée par ce qu'elle 
représente. L'image d’Hercule est bien sür produite par un artisan, et non 
par Hercule. Contrairement à Augustin, Occam ne rabat pas l'image sur la 
causalité de l'original, parce qu'il ne privilégie pas l'image naturelle sur 
toute autre forme d'image; au contraire, il étend l'arbitraire de l'image 


44 Guillelmi de Ockham, Scriptum in librum primum sententiarum, Ordinatio, d.3, 
q.9, p. 547-549. 
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artificielle 4 toute la théorie de l’image. 

2°) De cette premiére différence découle la seconde: la trace ne 
conduit pas seulement à la mémoire de ce dont elle est la trace, mais aussi 
à la connaissance d'une proposition complexe. Par exemple, la trace du 
bœuf ne renvoie pas seulement à la connaissance habituelle du bœuf, mais 
à la croyance en une vérité contingente: «un bœuf est passé par ici». 
Pourtant cette connaissance peut étre fausse, comme l'a montré Duns 
Scot: cette trace peut étre l'empreinte d'un pied amputé du reste de 
l'animal. Etrangement, bien qu'il sache qu'une telle connaissance peut 
étre erronée, Occam admet, contre Duns Scot, que la trace ne conduit pas 
seulement à la connaissance d'une partie du corps, mais permet la 
connaissance du tout sans argumentation rationnelle complexe. Pour 
Occam, la trace apergue dans sa particularité nous fait souvenir non 
seulement de la partie (le pied), mais aussi du tout (le bœuf); elle nous fait 
connaître par induction cette proposition: «un bœuf est passé par ici»45. 
Ainsi, la mémoire simple du boeuf comme totalité provient directement et 
sans argumentation de la vision de sa trace, tandis que la vérité contingente 
correspondante n'est crue que par une argumentation inductive. L'image, 
au contraire, puisqu'elle n'est pas nécessairement causée par ce dont elle 
est l'image, ne produit pas réguliérement la connaissance d'une vérité 
contingente concernant son original, mais seulement une connaissance 
mémorielle. Le privilège de l’accès à la vérité est maintenant passé du côté 
de la trace, et l'image est dépossédée de ses prérogatives augustiniennes. 

En somme, la notion de trace se prend en un triple sens. 1?) Au sens 
large, la trace est un effet laissé par une cause d'une espéce ou d'un genre 
déterminé, elle le rappelle, parce qu'elle conduit réguliérement, selon la 
loi ordinaire, à soutenir une proposition contingente, l'existence de cette 
cause. C'est ainsi que la fumée, qualité produite par le feu, en est la trace. 
La trace se confond alors avec le signe. L'association entre la trace et le 
souvenir, à la base de toute connaissance, est donc une connaissance par 
signes. 2°) En un sens plus étroit, la trace signifie l'impression de quelque 
chose dans une matiére molle, une impression qui demeure en l'absence 
de ce qui l'a imprimé, et c'est ainsi que le sceau s'imprime dans la cire. 
Cette trace s'appelle parfois image, méme si elle n'en est pas une au sens 
le plus strict. 3°) Au sens le plus strict, la trace est l'impression d'une 


45 Guillelmi de Ockham, /d. p. 547: «ducit [...] in credulitatem istius contingentis: 
quod bos hic transivit». 
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partie d'un tout dans une matiére qui lui céde, qui demeure en son absence 
et qui en rappelle le souvenir. Il ressort de cette classification que l'image 
est devenue un cas particulier de la trace, au m&me titre que le signe ou 
que l'impression mémorielle. 

Alors qu' Augustin pensait l'image sur le fond de la ressemblance, 
donc encore dans la ligne d'une théorie platonicienne de la participation, 
Occam réorganise le probléme autour de la notion de trace. C'est elle qui 
devient le nceud de la théorie de la connaissance et de la réminiscence, 
c'est elle qui posséde la caractéristique d'étre causée par son origine. Le 
point fort d'Occam est de penser l'image, non dans l'horizon de la 
causalité naturelle, mais dans celui de la production artificielle. Il est aussi 
de placer l'image, non plus dans la ligne de la dépendance causale, mais 
dans celle de la relation réciproque de représentation. Occam la dépouille 
largement de sa valeur cognitive essentielle, puisque seule son association 
à un souvenir permet de fonder la connaissance. De plus, il ne lui donne 
pas de priorité sur la trace pour la connaissance des universaux et des 
espéces. Alors que l'image s’inscrivait pour Augustin dans l'ordre des 
causes et dans la hiérarchie des espéces universelles, Occam la dépouille 
de ces caractéres métaphysiques. Elle s'organise seulement en des 
relations transversales de ressemblances plus ou moins marquées. 


Il est temps de revenir sur notre parcours. 

Dans le monde latin, la querelle ne se centre pas sur la vénération des 
images. Elle se joue aussi, d'une maniére plus décisive, sur leur vérité. Y 
a-t-il une image de Dieu? Y avons-nous accés? 

Le Moyen Age a emprunté à Augustin une théorie originale de 
l'image, telle que celle-ci n'est plus nécessairement inférieure au modéle. 
Mais ce faisant, l’image prend une valeur exorbitante, ou plus exactement, 
exorbitée. En premier lieu, l'image acquiert une extension universelle, elle 
recouvre aussi bien le créateur que la créature: son orbite enveloppe toutes 
choses. Mais en méme temps, les différentes formes de l'image sont 
portées par une dynamique: toutes les images inégales font ressortir par 
contraste l'accomplissement du concept d'image dans une image parfaite, 
égale à l'original, mais invisible. 

En montrant que l'image parfaite de Dieu est son image invisible, 
Augustin oblige à le rechercher dans la conjonction entre l'àme et 
l'engendrement éternel du Verbe. Cette théorie oblige à articuler la 
noétique, l'éthique et l'anti-esthétique. L'image véritable est dans l'àme 
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(elle est noétique), elle suppose une simplification, une purification de 
lame (éthique), elle ne se trouve pas dans le sensible, mais dans 
l’invisible. C’est pourquoi l’«esthétique» médiévale est une anti- 
esthétique. 

On peut donc risquer l'hypothése que les limites de la figuration ont 
été pensées au Moyen-Age. Ce qu’on appelle mystique spéculative n’en 
est que l’acccomplissement pour le sujet: ici, le mot speculum évoque 
indirectement le miroir comme lieu de l’image. Le sujet est lui-méme 
exorbité, car il est appelé à figurer l’infigurable, à devenir l’image 
invisible dans l’invisible. C’est aussi cela que la pensée d’Occam a 
radicalement remis en cause. 


Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes, Paris 
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A TEORIA DA IMAGINATIO E DA PHANTASIA AUGUSTINIANA 
NA TRADICAO FILOSÖFICA MEDIEVAL 


I. INTRODUÇÃO 


Gerard Watson no seu livro Phantasia in classical thought, em 
particular num dos seus capitulos, considera que um dos maiores e 
influentes autores latinos que introduziu no Ocidente, a nocäo de 
phantasia ou seja de imaginatio, por via neoplatönica foi, sem düvida 
alguma, Santo Agostinho (354-430). Para além dele, Watson fala também 
de Boécio (470-525), e considera que estes foram os dois grandes canais 
de transmissão da tradição filosófica latina. 

A tese de Watson sustenta a ideia de que, Agostinho, apesar do grande 
respeito que tem por Platão, não foi nele que ele foi buscar a sua teoria da 
imaginação, mas ao contrário, nos neoplatónicos, em Aristóteles, e nos 
estóicos. Watson vai ainda mais longe ao afirmar que nem sequer, é nos 
escritores latinos, como por exemplo, Cícero, que Agostinho adquire as 
fontes para a sua teoria da imaginação, mas antes nos célebres libri 
platonici, na tradução latina de Marius Victorinus. Por isso, e como 
consequência desta ideia, há lugar, segundo Watson, para se falar de uma 
transição da phantasia para uma imaginatio e, assim, acentuar o seu papel 
de «fazedora de coisas». 

Com efeito, a phantasia, é uma ee de coisas’ pois traduz a 
realidade corporal numa realidade ideal e formal. E precisamente nisto que 
consiste o caräcter mais inovador do pensamento de Agostinho, em 
relação a toda uma tradição classical. Está associada a uma memória 


1 Na tradição clássica latina, em particular em Cícero, a phantasia é sinónimo de 
visio. Cfr. Academica Posteriora I, 40; Academica Priora, 11,18. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Medievale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 759-774. 
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armazenadora das percepções e das imagens recebidas e, ao mesmo 
tempo, criadora de tudo aquilo que pensamos, recordamos e imaginamos. 
Por esta razão, é que Agostinho define a memoria nas Confissões como o 
que armazena (ibi reconditum est)2. E no De Trinitate, a memoria 
Juntamente com a phantasia, criam imagens inumeráveis e multiplicáveis: 
«visiones tamen illae cogitantium ex iis quidem rebus quae sunt in 
memoria, sed tamen innumerabiliter atque omnino infinite multiplicantur 
atque variantur»3. 

Em 1997, na revista Mediaevalia, publicávamos um artigo 
consagrado ao estudo da percepção e da representação no livro XI do De 
Trinitate. Esta obra foi escrita por Agostinho entre 399-418. Neste estudo, 
abordávamos, então, a função da ‘phantasia’, na produção de imagens e de 
representações, que demonstra, na sua actividade intelectual e perceptiva, 
uma analogia, ou melhor um vestigium et imago da Trindade divina no 
homem4. Aqui dävamos conta da importäncia da phantasia, enquanto 
faculdade da alma, ocupando por isso, um lugar intermédio entre 
percepção e intelecto, 6 que justifica aliás, a tradição grega, neoplatónica 
e mesmo aristotélica5. Apontávamos a importância desta noção no âmbito 
do pensamento augustiniano. É no seguimento desta perspectiva que nós 
desenvolvíamos, num estudo posterior, em 1988, a influência medieval 
desta concepção nos autores modernos, ao compararmos a phantasia 
augustiniana, enquanto vis cogitantis e recordantis e ainda vis 
conjungandi, com a noção de imaginação ou facultas imaginandi de 
Kants. Pensamos mesmo que a perspectiva de Agostinho, tal qual ela foi 


2 Encontramos claramente esta ideia nas Confissões, X, 8,12 (P.L. 32), col. 784: 
«ibi reconditum est, quidquid etiam cogitamus, vel augendo vel minuendo vel utcumque 
variando ea quae sensus attigerit». 

3 Augustinus, De Trinitate, XI, 8, 13 (PL. 42), 1886, col. 994. 

^ Cf. M.M.B. Martins, «La théorie de la representation chez Augustin dans le livre 
XI du De Trinitate», Mediaevalia. Textos e estudos, 11-12, (1997), pp. 91-118. 

5 Aristóteles, De anima, 427 b 16. Plotino, Enéadas, IV, 7, 8. 

6 M.M.B. Martins, «L'herméneutique originaire d' Augustin en relation avec une 
ré-appropriation heideggerienne». Mediaevalia. Textos e estudos, 13-14, (1998), pp. 253- 
257. A comprovar esta mesma ideia pode consultar-se o artigo de N. HINSKE, 
«Einbildunskraft in Kants Logikvorlesungen» in M. FATTORI e M. BIANCHI (eds.), 
Phantasia-Imaginatio. Vº Colloguio Internazionale Roma, 9-11 gennaio 1986. Roma, 
Edizioni dell" Ateneo, 1988, p. 424: «Die Einbildungskraft (facultas imaginandi), als ein 
Vermôgen der Anschauungen auch ohne Gegenwart des Gegenstandes» (Anthr. B 68). 
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exposta no De Trinitate, em especial, na relacäo que esta mantém com a 
voluntas, näo terä sido mesmo ultrapassada pela reflexäo feita na 
escolástica do século XII. Será só com a filosofia moderna que se 
retomará a reflexão augustiniana ainda que de forma velada. 

O que vamos aqui apresentar tem em vista um prolongamento do 
estudo que efectuamos sobre Agostinho, perspectivado, agora sob o signo 
da influência que este exerceu no pensamento medieval. 


Il. PHANTASIA E IMAGINATIO EM AGOSTINHO 


O que entende Agostinho por phantasia? Podemos dizer de forma 
genérica, que a phantasia equivale ao termo latino imaginatio?. Porém, ele 
mantém os dois conceitos, utilizando-os alternadamente, na totalidade da 
sua vasta obra. Além disso, a ocurrência da expressão phantasia é 
claramente superior à de imaginatio: a primeira, numa frequência da 
ordem das 202, enquanto que a segunda, na ordem das 528. Mas se. 
interrogarmos a forma imagin*, encontramos uma frequência na ordem 
das 1249. 

Pode-se falar, portanto, também, no pensamento de Agostinho, de 
uma «clara consistência» da phantasia em relação à imaginatio, de que 
falava já o padre Chenu?. 

Encontramos uma definição da phantasia em Agostinho, expressa no 
De Musica, obra que foi escrita nos inícios da Primavera de 388, e que faz 
parte dos chamados escritos de Tagastel0. Declara Agostinho:«Haec igitur 
memoria quaecumque de motibus animi tenet, qui adversus passiones 
corporis acti sunt, Havraolaı graece vocantur»ll. 

Marius Victorinus um contemporâneo de Agostinho, dá também uma 
definição de phantasia que será retomada, mais tarde, por Isidoro de . 


7 A.-M. BAUTIER, «Phantasia-Imaginatio. De l'image à l'imaginaire dans les textes 
du Haut Moyen Age» in M. Fatrori e M. BIANCHI (eds.), Phantasia-imaginatio. V? 
Colloquio Internazionale Roma, 9-11 gennaio 1986. Roma, Edizioni dell’Ateneo, p. 81. 

8 Consultando o CLCLTS encontramos 202 ocorrências, para a forma phanta* e, 
52 ocorrências, para imaginat*. 

9 M.-D. CHENU, La théologie au douzième siècle. Paris, Librairie philosophique J. 
Vrin, 1976, p. 372. 

10 P. ALFARIC, L'évolution intellectuelle de saint Augustin. I du Manichéisme au 
Néoplatonisme. Paris, Emile Nourry Editeur, 1918, p. 533. 

11 Augustinus, De Musica libri sex, VI, 11, 32 (P.L. 32), 1877, col. 1180. 
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Sevilha, ja no século VII, (560-636) nas suas Etimologias. No Liber de 
definitione, um texto pseudo-boeciano, declara Marius Victorinus: «Kata 
ÚTOTÚNOOLV € o mesmo que imaginação»!2. Por seu lado, Isidoro 
confirma, dizendo que o termo grego «KATA ÙTOTUTWPIW», refere-se à 
expressão estóica U/OTUZzOO1g que na teoria do conhecimento dos 
estóicos, definia a phantasia como uma imagem impressa na alma 
(TÚTOOI £V yukm)!3. Porém, Isidoro, apresenta uma outra definição, 
mais completa de phantasia nos seus Libri differentiarum sive de 
proprietate sermonum, ao dizer que «Phantasia est imago alicujus corporis 
visa, et cogitando postea in animo figurata, ut puta, avi vel patris species, 
quem aliquando vidimus ac dum cogitando memoramus, phantasiam 
dicimus»!4. Na sequência desta definição, ele distingue phantasia do 
phantasma. Esta distinção é claramente inspirada de Agostinho, tal como 
ele a estabelece no De Musica: 


Non jam eos qui tenentur ex occursionibus passionum corporis impressi de sensibus, 
similes tamen tanquam imaginum imagines, quae phantasmata dici placuit. Aliter 
enim cogito patrem meum quae saepe vidi, aliter avum quem nunquam vidi. Horum 
primum phantasia est, alterum phantasma. Illud in memoria invenio, hoc in eo motu 
animi, qui ex iis ortus est quos habet memorials. 


Vemos aqui claramente uma distincáo entre phantasia e phantasma, 
em que a primeira, diz respeito a uma imagem, produzida pela memoria, a 
partir da realidade, e a segunda, a uma imagem de imagem (imaginum 
imagines), que nada tem a ver com a realidade. É esta mesma definicáo de 
phantasma que reaparece em Escoto Eriügena, designada como uma 
imagem de segunda ordem (imago imaginis)16. 


12 Marius Victorinus, Liber de definitione, (P-L. 64), col. 902. 

13 Diogenes Laercio VII, 46: «othv dE davraotav civar TÜNWOLV Ev yoxi», 
Stoicorum veterum Fragmenta, vol. II. Ioannes ab Arnim. Stuttgart, B. G. Teubner, 1964, 
p. 21. l 
14 Isidorus Hispalensis, Libri differentiarum sive de proprietate sermonum, 29 (P.L. 
83), 1862, col. 32. Ver a este propósito também: cfr. J. HAMESSE, «Imaginatio et Phantasia 
chez les auteurs philosophiques du XIIe et XIIIe siècle», in M. FATTORI e M. BIANCHI (ed.). 
Phantasia-imaginatio. V^ Colloquio Internazionale Roma, 9-11 gennaio 1986. Roma, 
Edizioni dell' Ateneo, p. 154. 

15 De Musica, VI, 11, 32 P.L. 32), 1877, col. 1180. 

16 Johannes Scottus, De divisione naturae, III, 12 (P.L 122), 1967, col. 659 C. 
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Esta definicäo contempla, o que de mais pröprio possui a phantasia, 
isto é, a actividade da alma em relação ao mundo visível, ou seja, a 
phantasia diz respeito as visibilium imagines rerum de que tanto fala 
Agostinho17. 

A phantasia corresponde ao objecto pensado e recordado, e por isso, 
na sua auséncia. Quanto ao ‘phantasma’, trata-se de um imagem ilusöria, 
na medida em que não houve anteriormente a percepção do objecto; ao 
contrário, ela é inteiramente produzida pela memória. Por isso, na 
phantasia, existe necessariamente uma ligação estreita entre o recordar e 
o pensar essa recordação. Mas já não existe essa reunião no pensamento, 
quanto aos objectos desconhecidos. Isidoro de Sevilha apresenta esta 
distinção entre phantasia e phantasma, que se inspira claramente de 
Agostinho ao afimar: «Item phantasia est incognitarum rerum ex cognitis 
conjectura, phantasma vero rerum incognitio cognitarum»18. 


III. A PHANTASIA AUGUSTINIANA NOS AUTORES DO SÉCULO XII 


1) Podemos constatar a não identificação entre phantasia e 
imaginatio, numa das suas cartas, a epístola 7, escrita no ano 389, onde 
Agostinho responde a Nebrídio. Na verdade, é na epístola 6, que Nebrídio 
interroga Agostinho a respeito das diferentes phantasiae. Na sequência da 
discussão, a primeira questão é a de saber se poderá existir phantasia sem 
memória. Segundo Nebridio não pode existir memória sem phantasia, mas 
poderá existir phantasia sem memórial9. Agostinho é de outra opinião e 
contra argumenta. A questão central é evidentemente a noção de memória 
que Agostinho não identifica com a phantasia, mas também que não 
identifica com a imago. Para além disso, a memoria não diz respeito 
unicamente às coisas passadas mas também àquelas que ainda não 
aconteceram, e sobretudo, âquelas que permanecem. Por isso, recordamos 
não só as coisas passadas, mas também as coisas que permanecem. 
«Primum ergo videndum est non nos semper rerum praetereuntium 


17 Augustinus, De Genesi ad litteram, IV, 7,13 (PL. 34), 1862, col. 301: 
«quemadmodum corporum phantasias, et visibilium imagines rerum». 

18 Isidorus Hispalensis, De differentiis verborum, 29 (P.L. 83), 1862, col. 32. 

19 Augustinus, Epistolae, VI, 1, (P.L. 33), 1877, col. 1180: «Mihi enim ita videtur, 
quod quamvis non omnis phantasia cum memoria sit, omnis tamen memoria sine phantasia 
esse non possit». 
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meminisse, sed plerumque manentium»20. Em virtude disto, a eternidade, 
por exemplo, é uma realidade que não necessita de representações ou de 
figurações imaginativas. «Ipsa aeternitas semper manet nec aliqua 
imaginaria figmenta conquirit»21. Por consequência, podem existir, 
realidades, para as quais a memória não necessita da imaginacáo22. Qual 
a razão desta polémica? Na verdade, Agostinho pretende, definir os limites 
conceptuais da phantasia, em relação não só, à memória como também, à 
res visibilis. Por um lado, a phantasia não pode produzir imagens sem 
fazer apelo ao orgão do sentido, mas por outro lado, a phantasia não se 
pode identificar completamente com a memória, visto que ela diz respeito 
aos objectos ausentes. | 

É neste sentido que surge a segunda questäo colocada por Nebridio, a 
de saber se as imagens da phantasia säo produzidas por ela mesma ou se 
provém do orgäo do sentido. Poderiamos colocar o problema nos seguintes 
termos: a phantasia não se identifica com a memoria, mas também não se 
identifica com o sensus. l 

Agostinho, é a este respeito, bastante claro. Só identifica a phantasia 
com as imagens dos objectos pensados e imaginados e, por isso, a 
phantasia só pode produzir imagens, a partir daquilo que os sentidos Ihe 
fornecem: «Vou agora mostrar-te da falsidade da tua opinião sobre a 
possibilidade da alma imaginar alguma coisa de corporal sem fazer uso 
dos sentidos»23. Distingue então Agostinho, três tipos de imagens 
(imagines): aquela que é proveniente dos sentidos (sensus), a que provém 
do pensamento ( aqui aparece o verbo putare, embora cogitare seja 
também equivalente) e, finalmente, aquela que é produzida pela razão 
(ratio)24. A cada uma delas correspondem-lhe três funções da alma: a 


H 


primeira, corresponde aos sentidos e sé poderä pertencer 4 alma na 


0 Augustinus, Epistolae, VII, 1,1 (P. L. 33), col. 68. 

Augustinus, Epistolae VII, 1,2 (P.L. 33), col. 68. 

2 Augustinus, Epistolae, VII, 1,2, (PL. 33), col. 68: «potest esse quaraundum 
rerum sine ulla imaginatione memoria». 

23 Augustinus, Epistolae VII, 2, 3 (P. L. 33), col. 68-69: «Jam vero quod tibi videtur 
anima etiam non usa sensibus corporis corporalia posse imaginari, falsum esse convincitur 
isto modo». 

24 Um dos primeiros autores latinos a utilizar imago como sinónimo de phantasia 
€ Virgilio, Eneida, 8,557: «Adhuc illis pergentibus iam proelium cogitabatur a matribus. 
Ergo ut solet, imaginem thn phantasian». 
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condição, que o órgão do sentido seja afectado. As duas outras dizem 
respeito unicamente à alma. Com efeito, esta mesma tripartição será 
melhor reformulada mais tarde, por Agostinho, no De Trinitate. 


Todas estas imagens que tu, assim como muitos outros, chamas de phantasias, em 
verdade eu distingo-as em três géneros, das quais, a primeira surge do sentido 
impresso a partir das coisas exteriores, a segunda provém do pensamento e a terceira 
da razão. As imagens do primeiro género, são representativas da maneira como eu, 
quando no meu espírito faço a tua figura ou a de Cartago, ou ainda do nosso amigo 
Verecundo [que nós perdemos]. Elas dizem respeito a tudo aquilo que eu vi e senti a 
propósito das coisas que permanecem ou daquelas que já não existem. Ao segundo 
género pertencem todas aquelas que nós pensamos (putamus) como se fossem assim 
mesmo ou tivessem sido ; como, quando ao falarmos com uma certa graciosidade do 
discurso, imaginámos estas ficções sem nuir à verdade, ou quando produzimos em 
nós mesmos, ao ler histórias, escutando ou compondo fábulas, ou ainda formando 
conjecturas. (...) Ao terceiro género de imagens pertencem os números e as 
dimensões; elas dizem respeito à natureza das coisas quando a reflexão descobre e o 
pensamento produz a verdadeira figura do mundo; ou ainda quando elas 
correspondem aos nossos estudos das figuras geométricas e da infinita variedade dos 
nümeros25. 


Nesta obra, ele ajusta de forma mais precisa, o estatuto do sensus em 
relação à phantasia e à ratio, ou seja, trata-se de explicar a relação entre o 
corpo e alma. Na visáo de qualquer corpo visível estamos diante uma 
trindade perceptiva, composta de trés componentes: o objecto real (ipsa 
res), a visäo (visio) e, finalmente, a atengäo da alma (intentio animi). Mas 
a visäo € uma realidade complexa, porque composta. Ela é composta ao 
nível mais externo, pela percepgäo, ou visäo do corpo visivel que se vé e, 


25 Augustinus, Epistolae VIL, 2, 4 (P. L. 33), 1845, col. 69: «Omnes has imagines, 
quas phantasias cum multis vocas, in tria genera commodissime ac verissime distribui 
video: quorum est unum sensis rebus impressum, alterum putatis, tertium ratis. Primis 
generis exempla sunt, cum mihi tuam faciem, vel Carhaginem, vel familiarem quondam 
nostrum Verecundum, et si quid aliud manientium vel mortuarum rerum, quas tamen vidi 
atque sensi, in se animus format. Alteri generi subjiciantur illa, quae putamus ita se 
habuisse vel ita se habere, vel cum disserendi gratia quaedam ipsi fingimus nequaquam 
impedientia veritatem velut qualia figuramus, cum legimus historias et cum fabulosa vel 
audimus, vel componimus vel suspicamur. (...) Nam de rebus, quod ad tertium genus 
adtinet imaginum, numeris maxime atque dimensionibus agitur, quod partim est in rerum 
natura, cum totius mundi figura invenitur et hanc inventionem in animo cogitantis imago 
sequitur, partim in disciplinis tamquam in figuris geometricis et rhythmicis musicis et 
infinita varietate numerorum». 
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por isso, Agostinho designa-o por sensus informatus extrinsecus, e 
também pela sensagäo, dada pelos orgäos dos sentidos a partir do 
momento que o ser animado é afectado; a este sentido animado Agostinho 
designa por sensus formatus extrinsecus26. Assim, temos uma primeira 
trindade que conhece as pröprias realidades singulares (propria 
singulorum) e que é de natureza diferenciada. Todavia, o conhecimento 
nao se confina as realidades corporais. Surge entäo uma trindade interior 
composta de: memória (memoria), visão interior (interna visio) e vontade 
(voluntas). A vontade é bastante importante, na medida em que unifica 
estas três componentes, para além de reunir a trindade exterior com a 
trindade interior. A esta conjugação, chama Agostinho pensamento 
(cogitatio)27. É nesta última trindade da memória, que se formará a própria 
phantasia cogitantis28. 

Na verdade, esta distinção entre a trindade exterior e a trindade 
interior, passará para a toda a tradição medieval29. Por esta razão, a 
phantasia será considerada, por certos autores do século XII, como a 
primeira operação da alma. João de Salisbúria afirma no Metalogicon que 
a imaginatio é o primeiro movimento exterior da alma30. No pseudo- 
augustiano De spiritu et anima (atribuído a Alcherus Claravallensis), o 
sensus percebe as formas na matéria, quando a imaginação as percebe sem 
a matéria; quer 0 sensus quer a imaginatio são movimentos da alma, a 
primeira sendo exterior, e a segunda sendo interior31. «Imaginatio est ea 
vis animae, quae rerum corporearum corporeas percipit formas, sed 
absentes»32. Esta é a definição técnica de phantasia que dá precisamente 
Agostinho e que Alcherus designa por imaginatio. Encontramos 


26 Augustinus, De Trinitate, XI, 2, 2-3 (P. L. 42), col. 985-987. 

27 Augustinus, De Trinitate, XI, 3,6 (P. L. 42), col. 988: «Itaque ita fit illa trinitas 
ex memoria, et interna visione, et quae utrumque copulat voluntate. Quae tria cum in unum 
coguntur, ab ipso coactu cogitatio dicitur». 

28 Augustinus, De Trinitate, XI, 7, 11 (P. L. 42), col. 993. 

29 P. MICHAUD-QUANTIN, «La classification des puissances de l’äme au XII siècle», 
Revue du moyen áge latin, V, (1949), pp. 15-35. Consulte-se ainda do mesmo autor: «Une 
division augustinienne des puissances de l’äme au moyen äge», Revue des études 
augustiniennes, III, 1957. 

30 Joannis Saresberiensis, Opera omnia. Metalogicon, IV, 11 (P. L. 199), 1885, 
col.923. 

31 Alcherus Claravallensis, De spiritu et anima, cap. 11, (P. L. 40), 1887, col. 786. 

32 Alcherus Claravallensis, De spiritu et anima, cap. 11, (P. L. 40 ) col. 786. 
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igualmente uma distinção das faculdades da alma que Alcherus 
Claravallensis distingue em sensus, imaginatio, ratio, intellectus et 
intelligentia e por último sapientia. Elas supõem uma gradação espiritual 
que já nos dá conta Agostinho no seu De Genesi ad litteram a propósito 
das três visões. Existe mesmo uma certo paralelismo textual33. 

Na verdade, esta definição será retomada por vários autores 
medievais. Um caso particular é o de Honorius Augustodunensis ou 
Honorius d’Autun que dá conta da distinção das potências da alma, na sua 
Clavis Physicae, ao afirmar que existem duas trindades na nossa natureza, 
aquela que está na razão e no intelecto e, a outra, que é compreendida pelo 
sentido do corpo.«Sunt autem duo sensus: interior et exterior. Interior 
coessentialis est rationi atque intellectui. Exterior quidan internuntius 
corporis et anime videtur, cuius hec definitio est secundum 
Augustinum:«sensus est passio corporis per se ipsam non latens 
animam»34. A diferença entre o sentido exterior (sensus extrinsecus) e O 
sentido interior (sensus intrinsecus) reside, segundo Honorius, na 
distinção estabelecida por Agostinho, entre a phantasia e a ratio no De 
Trinitate. «Sensum est sensilium rerum fantasia per instrumenta corporis 
assumpta. Est autem corpus quasi civitas anime, cuius porte sunt quinque 
sensus»35. Ou ainda quando ele define a phantasia como sendo tudo 
aquilo se apresenta através dos sentidos corporais exteriores36. 

Porém näo deixa de ser ambiguo a maneira como Honorius considera 
a phantasia augustiniana. Ela estä directamente ligada ao sensus sensilium. 
Mas para obviar essa ambiguidade, (que se liga com a pröpria tradicäo 
augustinista) descreve-nos ainda as diferentes poténcias da alma, que ele 
enumera em tr&s:o intellectus, a ratio e o sensus interior37. Quando se trata 
de as especificar, esclarece em que consiste estes trés movimentos: 


Säo trés os movimentos da alma, dos quais o primeiro pertence ao espirito, o segundo 
à razão e, o terceiro, ao sentido [da visão]. O primeiro é simples e está acima da 


33 Augustinus, De Genesi ad litteram, XII 11, 22 (P. L. 34), col. 462: «Tria igitur 
esta genera visionum, corporale, spirituale, et intellectuale, singillatim consideranda sunt, 
ut ab inferioribus ratio ad superiora conscenndat». 

34 Honorius Augustodunensis, Clavis Physicae, 94. A cura di P. LUCENTINI. Roma, 
Edizioni di Storia e Letteratura, p. 68. 

35 Honorius Augustodunensis, Clavis Physicae, 94, p. 68. 

36 Honorius Augustodunensis, Clavis Physicae, 144, p. 112. 

37 Honorius Augustudonensis, Clavis physicae, 95, p. 69 
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natureza da alma, carecendo, do conhecimento do que € movido. Com efeito, ele näo 
conhece o próprio Deus, e o que ele é, a partir das coisas que existem, em razão da 
sua excelência, porque ele supera tudo aquilo que existe e de modo algum se pode 
definir o que ele é. O segundo é aquele que define o Deus desconhecido, a causa de 
ser de todas as coisas, e este movimento é interior à natureza da alma, por meio do 
qual a alma exprime através do conhecimento, todas as razões naturais em si mesma. 
O terceiro movimento é composto através do qual a alma conhece os efeitos 
exteriores das causas: o primeiro, recebendo as fantasias da realidades exteriores por 
intermédio do sentido exterior, os cinco sentidos; estas mesmas ao reunirem-se na 
própria alma, que divide, ordena, e dispõe, conforma estas causas das coisas em si 
mesma. Existem duas espécies de fantasias, das quais a primeira é aquela que nasce 
a partir da natureza sensível, por intermédio dos sentidos e é designada propriamente 
imagem expressa nos orgãos dos sentidos, a outra é aquela que é formada pela 
imagem fixada anteriormente;é esta fantasia que é denominada propriamente o 
sentido exterior. E esta é primeira, pois reporta-se ao corpo, a outra é posterior, pois 
diz respeito à alma; a primeira, ainda que pertença [ao orgão do] sentido não se 
conhece a si mesmo, quando a segunda conhece-se a si mesmo e assume aquela que 
é primeira. Este terceiro movimento da alma reclama as razões das coisas visíveis, 
por meio do primeiro movimento ; este primeiro movimento percebe por este terceiro, 
através das criaturas, que todas as coisas procedem de Deus e compreende que tudo 
volta para ele38. 


O comentário de Honorius prende-se directamente com a discussáo 
sobre o modo como o sensus extrinsecus e sensus intrinsecus actuam. Mas 
segundo Agostinbo, este sensus, näo pertence à trindade interior mas 
somente a exterior. Ao conträrio a phantasia pertence à trindade interior. 


38 Honorius Augustudonensis, Clavis Physicae, 96, p. 69: «Tres motus animae sunt, 
quorum primus ad animum, secundus ad rationem, tercius ad sensum pertinet. Primus est 
simplex et supra ipsius anime naturam, et cognitione caret ipsius circa quod movetur: nullo 
modo enim ipsum Deum ex ullo eorum que sunt propter excellentiam sui cognoscit quid 
sit, quia superat omne quod est et nullo modo diffiniri potest quid sit. Secundus est quo 
incognitum Deum diffinit causam omnium esse, et iste motus est intra anime naturam, per 
quem omnes rationes naturales in se ipsa per cognitionem exprimit. Tercius motus est 
compositus, per quem anima effectus causarum exterius cognoscit: primo siquidem 
fantasias rerum, per exteriorem sensum quiquepertitum accipiens easque secum colligens, 
dividit, ordinat, disponit, deinde rationes rerum in se ipsa conformat. Fantasiarum autem 
due species sunt, quarum prima est que ex sensili natura primo in instrumentis sensuum 
nascitur et imago in sensibus expressa proprie vocatur, altera est que ex predicta imagine 
formatur et est ipsa fantasia que proprie sensus exterior nominatur. Et illa prior corpori 
semper adheret, posterior vero anime; et prior quamvis in sensu sit se ipsam non sentit, 
posterior vero et se ipsam sentit et priorem suscipit. Hic tercius motus rationes rerum 
visibilium per medium motum primo renuntiat; et primo motus quod ex tercio per medium 
de creaturis percipit omnia a Deo procedere et in ipsum recurrere intelligit». 
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Ora a ambiguidade de Honorius consiste, em identificar sensus intrinsecus 
da trindade exterior com a phantasia da trindade interior. A razäo desta 
ambiguidade estä no facto de que, para Agostinho o sensus ora é 
informatus, ora é formatus. Sendo assim, para Honorius hä uma 
necessidade de se distinguir dois tipos de phantasiae: aquela que procede 
da natureza sensivel do corpo, por meio dos orgäos dos sentidos, quando 
estes säo afectados e, a outra phantasia, aquela que é um produto da alma, 
e por isso, posteriormente reproduzida. A este propösito, nös interrogamo- 
nos se de facto Honorius não está a tirar uma conclusão diferente da de 
Agostinho. Na verdade, por um lado Honorius identifica sensus e 
phantasia, o que o aproxima da tese de Nebridio, mas por outro lado, a 
phantasia enquanto imagem produzida pela alma, visto ser posterior, é 
designada exterior, na medida em que é de uma natureza substancial 
distinta da res visibilis. 

Mas encontramos um outro motivo augustinano que se encontra num 
outro texto de Honorius Augustodunensis, mais propriamente no seu De 
philosophia mundi e que diz respeito 4 phantasia e ao sensus, mas desta 
vez, através de uma outra fonte augustiniana o De Genesi ad litteram. 
Também neste texto, escrito por Agostinho entre 400-415, a phantasia e a 
imaginatio devem ser entendidas em relagäo as diferentes imagines ou 
ainda visiones. Existe uma diferenga clara entre o que é da ordem do 
proprie videtur e a ordem do imaginaliter39. 

Agostinho distingue a visio corporalis, a visio spiritalis e a visio 
intellectualis40. A visio spiritalis de Agostinho identifica-se, com o 
naturalis spiritus de que fala Honorius nesta obra. Na verdade, trata-se de 
saber a localização do que ele designa então, por naturalis spiritus, que 
revela uma phantastica ceila. Esta última expressão reaparece em Hugo de 
São Victor, que fala também de uma cella phantastica4l. Quer um quer 
outro não fazem senão acentuar a importância da phantasia como 
armazenadora e fazedora das similitudines rerum. Neste processo de 
produção está necessariamente uma relação causal entre 0 sensus exterior 


39 Augustinus, De Genesi ad litteram, XII, 6,15 (P. L. 34), col. 458. 

40 Cfr. De Genesi ad litteram, XII, 7,16 (P. L. 34), col. 459. 

41 Hugo de S. Victore, De unione corporis et spiritus, (P. L. 177), 1854, col. 287 D. 
Cfr. J. HAMESSE, «Imaginatio et phantasia chez les auteurs philosophiques du XIIe et XIIe 
siècle» in M. FATTORI e M. BIANCHI, Phantasia — Imaginatio, p. 168. 
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e interior e a imagem reproduzida e pensada. Trata-se no fundo de 
compreender o estatuto antropolögico deste naturalis spiritus, em relacäo 
ao espírito e à razão. 


Cum igitur naturalis spiritus per nervos a cerebro prodeuntes ad oculos usque 
pervenerit, exiens, si aliquem splendorem, vel solis, vel alterius reperit usque ad 
obstaculum dirigitur: quia offerens se, per ipsum difundit, formisque et illius 
coloribus informatus, per oculos, et per phantasticam cellam transit, visusque 
efficitur. Inde est, quod visu figuras rerum et colores discernimus. Stoici tamen dicunt 
visualem spiritum usque ad obstaculum non pervenire, sed oculum figuras rerum et 
colores in se recipere ad quem perveniens ille radius, similiterque informatus visum 
operatur42. 


O termo spiritus é bastante ambíguo, quer em Agostinho quer na 
tradicáo medieval. O spiritus naturalis, de que fala Honorius concerne 
todo o conhecimento da alma, produzido por composicáo de elementos 
naturais e espirituais. Honorius tenta explicar como se produz a visáo e 
como se interconectam aspectos fisiológicos e psicológicos. Está inerente 
ao texto, acima citado, uma certa *metafísica da luz’ que se indicia, onde 
se conjugam elementos físicos e psíquicos. A crítica de Honorius aos 
estóicos, prende-se com a clara inspiracào de elementos platónicos na 
concepgäo estóica da visäo. Para Platäo hä uma distingáo entre a visáo 
sensível e a visäo inteligível. Honorius, por influéncia augustiniana coloca 
em estreita relacáo o mundo corporal com o mundo inteligível. 

Guilherme de Säo Teodorico, no seu Liber de natura et corporis et 
animae, declara que a phantasia e a memoria pertencem de forma mais 
perfeita, ao ser racional: «Nam phantasiam et memoriam perfecte non potest 
habere, nisi animal rationale»43. Por isso, as trés funções do cérebro são 
designadas por ratio, phantasia e memoria que nos distinguem dos 
animais44. 

Exposta assim desta maneira poderíamos citar o caso de Boécio que 
orienta esta temática para a questáo dos universais. Segundo ele, o homem 


42 Honorius Augustodunensis Opera omnia. De philosophia mundi libri quattuor 
IV (P. L. 172), 1895, col.96. 

43 Guillelmus de S. Thedorico, De natura corporis et animae I, (PL 180) col. 700. 

44 Guillelmus de S. Theodorico, De natura corporis et animae, I, (P.L. 180) col. 
702: «Et sciendum quia cerebrum per se quaedam facit, quaedam per officiales suos. 
Rationem in medio positam sicut reginam et dominam, qua distamus a bestiis, phantasiam 
in prora, memoria in puppe per se facit». 


A TEORIA DE IMAGINATIO E DA PHANTASIA AUGUSTINIANA 771 


pode ser visto de maneiras distintas: pelos sentidos, pela phantasia, pela 
razäo e pela inteligéncia. Os sentidos julgam da matéria considerada 
segundo uma forma, enquanto que a phantasia, considera essa mesma 
figura desprovida de matéria. Quanto à razäo ela transcende a esfera da 
espécie que pertence aos individuos e considera o universal. Por ültimo, a 
inteligéncia que ultrapassando o universal atinge através da sua propria 
captação a própria forma pura e simples45. Mas as phantasiae, são um 
produto da mente, e por isso, quer os géneros, quer as espécies, säo as 
imagens presentes das coisas existentes, näo na sua singularidade mas 
como similitude das coisas actuais. É desta forma que Joäo de Salisbüria, 
prolongando a temätica dos universais, no seu Metalogicon, considera as 
phantasiae46. 

2 ) À equivaléncia entre phantasia e imaginatio é enunciada por 
Agostinho, no De Trinitate, näo no livro XI, mas no livro XV, onde 
Agostinho efectua uma stimula de todos os livros, anteriormente tratados. 
E a ünica, aliás, atestada sem que, no entanto, os termos sejam aí 
empregues conjuntamente O que no livro XI é usado como phantasia, 
aparece agora no livro XV, sob o termo de imaginatio: 


Deinde in ipso animo ab iis quae extrinsecus sensa sunt velut introducta inventa est 
altera trinitas ubi apparerent eadem tria unius esse substantiae, imaginatio corporis 
quae in memoria est et inde informatio cum ad eam convertitur acies cogitantis et 
utrumque conjiungens intentio voluntatis47. 


Nesta obra a phantasia possui uma função imaginativa que nós 
designámos de “função representativa e sintética”, na medida em que ela 
conjuga, na própria memória, a species visibilis do corpo visto, ao ser 
pensado pelo espírito que pensa (acies cogitantis) e ao ser recordado pelo 
espírito que recorda (acies recordantis), como uma imagem única. Porém, 


45 Boethius, De consolatione philosophiae V, 4 (P. L. 63), 1882, col. 849. 

46 Joannis Sarisberiensis, Opera omnia, Metalogicon, II, 20 (P.L. 199) col. 878: 
«Sicut Boethius ait, generale conceptum suum, quod de hominum conformitate perpendi, 
sic: «Animale rationale mortale». Quod utique, nisi in singularibus, esse non potest. Sunt 
itaque genera et species non quidem res a singularibus actu et naturaliter alienae, sed 
quaedam naturalium et actualium phantasiae renitentes intelectui, de similitudine 
actualium, tanquam in speculo nativae puritatis ipsius animae, quas Graeci &volag sive 
£ikovó$Qavag appellant, hoc est rerum imagines in mente apparentes». 

47 Augustinus, De Trinitate, XV, 3, 5 (P. L. 42), col. 1060. 
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a phantasia é distinta da ratio, na medida em que a razão vai mais longe 
que a phantasia. 


Assim como a espécie visivel discemida pela razäo, através da qual se forma o 
sentido do corpo e, a sua imagem tomada em sentido informado, realiza uma visäo 
que, de tal forma reunidas, as pensa como se fossem uma sé, também faz o mesmo a 
fantasia quando o espirito pensa a forma do corpo visto, e se produz a similitude que 
a memória tem, a partir da qual ele é formado no olhar do espírito que recorda; estas 
imagens apesar de parecerem uma e singularmente, elas são duas, que não podem ser 
encontradas senão pelo poder de raciocínio da razão43 


A diferença entre phantasia e ratio, ou até mesmo a diferença entre 
phantasia e voluntas pode ser descrita de forma semelhante em relação à 
diferença existente entre a vísio spiritalis e a visio intellectualis de que fala 
Agostinho no De Genesi ad litteram. É a visio spiritalis que se identifica 
com a phantasia. Ao contrário, pela visio intellectualis, contemplamos e 
intuimos a própria dilectio, onde não há lugar para imagines similitudines 
das coisas visíveis. Na visio intellectualis produz-se a ausência de 
diferença entre a presença do objecto que é visto e a sua ausência quando 
este é imaginado. Com efeito, na visio intellectualis produzir-se-á a 
presença plena e a verdade completa, onde não há lugar para erro. É por 
esta razão que nesta visio intellectualis, não há lugar para phantasia ou 
imaginatio, no sentido de existir uma disjunção entre o corpus visibile (a 
presença real) e a sua similitudo, ( a presença imaginada — ou pensada). 
Donde, se pode concluir que, na visio intellectualis existirá uma real 
presença sem imaginatio. Podíamos utilizar uma outra distinção utilizada 
por Hugo de São Victor, análoga a esta, a diferença entre o intellectibile, 
que diz respeito ao intelectus e o intelligibile, que diz respeito à 
imaginatio49. 


48 Augustinus, De Trinitate, XI, 3, 6 (P.L. 42), col. 989: «Sicut autem ratione 
discernebatur species visibilis qua sensus corporis formabatur et ejus similitudo quae fiebat 
in sensu formato ut esset visio alioquin ita erant conjunctae ut omnino una eademque 
putaretur: sic illa phantasia, cum animus cogitat speciem visi corporis, cum constet ex 
corporis similitudine quam memoria tenet et ex ea quae inde formatur in acie recordantis 
animi, tamen sic una et singularis apparet ut duo quaedam esse non inveniantur nisi 
judicante ratione». 

49 Hugo Sancto Victore, Eruditionis Didascalicae, Il, cap. 6 (P. L. 176), 1976, col. 
755. 
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A phantasia possui uma função de síntese” imaginativa e 
representativa. Esta ideia de “unidade”, que em linguagem augustiniana se 
exprime pela conjunctio, ou copulatio, é ainda reforçada por Agostinho, 
quando ele estabelece um paralelismo entre a ratio e a phantasia, em 
relação à voluntas. Na verdade, quer a phantasia quer a ratio são a 
expressão de uma mesma faculdade, a saber a vontade. 


Ássim, da mesma maneira que é a vontade que reúne o sentido ao corpo, também o 
faz a memória em relação ao sentido, e o olhar do pensamento à memória. E ela, isto 
é, a vontade, que concilia e conjuga, embora seja ela também que desliga e separa50. 


Mas esta importância dada à voluntas não está tão presente nos autores 
do século XII, pelos menos, quanto à função representativa e imaginativa 
da phantasia. Ela será mais desenvolvida nos autores do século XIII. 
Porém, o seu desenvolvimento só atingirá a sua máxima expressão na 
época moderna, como já dissemos. A comprovar esta ideia, bastaria referir 
um aspecto, ainda que a título indicativo. Podemos constatar que a 
expressão phantasia foi substituída no século XIII pela expressão 
ymaginatio, em especial na tradução de Guilherme de MoerbeckSI. E 
podemos igualmente verificar que, por exemplo, em Raimundo Lullo 
(1233-1316), encontramos já uma maior especulação sobre as diversas 
funções da imaginatio. Na verdade, ela é constituída por uma tripla 
capacidade: imaginare, imaginativa et imaginabile52, acentuando-se assim, 
o movimento do intelecto, como sendo da vontade e da imaginaçãoS3. 

Mas o mais importante seria ainda, o de perceber que a relação entre 
a voluntas e a phantasia passa necessariamente por uma avaliação de um 
esquema transcendental: «voluntas vero quae ista conjungit et ordinat, et 
quadam unitate copulat»54. A phantasia não possui a capacidade de 
unificar como tem a voluntas. Só esta é que reúne todas as imagens numa 


50 Augustinus, De Trinitate, XI, 8, 15 (P.L. 42). Col. 995: «Voluntas porro sicut 
adjungit sensum corpori, sic memoriam sensui, sic cogitantis aciem memoriae. Quae autem 
conciliat ista atque conjungit, ipsa etiam disjungit ac separat, id est, voluntas». 

51 Aristoteles Latinus. Metaphysica. Translatio composita sive Vetus, 980 b 26. 

52 Raimundus Lullus, Liber novus physicorum et compendiosus, dist. 3 (CC- CM 
33), 1978, pp.77-80. 

53 Raimundus Lullus, Liber novus physicorum et compendiosus, dist. 3 (CC-CM 
33), 1978, pp. 82-83. 

54 Augustinus, De Trinitate, XL11,8 (P.L. 42), col. 998. 


774 MARIA MANUELA BRITO MARTINS 


s655. Para além disso a phantasia estä submetida à realidade visivel, ainda 
que possa, a partir dai produzir ilusöes. Por isso, toda a realidade invisivel, 
como seja o mundo matemätico e intelectual, essa sé a razäo o atinge 
verdadeiramente. 


Et ratio quidem pergit in ampliora, sed phantasia non sequitur. Quippe cum 
infinitatem quoque numeri ratio renuntiet, quam nulla visio corporalia cogitantis 
apprehendit. Eadem ratio docet minutissima etiam corpuscula infinite dividi; cum 
tamen ad eas tenuitates vel minutias perventum fuerit, quas visas meminimus, 
exiliores minutioresque phantasias jam non possumus intueri, quamvis ratio non 
desinat persequi ac dividere. Ita nulla corporalia, etsi aut ea quae meminimus, aut ex 
lis quae meminimus, cogitamus56, 


A cogitatio phantastica e a cogitatio intellectualis augustiniana deve 
obedecer às leis do pensamento, através de uma operação que se efectua, 
quer por divisão, quer por composição. Para além disso, a alma, ou seja o 
sujeito é constituído ele mesmo por número, peso e medida. Esta 
disposição da alma, que Agostinho explicita em função de uma exegese 
bíblica, traduz a teoria augustinista do sujeito enquanto numerus, pondus 
et mensura. A Trindade divina fez toda a criação segundo esta tripla 
disposição e, muito particularmente o homem. Mas a Trindade divina, por 
excelência, ultrapassa esta tripla disposição da alma humana57. Por isso, 
mesmo Guilherme de São Teodorico, nas suas Meditativae rationes, dá 
testemunho da apreensão da Trindade divina segundo a imaginação, 
estando esta operação, sujeita às três disposições da alma: numerus, 
pondus, mensura. Mas a substantia divina existe para além de todo o 
número. A imaginação atribui a cada pessoa da Trindade um lugar que lhe 
é próprio e segundo a sua capacidade. Mas a natureza da Trindade divina, 
que a imaginação da alma dá a conhecer, não pode estar sujeita às 
limitações do conhecimento humano. Por isso, a fé deve conduzir a razão 
e, por sua vez, a razão, conduzir a imaginação, de forma a atingir-se a 
verdadeira Trindade58. 


Universidade Católica Portuguesa, Porto 


55 Augustinus, De Trinitate, X1,9,16 (P. L. 42), col. 996. 

56 Augustinus, De Trinitate, X1,10,17 (PL. 42), col. 997-998. 

57 Cfr. Augustinus, De Genesi ad litteram, IV, 3, 7 (P. L. 42), col. 299 ; IV, 4, 8, col. 
300. 

58 Guillelmus de S. Theodorico, Meditativae orationes, 11,11 (P.L. 180), col.210. 
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IL POTERE DELUIMMAGINAZIONE IN S. AGOSTINO 
I. LA NATURA DEL PROCESSO IMMAGINATIVO 


E possibile definire l'immaginazione secondo Agostino come 
quell’operazione psichica per cui il dato esterno dell'esperienza sensibile 
viene accolto nell'elemento spirituale interiore, dove si manifesta come 
immagine, similitudo della natura corporea dell'oggetto percepito. Si tratta 
di una traduzione mentale della realtà fisica che l'anima avvicina 
attraverso il corpo, e non invece dell’attingimento di un mundus 
imaginalis, inaccessibile ai sensi e intermedio rispetto alla realtà 
intelligibile colta dalla ragione!. La imaginatio infatti non puó prescindere 
dalla sensibilità: essa à una illatio (o impressio) falsitatis, cioé 
l'introduzione di una traccia sensibile nell'elemento psichico, senza peró 
la consistenza fisica degli oggetti che la hanno generata?. E tuttavia non 
c'é una corrispondenza biunivoca tra quelli e questa, dato che nella mente 
ci raffiguriamo forme e aspetti di corpi che non abbiamo mai visto: 
fingimus e figuramus ut libet, in particolare quando occorre richiamare alla 
mente quelle realtà senza averle immediatamente a disposizione, come 
durante la lettura o nell'ascolto o nella composizione di un racconto; 


1 ep. 6,2; 7,3,7; 8,1. 

2 ep .7,2,3. Come ha sottolineato J.L. SOLERE nel suo lavoro presente in questa 
raccolta (cfr. degli Atti), imaginatio (cosi come i vocaboli phantasia e phantasma) 
intervengono nell’analisi agostiniana ad indicare il prodotto della cogitatio, in quanto 
rappresentazione psichica. Tuttavia Agostino ha ben presente la natura di quel particolare 
potere della mente (una facolta, a tutti gli effetti), onde essa si rende produttrice della nuova 
foggia secondo cui viene rimodellato il materiale cognitivo empirico. Il verbo imaginari 
attesta la chiara consapevolezza dell’ Ipponate riguardo l’attività fantastica del soggetto: in 
se animus format (ep. 7,2,4). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 775-782. 
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oppure nelle supposizioni argomentative, sia quotidiane, sia a carattere 
scientifico, eventualmente anche nelle discipline matematiche, come la 
geometria e la musica?. Questo & il lato intrigante della questione, 
Agostino se ne rende conto: come accade che immagini siano prodotte a 
piacere e tuttavia sia possibile riferirle a realtä (sensibili, ma anche 
razionali, come quelle numeriche), e quale liceitä risiede in questa 
peculiare attivitä della mente, dove si rivela un’originalitä intenzionale 
straordinaria, nel senso che potrebbe mettere in discussione l’ordine che 
struttura l’esistente creato, per rivendicare una propria e altra creatività4? 

Questa capacità dell’anima di foggiare nuove forme è una vis augendi 
et minuendi: è dunque un potere originale e arbitrario, ma soltanto di 
combinare a piacere i residui psichici derivati dalla consuetudine con la 
realtà corporea 5. La imaginatio cogitationis può aumentare di mille volte 
o innumerabiliter la mole di una sostanza, o riassemblare in modo 
differente le parti che l’anima ha isolato e operare variazioni rispetto alla 
realtà data, tuttavia ogni cambiamento viene effettuato entro l’unica novità 
possibile, ossia quella dell’esistente creato®. 

Il fatto di ridurre l’immaginativa ad una sorta di calcolo combinatorio 
— retaggio, forse, dei fondamenti logici di provenienza stoica — per 
Agostino ha il vantaggio di conciliare la libertà rivendicata dall’anima nei 
confronti della produzione fantastica (arbitrium vel opinatio) con 
l'essenziale struttura numerica dell'essere, per cui la norma (diremmo lo 
schema) secondo cui vengono foggiate le immaginazioni, e ogni forma di 


2 ep.7,2,4. 

4 Gn.litt. 12,12,25. Nella tradizione latina fingere conserva il senso concreto del 
manipolare una materia, come il plasmare del vasaio o dello scultore, o della stessa natura 
(cfr. Cic., Verr.5,30, come pure Sap.15 e Rom.9,20); ma significa anche l’agire corporeo e 
vocale dell’attore sulla scena, il cui effetto è un simulacrum (Ov., ep.20,24), come pure il 
componere letterario volto a trovare nuove espressioni poetiche. Nella tradizione retorica, 
inoltre, l'argumentum è una ficta res, quae tamen fieri potest, proposta perché sia di 
supporto nel corso della dimostrazione e nello scioglimento di questioni (Ad Her. 1,8,13). 
Cfr. M. ARMISEN, «La notion d’imagination chez les anciens», Pallas, 15 (1979) 11-51 e 
16 (1980) 3-37. 

5. ep.7,3,6, i verbi fingere, figurare e suspicare indicano questo processo di 
ricostruzione quasi fisica dell’ aspetto che attiene alle cose reali, per cui ci sembra possibile 
averle presenti e riconoscerle come tali, secondo le loro modalità specifiche. Cfr. anche 
trin. 12,15,25. 

6 uera rel. 20,39-40; conf. 10,8; trin. 8,2,3; 11,7,11. 
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elaborazione mentale, è comunque razionale. Il cogito, il pensiero 
rappresentativo, realizza la collectio degli elementi sparsi per ordinarli, e 
già nell’oratoria latina individua il termine impiegato per designare il 
sillogismo”: esso si muove secondo regole logiche, cosi l’attività fantastica 
non pensa l’assurdo, pur confrontandosi con ciò che è monstruosum e con 
l’inesistente®. L'immaginazione deve infatti risultare credibile, perché 
abbia consistenza mentale: l’atteggiamento psichico è il putare, ovvero 
confidare perlomeno in una suggestione o supposizione verisimile che così 
abbia validità. 

Ma è interessante considerare meglio la condizione di virtualità messa 
in atto dalla vis immaginativa. L'anima può esercitare tale potere quando 
è colpita (verberata) da mortalis et fugacis substantia, e quello che rimane 
da questa consuetudo corporis sono le qualità, cioè le caratteristiche 
accidentali, ciò che svanisce perché inessenziale e inconsistente?. 
L’immaginario allora si risolve in un gioco che non ha nulla della serietà 
del reale, e la ricombinazione arbitraria di tali elementi non lo mette in 
discussione, né può competere con la ricerca della sua verità. 

Il termine verberare, inoltre, dice anche quale sia la natura del ritenere 
interiormente le modalità (colori, suoni, sapori, grandezza spaziale, ecc.) 
con cui la realtà sensibile è annunciata all’anima: pare si tratti di una 
condizione di risonanza psichica, per cui allo spiritus non è presente tanto 
l'oggetto, quanto piuttosto l'effetto che l'anima produce in sé quando si 
avvicina alla cosa fuori di sé, secondo l’intenzionalità che la caratterizzal®. 
L’imago, allora, non è solo una phantasia, nel senso visivo o pittorico 
prevalso nell’elaborazione filosofica greca, bensì un’ evocazione 
dell’esperienza originata dal confronto con l’oggetto fisico, per cui questo 
è ricostruito interiormente, o rielaborato a piacere, avvalendosi di tutti gli 
stimoli sensibili che quello ha sollecitato. Ciò che viene immaginato è 


7 ord. 2,19,49; conf. 10,11; trin. 10,3,5. Cfr. Quint., Inst. 9,2,103; Sen, ep .85,3. 

8 frin. 11,10,17. 

9 ep. 1,2,5; 7,3,7: licet igitur animae imaginanti, ex his quae illi sensus invexit 
[cioé le mere qualità isolate, umbrae e similitudines, riflessi della consistenza corporea], 
demendo et addendo, ea gignere quae nullo senso attingit tota [una numquam visa imago]. 
Cfr. conf. 10,8; trin. 5,4,5; uera rel. 10,18. 

1 Lo spiritus è definito quasi materia, ubi rerum demostrantur imagines: il 
soggetto dell'azione interiore é comunque l'anima, come potenza attiva (Gn.litt. 12,9,20; 
12,16,32; 12,23,49; Simpl. 2,1,1). 
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dunque una collectio di fattori estrinseci rispetto alla res, assunti secondo 
una relazione fittizia e tuttavia sufficiente a rendere un minimo di 
coerenza, tale da poter sostenere surretiziamente l’ipotetica presenza 
dell’oggetto. | 

Si hanno in mente sapori, odori e sensazioni tattili o gestuali: anche 
in questi casi Agostino parla di imagines e di imaginari, tuttavia essi non 
paiono avere carattere figurale, né disposizione spaziale; nell’immagina- 
zione musicale, ad esempio, la dimensione & solo temporale, come nella 
previsione interiore degli atti fisici, e vi sono persino immagini, cioè 
ricordi o anticipazioni interiori, del dolore e del piacere!!. L'immagina- 
zione allora va oltre la rappresentazione di fantasmi, intesi come 
proiezione fantastica dei percetti su uno schermo spirituale: ciò che viene 
elaborato è invece un mondo virtuale, fondato sull’accidentalità, dove le 
sollecitazioni sensoriali, esperite e conservate isolatamente, permettono di 
ricostruire e avere presente un oggetto o una situazione, facendo a meno 
dell'oggetto stesso o di quella realtà!2. 

L'illusione nasce dal fatto che le qualità attribuite alle fantasie 
mantengono, per il soggetto, la loro determinatezza e il richiamo esercitato 
sul corpo, e quindi un nitore e una definizione tali da poterle considerare, 
paradossalmente, cose prive di sostanzialità; si comprende il timore di 
Agostino di fronte a tali presenze ingannatrici, che mettono in discussione 
la concezione dell’essere nel suo stesso impianto logico. La fantasia opera 
dunque una creazione di presenza, modellata però su un’assenza di fatto, 
che tuttavia mantiene una consistenza interiore. L’immaginazione, 
d'altronde, offre l'oggetto per come è esperito, senza restituirci la sua 


l conf. 10,8-14; trin. 15,11,20. Sarebbe interessante approfondire la natura di 
questi stati emotivi come ri-presentazione degli affecti che connotano certe esperienze, così 
come l’anima le ha acquisite. Emerge, in ogni caso, il riferimento alla pratica oratoria, che 
fa propria questa capacità di ricreare mondi, ovvero situazioni interiori che abbiano la 
pregnanza psichica di veri e propri stati di cose, cui la coscienza attribuisce un certo valore 
di realtà. Cfr. A. VASALY, Representations. Images of the World in Ciceronian Oratory, 
Berkeley-Los Angeles-Oxford, 1993. 

12 Cfr. Gn.litt. 12,25,52: è possibile sbagliarsi nell’esperienza di qualcosa, 
scambiandola per un’altra, se le sensazioni avvertite sono le stesse, dato che un fenomeno 
è riproducibile ad arte, secondo l’ apparenza superficiale (ord.2,19,49): allora l'effetto che 
ne risulta viene impropriamente attribuito ad un’altra causa, e si resta nell’inganno e 
nell’errore. 
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verità, ossia il che cosa esso è: essa non è, dunque, uno strumento 
gnoseologico adeguato ad accedere alla realtà delle cose. 


II. IMMAGINAZIONE E VERITÀ 


Solo l’intelligenza, conforme alla regola razionale che struttura 
l’esistente, è capace di penetrare e applicare quella legge d’ordine 
fondamentale e, sebbene talvolta necessiti del supporto immaginativo 
nello svolgere ragionamenti e calcoli!3, nondimeno può rendere conto 
dell’essenza numerica delle cose proprio perché da quella regola si lascia 
misurare, senza eccederla, ed ottiene così il senso del reale!* (contraddetto, 
invece, dall’arbitrio capriccioso e immodicum della facoltà immagi- 
nativa)!5. 

La fantasia non ci restituisce la realtä sensibile, poiché ce ne offre un 
surrogato inconsistente, né puö spiegare quella intelligibile, quando viene 
impiegata come aiuto nella conoscenza!6; eppure l'evento immaginativo 
mantiene un valore per il soggetto e una pregnanza psichica non 
trascurabili: ne emerge l'originale attività dell'anima, non solo come 
operazione spontanea e naturale (per cui le immagini mentali si producono 
ogniqualvolta ci rapportiamo al mondo esterno), ma ancora di piü come 
libertà di operare creativamente sul materiale tratto dall'esperienza 
sensibile. L'immaginazione allora rivela una realtà interiore tutt'altro che 
inconsistente, come capacità operativa propriamente umana. E infatti la 
volontà, cioé la facoltà che rende l'individuo un soggetto, a comporre a 
piacimento e intenzionalmente finzioni immaginarie (coniunctrix ac 
separatrix), escogitando combinazioni inedite a partire da quelle date". 
Cosi l'anima si rende autrice di qualcosa che à un suo prodotto, 
avvalendosi di una regola che trova in sé e di forme che trova fuori di sé e 
che assimila e rielabora arbitrariamente: l'anima esercita insomma una 
ars, cioé un sapere tecnico dagli esiti produttivi e concreti, espressione di 
un agire diverso e tuttavia analogo a quello della natura. 


15 sol. 220,35; ep. 7,2,4; trin. 84,6. 

^ ord. 2,15,43;2,18,48; uera rel. 7,13; contra Faus. 21,6. 

15 nat.boni 22,22; mus. 6,17. Senza contare che, comunque, è la combinazione 
delle parti, dunque uno svolgimento ordinato e una struttura coerente, a consentire 
all'anima di foggiare in vari modi le proprie immaginazioni. 

16 sol. 2,20,35; an.quant. 2,10; lib.arb. 2,11,30; Gn.litt. 4,7,13. 

17 trin. 11,5,8; 11,10,17. 
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III. IMMAGINAZIONE E BELLEZZA 


Ci chiediamo allora se sia ammissibile, nella concezione agostiniana 
di immaginazione, uno speciale ambito estetico, dove il prodotto 
fantastico sia svincolato dall'inevitabile giudizio di falsità rispetto 
all'unico vero e ai suoi principi logici, e dove l'agire creativo sia fonte di 
un particolare piacere ricreativo, intellettuale e sensibile; se la fantasia 
possa dunque costituire una speciale modalità artistica di fruizione del 
bello, per cui il mero dato, a causa di quella rielaborazione soggettiva, 
costituisca una via d'accesso privilegiata al diletto per ció che, sottratto al 
negotium quotidiano, non rivendica altro fine che il piacere per la 
composizione della forma che esibisce. 

Agostino concede una voluntas delectandi alle finzioni poetiche!8, e 
tuttavia il placere per tali figmenta si giustifica nella misura in cui viene 
ricondotto al docere, quale suo elemento vantaggioso, per cui alla fabula 
é riconosciuto, piuttosto, un valore d'uso, e soltanto entro questi termini à 
possibile prendere piacere da qualsiasi prodotto artistico!?. 

Questa posizione é conforme, d'altronde, agli esiti del dibattito 
teorico della tradizione latina circa lo statuto della produzione letteraria: 
mentre la poesia viene riferita ad un mondo privato, alla retorica & 
riservata una funzione sociale, una utilitas; se la prima gode di maggiore 
libertà di espressione formale, & peró alla seconda che viene rivendicata 
una serietà tale da poter competere con l'argomentare filosofico. La favola 
allora trova senso quando diviene allegoria, rinunciando all'arbitrarietà di 
cui sembrava dotata: la finzione é perció uno strumento da adoperare nella 
ricerca e nell'espressione di contenuti seri, cioé veri, e da abbandonare una 
volta che lo speculum non sia piü necessario all'attingimento della verità. 

Ogni immagine é come un diaframma nella conoscenza e una lente da 
attraversare, a cui é sbagliato fermarsi ed esaurire la tensione destinata a 
trovare il quid essenziale che essa veicola. Perció i prodotti 
dell immaginazione risultano pericolosi: essi fanno appello all emotività e 
suscitano una consonanza sensibile che avvince superficialmente l'anima 
che vi indugia, non conoscendone la natura?0. 


18 sol. 2,9,16. 

19 ord. 2,14,40. 

20 uera rel. 3,3; 34,63-35,65; conf. 7,1,2; Gn.litt. 12,12,26; trin. 12,10,15; 12,15,24; 
14,6,8; 14,11,14. 
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Tutto puesto equivale a godere impropriamente di qualcosa che non 
ha valore in sé (né quindi riesce a procurare reale e pieno diletto), qualcosa 
che ha valore soltanto se viene riferito ad altro, e perciò rientra nella 
categoria dell’uti. E, a ben vedere, la funzione è questa e l’operare 
specifico della fantasia: assumere aliquid in facultate voluntatis?!, vale a 
dire esercitare una tecnica sulla scorta dell'esperienza acquisita, 
manipolando intenzionalmente e con originalitä il materiale a 
disposizione. Tale assumere deve essere un movimento e non un'adesione 
da parte del soggetto, per cui non c’è alcuna fruizione artistica in senso 
moderno: si fruisce infatti di una cosa propter seipsam, abbracciandola e 
godendone completamente, quando essa & totalmente manifesta e 
disponibile, ció che non avviene nel caso dell'ummagine mentale e di 
qualsiasi simulacrum? 

Se € possibile avvicinare il vero per imaginalem figmentum, il credito 
é comunque volto ad attraversare quella forma, per trovarne il fondamento 
razionale: l’atteggiamento deve essere quello del puta esse...ut, della 
congettura, che svolge una funzione rappresentativa e di comunicazione 
della verità (come avviene nel caso del fingere, nel figurare e 
nell’ imaginari). Affiché l’illusione possa rimanere un gioco, senza cedere 
all'inganno e alla menzogna, bisogna essere al corrente dell'esistenza di 
una realtà da cui si prescinde, benché non sia accessibile, e della tecnica 
ovvero del codice impiegati entro quell'orizzonte fittizio. Allora 
l'immaginazione & artistica nella misura in cui escogita un linguaggio 
alternativo alla datità naturale, ed & un prodotto tipicamente umano, 
realizzato secondo il concorso della ragione e della libera volontà (gh 
animali non ne sono capaci, cosi come non sanno scherzare, né adoperare 
la parola?3); ma ha una funzione limitata e, in quanto sapere tecnico, è una 
pratica di grado inferiore alla conoscenza teoretica. A quest'ultima & 
riservata la fruizione della realtà, nella pienezza del suo valore: la bellezza, 
dunque, à oggetto di contemplazione razionale (nei suoi effetti sensibili, 
che sono espressione della potenza dei rapporti numerici) e intellettuale 
(per se stessa, nella sua origine divina) e l'opera dell'uomo non aggiunge 
nulla, anzi a volte l'interpolazione formale si risolve in una forzatura che 


21 frin. 10,11,7. 
2 uera rel. 49,95. 
23 Gn.litt. 9,14,24. 
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va oltre la convenientia, risultandone piuttosto una sottrazione di bellezza, 
piegata al capriccio immoderato e privata così della retta misura?*. 


Università degli Studi di Genova 


2 conf. 10,34; mus. 6,13,38-14,47; 6,1,1; lib.arb. 2,16,42; uera rel. 30,54-56; 
32,59-60; trin. 6,10,12; 12,9,14; mor.eccl. 2,7,9; sermo 243,8,7. 


José M. S. Rosa 


A CONVERSÃO DA IMAGINAÇÃO NAS CONFISSÕES DE 
SANTO AGOSTINHO 


DA POSSIBILIDADE DE CONVERSÃO DA IMAGINAÇÃO 


«A ideia de conversão — afirma Pierre Hadot, na sua obra Exercícios 
espirituais e filosofia antiga — representa uma das noções constitutivas da 
consciência ocidental. Com efeito, pode representar-se toda a história do 
Ocidente como um esforço, renovado sem cessar, por aperfeiçoar as 
técnicas de “conversão”, isto é, as técnicas destinadas a transformar a 
realidade humana, quer reconduzindo-a à sua essência original 
(conversào-retorno [epistrophê]) quer modificando-a radicalmente 
(conversão-mutação [metdnoia})»}. 

À luz deste asserto do importante estudioso do fenómeno da 
conversão, importa, e muito, para o nosso propósito, interrogarmo-nos 
sobre a possibilidade de a imaginação ser ou não passível de conversão e, 
em caso afirmativo, qual a natureza dessa modificação. É um lugar comum 
lembrar que a tradição platónica insiste na possibilidade e na necessidade 
de conversão da inteligência, iniciada precisamente com a suspeita de que 
as sombras projectadas no fundo da caverna não são reais, continuada 
depois na observação dos objectos-imagem e na compreensão das relações 
matemáticas e geométricas (no Ménon) e, finalmente, consumada no 
momento da contemplação intelectual das ideias (noésis, intellectus). É 
certo que o exemplo do escravo do Ménon, conseguindo compreender a 


1 P. HADOT, Exercices spirituels et philosophie antique, Paris, Études 
Augustiniennes, 1981, pp. 175-176 (cfr. Clemente de Alexandria, Stromata, IV, vi, 27, 3). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 783-797. 
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relação entre diagonal e área do quadrado a partir de um desenho na areia, 
€ um passo especial na economia do platonismo, como bem sublinhou 
Victor Goldschmidt?, mostrando também a possibilidade de a imaginacäo 
sensível ou suposição (eikasia) ajudar na compreensão das realidades 
inteligíveis. Seguindo esta pista e amplificando-a, poder-se-ia defender 
que, em Platão, a estrutura geral da realidade enquanto aparecer — 
phainesthai, 1.é, uma fainomeno+ logia radical, desde as sombras às ideias 
— é mais importante do que a teoria da alma, o que permitiria dar outro 
valor ao papel da imaginação. Seja como for, na economia geral do 
pensamento platönico 3 (v.g., República VI-VID, a imaginação acaba por 
ser considerada sobretudo com suspeição, pois induz em ilusão, de modo 
especial quando ficciona eidóla (Rep. 382b; 510a; 516a; 520c; 532b; Soph. 
235a-236c), falseando os juízos que assim não passam de opiniões. 
Poderíamos dizer que imaginação não é facilmente introduzível no ciclo 
da pólis, não é domesticável por uma lei, por uma verdade ou por um bem, 
como a inteligência e a vontade. Em suma: a imaginação é pouco 
politica’. 

Ora, quase no pólo oposto, a ideia de metdnoia da alma no 
pensamento grego em geral, e platönico em particular, tinha um alcance 
eminentemente politico, coincidindo com o pröprio processo da paideia, 
1.6, da formação ou educação do homem grego, como bem sublinhou 
Werner Jaeger5: a conversäo € principio da paideia, e esta consiste num 
processo global de conversäo, de askhesis (exercicio), de esclarecimento 
dos fins, de modo que o olhar da alma se volte em direcção à Verdade e ao 
Bem. 


2 


2 Le paradigme dans la dialectique platonicienne, Paris, PUF, 1947. 

3 Cfr. G. Camassa, «Phantasia da Platone ai Neoplatonici», in Phantasia- 
Imaginatio. Atti del V Colloquio Internazionale del Lessico Intelettuale Europeo, Roma, 9- 
II gennaio 1986, M. Fartori e M. BIANCHI (cur.), Roma, Edizioni dell’ Ateneo, 1988, pp. 
23-55. 

4 Parafraseando o dito de Aristóteles, a propósito da siringe, na Política, segundo 
o qual «a flauta frígia não é política». Mas hoje talvez se devesse acrescentar que a política 
não tem imaginação, de acordo com uma das palavras de ordem do Maio de 68: 
«Imagination au pouvoir!» (cfr. É. BRUNET, «Réverie statistique sur l'imagination, de la 
revolution à Mai 1968», in: Phantasia-Imaginatio. Atti del V Colloquio..., pp. 477-512). 

5 Cfr. Paideia. A formação do homem grego, São Paulo, Martins Fontes, 1995 (cfr. 
Repüblica 518 c). 
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Aristóteles, no De Anima®, parece um pouco mais optimista no que se 
refere ao papel da imaginação no processo do conhecimento. Afirma ele: 
A imaginação (phantasia), com efeito, é distinta da sensação (aisthêsis) e 
do pensamento (diánoia), ainda que não possa existir sem sensação. (...) 
É, portanto, a faculdade em virtude da qual nós dizemos que uma imagem 
(phantasma) se produz em nós... Afirma, além do mais, que a alma não 
pode ajuizar sem estes fantasmas, i.é, sem representações imaginárias. Por 
isso a imaginação surge assim como uma instância fundamentalmente 
mediadora na actividade judicativa. Apesar do veredicto, todavia, não é 
fácil determinar em que consiste a natureza exacta desta mediação. Deste 
modo, quer em Platão quer em Aristóteles, e por comparação com a 
diánoia e o noús, a imaginação surge como uma faculdade menor, 
completamente dependente de uma teoria psicologizante das faculdades. E 
— releve-se-nos o esquematismo que não pode dar conta dos muitos 
matizes, nomeadamente nas correntes filosóficas do helenismo, como o 
estoicismo (a phantasia kathaleptikê) — o pensamento oficial posterior”, na 
linha de Platão, Aristóteles, Agostinho e sobretudo da síntese de Boécio, 
manterá aquela visão psicologista e suspicaz: tolera-se a imaginação um 
pouco como uma faculdade bastarda, serva, passiva, reprodutiva, e só sob 
a condição de ser continuamente policiada’. 

É por isso que a valorização da dimensão imaginal activa, já na 
antiguidade e depois na Idade Média latina, se dará sobretudo nas margens, 
ou seja, nos movimentos teológicos e exegéticos mais ou menos 
heterodoxos, quer judeus (Fílon de Alexandria) quer cristãos (Orígenes, 
Escoto Eriúgena) quer árabes (Ibn Arabi °), no pensamento marginal dos 
visionários apocalípticos, dos milenaristas e dos místicos (Pseudo-Dioniso, 
Joaquim de Fiore, mestres renanos, etc.), ou ainda na gesta cavaleiresca do 
amor cortês, sendo muito difícil a sua integração nas ortodoxias oficiais, as 
quais insistem mais no seu carácter passivo e reprodutor. 


6 TIL 3, 427b-428a 

7 Remetemos para os estudos de A.-M. BAUTIER, «Phantasia-Imaginatio. De 
l'image à l'imaginaire dans les textes du Haut Moyen Age», e de J. HAMESSE, «Phantasia- 
Imaginatio chez les auteurs philosophiques du 12° et du 13e siécle», in Phantasia- 
Imaginatio. Atti del V Colloquio..., pp. 81-104; pp. 153-184, respectivamente. 

8 Cfr. G. DURAND, L'imagination symbolique Paris, PUF, 1964, p. I5ss. Cfr. 
também nosso estudo «Simbolismo da domus religionis no Liber de Concordia..., de 
Joaquim de Fiore», Lisboa, Universidade Catölica Editora (no prelo). 

2 Cfr. H. CORBIN, L'imagination créatrice dans le sufisme d'Ibn Arabi, Paris, 
Aubier, 1992. 
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Além do mais, a ideia geral de Agostinho de que a imaginação é uma 
faculdade potencialmente herética!º, lançada no calor da polémica contra 
maniqueus, arianos e pelagianos, fez-se sentir pesadamente na tradição 
latina posterior. No oriente ortodoxo a cruzada conta as imagens e contra 
imaginação atingiu proporções inimagináveis, com a crise iconoclasta, nos 
sécs. VIII-IX. Mas com a vitória dos iconódulos, primeiro doutrinal, no 
Concílio de Niceia, em 787, e depois política em 843, dá-se uma fortíssima 
e vertiginosa recuperação de toda arte simbölica-religiosa (hinologia, 
pintura, arquitectura, paramentaria, relíquias, etc.), de modo especial com 
a pintura dos ícones da Santa Face e da Transfiguração. O argumento mais 
importante dos iconódulos centrava-se na doutrina da Encarnação, 
definida pelo Concílio de Calcedónia. As imagens não são só «sermões 
silenciosos», «livros para os iletrados», «memoriais dos mistérios de 
Deus», mas sinais da santificação da própria matéria, uma vez que nela o 
Verbo fez-se carne. Porque o invisível se tornou visível, este torna-se 
legitimamente via para o invisível e a imaginação criadora encontra assim 
um lugar teológico e mesmo místico. A afirmação cristã da Santa 
Humanidade de Cristo, por exemplo, na contemplação do Deus-Menino, 
no Presépio de S. Francisco de Assis, torna-se assim o espaço de 
respiração da imaginação. 

Recuando e mudando um pouco o contexto para a tradição bíblica 
veterotestamentária, quer na experiência da Aliança quer na tradição 
profética e penitencial do Salmo 50 — o conhecido Miserere de David — se 
fala na possibilidade de uma real mudança de vida, de uma conversão do 
coração e da vontade, sempre que se acolhe e se põe em prática a vontade 
de Deus. E pelo facto de as razões da vontade de Deus nem sempre serem 
claras, sai reforçada a dimensão obediencial da acção, apelando-se então 
para uma insondável eleição ou graça que elege quem quer, quando quer e 
como quer. Isto é válido tanto individualmente, como para o povo todo. 
Também no âmbito do Novo Testamento se pode dizer que esta 
possibilidade de mudança real de vida funda o próprio anúncio messiânico 
de Jesus: Está perto o Reino de Deus. Convertei-vos e acreditai no 
Evangelho! (Mt 3, 2; 4, 17; Mc 1, 15). 


10 Cfr. RJ. TESKE, «Heresy and Imagination in St. Augustine», Studia patristica 27, 
Leuven, Peters Press, 1993, pp. 400-404; Contra Iulianum, 2, 34: «Sic tecum uana et 
insana tui cordis imaginatio fabulatur, quasi me ante Pelagianos iudices tecum 
constituas...». 
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Segue-se, portanto, que a ideia da conversäo quer da inteligéncia quer 
da vontade, ainda que com predominäncia relativa de uma ou de outra 
(variação presente na tradição hagiográfica anterior, por exemplo, nas 
conversões de S. Paulo, S. Justino, S. Antão, etc., e até mesmo na de Mário 
Vitorino, que tanto impressionou Agostinho), já estava literariamente 
disponível para alguém que, por exemplo, quisesse testemunhar a sua 
evolução espiritual do modo como Agostinho o faz nas Confissões. Mas é 
precisamente aí, de modo particular quando a memória é chamada a este 
processo confessional, que o problema não resolvido do platonismo — a 
integração positiva da imaginação, entre as faculdades da alma ~, bem 
como a prescrição bíblica que vela pela fidelidade monoteísta: Não farás 
imagens (Ex 20, 2-5), se encontram perante as duas possibilidades que P. 
Hadot sublinhava acima, e que em Agostinho continuamente se recruzam: 
ou converter a imaginação a uma espécie de visão adâmica original, pré 
homo peccator (conversão-retorno), ou impetrar de Deus a graça para 
aquilo que só ela pode fazer: a modificação radical do homem (conversão- 
mutação) ou, parafraseando o Salmo de David em discurso directo: Criai 
em mim, ó Deus, uma imaginação pura..., etc. (S1 50, 12). 

Neste sentido, não podemos evitar que neste momento se nos deparem 
algumas perguntas decisivas: em que consistiria, então, uma suposta 
conversão da imaginação? Mais radicalmente ainda: será a imaginação 
uma potência convertível, como a inteligência ou a vontade, ou não estará 
ela num plano antropológico mais radical, numa instância primordial de 
relação com a realidade, religiosamente neutra, anterior e resistente a 
qualquer discurso moralizador, que assim seria sempre tardio? 

Deve dizer-se que, na linha de uma recuperação positiva da 
imaginação que começou já no renascimento (Marcílio de Ficino, mestres 
de Pádua), recuperação depois continuada na viragem para O 
esquematismo transcendental e imaginação poiética e genial no idealismo, 
e no romantismo alemães (Kant, Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, Schiller, 
Goethe)!!, bem como na fenomenologia (Husserl), vão neste sentido as 
actuais teorias do imaginário, depois dos trabalhos de Jung, Cassirer, 
Bachelard, Corbin, Durand, Abellio, Alleau, e mesmo Ricoeur, apenas 


11 A tradição racionalista cartesiana (Regras para a direcção do espírito, XII) ou 
empirista de F. Bacon (De argumentis scientiarum) e D. Hume continuam simplesmente a 
concepção tradicional da memória passiva e reprodutiva. 
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para referirmos alguns autores mais significativos. Neste sentido, talvez a 
imaginação deva ser desanexada da velha teoria das faculdades da alma!?, 
que infectou de psicologismo todas as posteriores teorizações, para então 
se poder revelar um outro poder e uma outra compreensäo da tangéncia 
possivel entre a alma e a realidade. 

Mas, a parte as consideragöes sobre as actuais teorias do imaginärio, 
suponha-se que defendiamos a convertibilidade da imaginação: o que é 
que tal significaria? A alteração dos motivos e dos conteúdos imaginados, 
LÉ, passar a imaginar coisas diferentes das que até aí se figuravam, elevar 
o espírito às coisas boas, puras e santas, como certa piedade popular de 
cura de almas ou certas pedagogias espirituais preconizam? Mas 
objectemos contra esta possibilidade: a simples mudança dos objectos 
imaginados poderia constituir qualquer espécie de conversão? Não 
residiria aí o perigo, precisamente a pior das perversões espirituais, de 
continuar imaginar tais realidades sempre e ainda do mesmo modo que as 
anteriores, deixando a própria faculdade inalterada, inconvertida, mesmo 
quando peça para ser livre das tentações? Não seria isto, precisamente, o 
esquecimento mais grosseiro da admonição bíblica de que é um coração 
humilhado e contrito que agrada ao Senhor, e não as oblações, os 
holocaustos e os sacrifícios, quer dizer, os conteúdos do ritual? 

Será então, ao invés, a conversão da imaginação uma mutaçäo- 
alteração da própria faculdade imaginativa, passar ver/imaginar de forma 
diferente, ainda que seja as mesmas realidades? Mas não será isto matar a 
imaginação enquanto tal, substituindo-a por outra coisa diferente dela? 
Certas narrativas de experiências religiosas e místicas defendem 
precisamente a necessidade desta morte da humana imaginação, única 
maneira de «ver o mundo pelos olhos de Deus» ou de aceder a um plano 
onde a imaginação já não é humana, mas ao invés participação mística 
numa visão angélica. 

Todavia, certa apologética cristã, fazendo pesar sobre a imaginação o 
preconceito de «louca da casa», «mestra do erro e da falsidade» e fonte de 
todas as heresias, mais parece defender a morte da imaginação, não por 
razões contemplativas ou místicas, mas por razões tão-só doutrinais. A 


12 Cfr. J. STAROBINSKI, «En guise de conclusion», in Phantasia-Imaginatio. Atti del 
V Colloguio..., pp. 578ss; e de G. DURAND, para além de L’imagination symbolique, cfr. 
também Mito, Símbolo e Mitodologia, Lisboa, Presença, 1982, pp. 15ss. 
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imaginação é fonte de divergência e de subversão na comunidade dos 
crentes, e deve ser tratada como um herege em potência: ou se converte ou 
morre. Mas a questão é precisamente esta: como é possível ela converter- 
se e não morrer? «Converter-se» não significa de certo modo «morrer»? 
Não residirá aí, portanto, outro equívoco? Por outro lado, como escapar ao 
fascínio que a imagem exerce sobre alma? Como convocar as espantosas 
potências da imaginação (perante as quais Agostinho como que entra em 
pavor sacer), sem se deixar prender pela quase-materialidade que as 
imagens transportam consigo, sem cair na tentação de imediatamente 
tentar domesticá-las, moralizá-las e atribuir-lhes significados? Não reside 
aqui uma das maiores armadilhas de todo o pensamento representativo, e 
até simbólico, como denuncia Michel Serres!3? É pois aqui a própria 
possibilidade de conversão da imaginação que está em causa. 

Agostinho sentiu profundamente esta dificuldade, mesmo depois da 
conversão. Numa paradoxal dialéctica de fascínio e de exorcismo, ainda 
fala numa espécie de visco ou de fixação da imaginação encantada pelas 
imagens, como se houvesse uma familiaridade ou natureza congénita entre 
certas partes da alma e as imagens. 

Seja com for, por se situar num nível simbólico e cultural muito 
profundo, a conversão da imaginação é um dos processos mais complexos 
do processo global de conversão de Agostinho. Por isso, ele é um 
protagonista-tipo de um processo mais amplo de reconversão do 
imaginário de toda uma cultura que progressivamente vai “matando Pa’ e 
se cristianiza. Neste processo de conversão cultural, o cristianismo 
encontrou aliados naturais em algumas correntes filosóficas (platonismo, 
o neoplatonismo) que também lutavam contra as ilusões da eikasia e da 
phantasia. Por isso, lendo as Ennéades, lendo Porfírio e sobretudo lendo- 
se a si próprio, Agostinho não podia deixar de se rever na afirmação, 
recorrente no neoplatonismo, de que somos vítimas da nossa imaginação. 
Inicia-se assim um processo de purga da imaginatio em favor do 
intellectus. 

Para concluir este breve adensamento interrogativo, temos, portanto, 
que a ideia de uma conversão da imaginação é problemática e quase 


3 M. SERRES, Para celebrar a partilha, (Conferência proferida pelo autor no dia 5 
de Novembro de 1992, por ocasião da inauguração da Villa Kujoyama, Kyoto, Japão), Villa 
Kujoyama, Kyoto, s.d. 
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aporética. Pode sair-se desta dificuldade? Atentemos em alguns dos 
principais momentos do percurso de Agostinho, narrado nas Confissöes. 


ENTRE A DENUNCIA E O FASCINIO 


Pode comegar por dizer-se que, 4 luz do percurso biogräfico presente 
nas Confissöes!*, são compreensíveis as desconfianças de Agostinho 
relativamente às imagens e à imaginação. Com efeito, na sua interpretação 
posterior, muito acusadora e rigorista, elas foram o isco e a rede com que 
os maniqueus o atraíram para as suas fábulas. 

Contudo, o sucesso dos maniqueus não se explica só pelo facto de as 
suas doutrinas estarem recheadas de histórias fantásticas, cheias de drama, 
de colorido e exuberância, mas sobretudo pelo facto de a imaginação 
associativa ser uma das faculdades mais importantes na actividade 
psicológica do jovem retor. Com efeito, entre outros talentos, Agostinho 
era dotado de uma prodigiosa faculdade imaginativa, o que por outro lado 
o fascinava. E um quadro cultural pagão e politeísta, habituado a tudo 
representar sensivelmente, desde os deuses à natureza com que, amiúde, 
aqueles se confundiam — aspectos que, conjuntamente com a sua paixão 
pela representação teatral!5, tanto o impressionaram no primeiro contacto 
com Cartago —, associado ao intenso treino nas mnemotécnicas da 
retórica antiga, recorrentes sobretudo à memória e à imaginação 
(Aristóteles, De Anima, HI, 3; Cicero, De Oratione, II, 86-87), criaram no 
Jovem Agostinho um imaginário naturalmente pagão e estruturalmente 
divertido, i.é, voltado para as realidades exteriores, de onde resultava uma 
incapacidade de conceber qualquer realidade espiritual. Com efeito, na 
confissão retrospectiva de Agostinho uma das observações mais 
recorrentes é a acusação à sua fértil e incontinente imaginação: foi ela que 
o enredou nas malhas do materialismo, que o arrastou para a crença nas 
«fábulas das duas substâncias» do maniqueísmo, para «as regiões das 
trevas e da luz», etc. 


4 Confissões, II, 11, 3-4; vr, 10; IV, xv, 26-27; V, x, 20; xi, 21; VI, m, 3; xiv, 24; 
VII 1, 1-2; v, 7; vu, 11; IX, iv, 10; x, 25; X, vin, 12.14; rx, 16; xm, 19; xvi, 25; xxx, 41- 
42; X, xml, 15; xvni, 24; XXVI, 34; XII, vi, 6. 

15 Chegava a chorar assistindo à representação da despedida de Dido e Eneias 
(Confissões, I, xm, 21; cfr. M, 11, 2). 
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Na narrativa autobiogräfica de Confissöes, a linguagem relativa ao 
imaginärio, 4 imaginagäo e as imagens vem para primeiro plano, no Livro 
III, quando Agostinho refere a sua paixäo pelo teatro e pelo jogo cénico. 
Arrebatavam-me os espectdculos teatrais cheios de representagöes das 
minhas misérias e das faúlhas do meu fogo. (III, I, 2). la seguindo a 
inanidade da glöria popular até aos aplausos do teatro e aos certames de 
poesia (IV, 1, 1), E dai vinham os amores da dor, näo para ser invadido 
mais profundamente por ela — de facto néo gostava de padecer as mesmas 
coisas que via representar — mas para que, ouvidas elas e imaginadas, 
como que por elas fosse roçado à superficie... (III u, 4). 

Tal necessidade quase táctil, bem assim o deleite provocado por estas 
ficções imaginárias, como que hipertrofiaram temporariamente outras 
faculdades, de modo especial a da intelecção das realidades inteligíveis, 
pois quando tentava compreendê-las, falhava sistematicamente, 
imaginando-as à maneira dos corpos materiais. Assim, concluía pela sua 
irrealidade. O percurso intelectual de Agostinho, portanto, testemunha 
bastante bem as dificuldades que existem em coordenar o intelecto e a 
imaginação, o que provavelmente não se deve tão-só a uma sua 
idiossincrasia, mas é um problema que releva da própria estrutura do 
espírito humano!®. 

De qualquer modo, quando os maniqueus lhe apresentaram uma 
espécie de romance, filme ou história colorida de toda a realidade (no 
fundo é esta a aspiração da gnose), pleno de narrativas fantásticas sobre o 
princípio, o meio e o fim; sobre o reino da luz e a raça das trevas, sobre as 
lutas primordiais, as estratégias do Pai das Luzes, o nascimento dos astros, 
da terra, do homem, etc., Agostinho aderiu com ardor a estes «contos de 
fada persas» (na sua crítica posterior). Podemos dizer que, 
paradoxalmente, contra o seu desejo de tudo compreender e de em nada 
acreditar, com a adesão ao maniqueísmo, a imaginação tornou-se a 
faculdade central e quase exclusiva de Agostinho, e isso teve graves 
consequências sobretudo quando se tratou de compreender a natureza da 


16 Epistula 7, 3: «Quae si absurda sunt, sicuti sunt, nihil est aliud illa imaginatio, 
mi Nebridi, quam plaga inflicta per sensus, quibus non, ut tu scribis, commemoratio 
quaedam fit, ut talia formentur in anima, sed ipsa huius falsitatis inlatio siue, ut expressius 
dicatur, impressio». 
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realidade divinal”. Confessa ele: julgava que tu, Senhor, Deus, Verdade, 
[eras] um corpo luminoso e infinito e eu uma parcela desse corpo. Que 
enorme perversidade! (IV, XVI, 31). E, assim, era repelido, e tu resistias à 
minha enfatuada obstinação, e eu imaginava formas corpóreas, e, sendo 
carne, acusava a carne, e, sopro errante, não voltava a ti e, caminhando, 
caminhava para aquilo que não é, nem em ti nem em mim, nem no corpo, 
nem me era sugerido pela tua verdade, mas congeminado pela minha 
vaidade a partir do corpo... (IV, xv, 26). 

Estamos aqui no ponto central das acusações de Agostinho contra a 
imaginação. A razão porque Agostinho tanto a invectiva, já em si, quando 
fora maniqueu, já em todos os heréticos, de modo especial nos maniqueus 
e arianos, é porque ela é um fonte de erro na compreensão da natureza de 
Deus, conduzindo ora ao antropomorfismo maniqueu, ora materialismo 
estóico, ora ao triteísmo ariano!8, ora ainda a todos os devaneios das 
mentes animalescas e carnais (VII, 1, 1-2), incapazes de compreender a 
natureza das realidades inteligíveis e, acima de todas, de Deus semper, 
semel et simul, que só pode ser captado pela contemplação espiritual e 
nunca imaginado à maneira das coisas materiais. Quando tal acontece, o 
resultado é que a alma só se alimenta de «fantasmas corporais»: Em que 
espécie de frivolidades me apascentava eu nesse tempo, e não me 
alimentava. (...) Tu nem és esses corpos que vemos, embora estejam no 
firmamento, nem aqueles que aí não vemos, porque tu os criaste e não os 
tens entre as tuas mais sublimes criaturas. Portanto, quão longe estás 
daquelas minhas fantasias, das fantasias corporais, que não existem em 
absoluto! (II, vi, 10). 

O ponto em comum das «mentes carnais» que tentam imaginar Deus 
é que todas caiem sobre as suas próprias fantasias, ficcionando sempre e 
só falsas imagens. A idolatria da imaginação, portanto, está na raiz das 
heresias quanto à substância divina. «[A minha imaginação] tinha criado 
para si mesma um Deus pelos infinitos espaços de todos os lugares, e 


17 Sermo 34, 3: «Quid ergo humana imaginatio et uolatica cogitatio fingit sibi 
deum, et in corde suo fabricat idolum, componens qualem potest cogitare, non qualem 
meruit inuenire? Talis est deus? Non, sed talis est». 

18 Cfr. RJ. TESKE, «Augustine, Maximinus and Imagination», Augustiniana 43 
(1993), pp. 27-41; R.J. O'CONNELL, «The God of Saint Augustine’s Imagination», Thought 
57 (1982), pp. 30-40. 
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tinha julgado que esse eras tu, e tinha-o colocado no seu coração, e tinha- 
-se tomado de novo templo do seu ídolo (VII, xıv, 20). Este foi o seu 
maior erro, confessa Agostinho, porque, querendo pensar no meu Deus, 
não sabia pensar senão em massas corpóreas — pois nada me parecia 
existir que não fosse assim — essa era a maior e quase única causa do meu 
inevitável erro — sola causa erat ineuitabilis erroris mei. 

A relação de coordenação e de quase-equivalénca entre imaginação e 
heresia, que já tinha tradição entre os Padres anteriores, se em Agostinho 
aprofunda as suas razões, também ganha nele o valor de um testemunho 
pessoal. Por isso mesmo, deve merecer-nos particular atenção o relato da 
sua conversão ao neoplatonismo, no livro VII de Confissões, para ver 
como é que a imaginação sai desse processo. 

Curiosamente, uma vez que a confissão retrospectiva culpabilizava 
sobretudo a imaginação materialista, seria de esperar que a sua conversão 
ao neoplatonismo alterasse radicalmente o quadro imaginário, incidindo 
muito mais sobre os aspectos intelectual e religioso. É certo que Agostinho 
sublinha a mudança de orientação para a interioridade e a descoberta de si 
próprio: Admoestado a voltar daí [do exterior] para mim mesmo, entrei no 
mais íntimo de mim (...). Porém, ainda que o visível tente sugerir 
inteligível, o quadro imagético mantém-se, mostrando Agostinho até uma 
certa hesitação por causa disso: Entrei e vi com o olhar da minha alma, 
seja ele qual for, acima do mesmo olhar da minha alma, acima da minha 
mente, uma luz imutável, não esta vulgar e visível a toda a carne, nem era 
uma maior como que do mesmo género, como se ela brilhasse muito e 
muito mais claramente e ocupasse tudo com a sua grandeza. (...) E 
deslumbraste a fraqueza do meu olhar, brilhando intensamente sobre mim, 
e estremeci de amor e horror (VII, x, 16). E Agostinho confessa que, por 
um momento ao menos, chegou äquilo que é, num relance de vista 
trepidante, (VII, xVII, 23), apesar de não ter conseguido «fixar o olhar», 
repelido pela sua fraqueza — et peruenit ad id quod est in ictu trepidantis 
aspectus. 

Que experiência é esta que Agostinho aqui nos confessa? A 
hermenêutica agostiniana ortodoxa, por vezes ávida de etiquetas, costuma 
referir-se aqui à conversão da inteligência, à descoberta da realidade 
espiritual e inteligível, enfim, à descoberta de Deus como ser eterno, 
imutável e perfeito. Bem na linha de Platão e de Plotino, Agostinho 
descreveria aqui uma intuição intelectual, ao dizer que viu «com o olho da 
alma» — «oculo animae meae». Mas o que é ver com a pupila do espírito? 
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Ter-se-á transmutado a imaginação materialista em uma espécie de 
imaginação de segundo nivel, em uma imaginação noética, de nível 
superior? Haverä aqui um fenömeno de transfert espiritualizante!?? Ele 
diz que «viu acima da mente», tentando logo rejeitar, sem muito sucesso, 
a quase-espacialidade que imediatamente se intromete?, a qual, a 
acreditar em Bachelard e em Merleau-Ponty, denuncia ainda e sempre a 
presenca de um poiética imaginal. 

Agostinho, alias, confessa ndo compreender muito bem como esta 
passagem se deu, como é que conseguiu desviar o pensamento do häbito 
(Cicero, Tusculanas, I 38) e subtrair-se às multidöes antagönicas dos 
fantasmas, revelando até mesmo um certo espanto: E admirava-me por ja 
te amar ati, [e] näo a um fantasma em vez de ti... (VII, XVI, 23). 

Esta admiração de Agostinho é assaz significativa e merece ser aqui 
sublinhada, pois denuncia ou indicia precisamente a existência de um 
vazio entre imaginação e intelecto, antagonismo que o neoplatonismo e 
sobretudo Porfírio tinham acentuado, muito mais do que Platão?!. Por isso, 
ao recusar a seguir o orgulho dos neoplatónicos, fruto mal-são dessa visão 
espiritual inchada de si mesma, e ao aceitar seguir, humilde, o humilde 
Verbo encarnado, poderia ter também preenchido aquele vazio, como aliás 
também a referência explícita a Rm 1, 20 lhe permitia. Mas então, lidos 
aqueles livros dos Platónicos, e depois de por eles ter sido levado a 
procurar a verdade incorpórea, vi e compreendi as tuas coisas invisíveis 
por meio daquelas que foram feitas... (VU, xx 26). Com efeito, os 
platónicos contemplaram as ideias, mas não realizaram o que sabiam; 
viram a pátria, mas ignoraram a via??. Cristo, Verbo Encarnado é a via 
ignota dos platónicos. 

Com esta crítica, e à luz da Encarnação do Verbo, Agostinho tinha 
possibilidades de recuperar as mediações desconhecidas dos platónicos e 


1 A expressão é de M.D. CHENU, a propósito do pseudo-agostiniano De spiritu et 
anima, apud J. HAMESSE, op. cit., p. 159. 

20 Esta topologia (simbólica) parece precisamente ser constitutiva do imaginário, 
como frisou G. BACHELARD, La poétique de l'espace, Paris, PUF, 1958; M. MERLEAU- 
Ponty, Sinais, Lisboa, Minotauro, 1962, p. 33. 

21 Cfr. M.W. BUNDY, The theory of imagination in classical and mediaeval thought, 
Ilinois, Urbana, 1927, p. 179ss., apud J. HAMESSE, op. cit., p. 161. 

22 M. MADEC, La patrie et la voie. Le Christ dans la vie et la pensée de Saint 
Augustin, Paris, Desclée, 1989. 
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de encontrar outras dimensões para a imaginação?, ou até diferentes 
níveis de imaginação, longe do reducionismo de uma teoria 
exclusivamente psicologista das faculdades da alma, o que ele, aliás, 
aceita no caso dos sonhos — pois certos sonhos eram, para Agostinho, 
revelações divinas (MI, xı, 19-20.23; IX, x, 25) —, e assim a salvaria 
igualmente da acusação de ser a mãe das heresias. 

Agostinho, tal como fizera para superar a ontologização do mal do 
maniqueísmo (De Natura boni), poderia e deveria ter começado por 
descompactar também o seu próprio discurso sobre a imaginação, 
diferenciando níveis, encontrando a sua topografia íntima, a sua geometria 
variável, desde um nível representativo e passivo até uma possível 
imaginação poiética, uma vis formandi. E nào ter chegado a uma 
imaginação criadora é tanto mais paradoxal quanto mais é precisamente 
isso que realizou na análise dos «vastos palácios da memória» e dos seus 
conteúdos, ao longo de todo o livro X, que é verdadeiro hino à força da 
imaginação, aqui chamada memória, mas sempre concebida como 
faculdade meramente representativa, ainda quando compõe novas formas 
a partir das sensações. Quanto aos graus da memória, admitiu a existência 
de um plano ontológico ou metafísico?*, um lugar «interior intimo meo et 
superior summo meo» (III, vi, 11) de abertura transpsicológica ou de 
memoria Dei. No livro X, Agostinho esteve perto do que poderíamos hoje 
chamar uma «imaginação criadora» e compreendeu bem, em termos quase 
aristotélicos?5, que a memória é indissociável da faculdade formar 
imagens, mas parece ter ficado aterrorizado com qualquer coisa, talvez 
com o seu carácter abissal: Grande é o poder da memória, [tem] um não 
sei quê de horrendo... (X, xVII, 26). Porquê este horror, semelhante ao da 
experiência numinosa do livro VII: estremeci de amor e horror...? Será 
porque pressentiu que a imaginação tem de facto um certo poder criar, 
função exclusiva de Deus, e que assim, orgulhosamente, a criatura poderia 


23 No De Trinitate, IX, 16, não ataca a imaginação, mas antes o juízo ou a 


aprovação (approbatio) feito com base na similitudo que a imaginação elabora. 

^ Cfr. RJ. O'CONNELL, Imagination and Metaphysics in St. Augustine, 
Milwaukee, Marquette University Press, 1986. O pendor aristotelizante e a identificação 
entre a imaginação e a memória limitam muito este estudo e deixam-no longe do que o 
título prometia. 

2 Cfr. De Vera religione, X, 18. 
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elevar-se ao nivel do Criador? Com efeito, em certas releituras medievais 
Deus cria com a imaginação... 

Seja como for, e em suma, o que a intuição intelectual do livro VII 
parecia prometer, como possibilidade de recuperação da imaginação a um 
nível poiético, acabou por não ter nenhum alcance imaginal. Como se a 
memória, a inteligência e a vontade fossem precisamente imago da 
Trindade, cuja harmonia é ameaçada por esse intrusivo quarto elemento, a 
imaginação, quaternidade feminina, maléfica, como sublinhou justamente 
C. G. Jung, 

Agostinho padece do fascínio das imagens e, simultaneamente, como 
que lhe teme os efeitos; teme o seu estatuto anfibológico, a ambiguidade 
latente na imaginação, a sua espessura sensível; teme a possibilidade de 
por esse mundo especular e imaginal se insinuarem as tentações e as 
adivinhações demoniacas, as ciladas dos espíritos imundos, que povoam 
os espaços intermediários do sonho e da imaginação, bem assim se 
insinuarem as tentações da sua carne libidinosa. O texto que segue é 
deveras expressivo a este respeito: Mas ainda vivem na minha memória, 
sobre a qual tanto falei, imagens dessas tais coisas que o meu hábito nela 
fixou, e, embora desprovidas de forças, vêm ao meu encontro quando 
estou acordado, mas, durante o sono, chegam não só ao deleite, mas 
também ao consentimento e a um efeito absolutamente igual. A ilusão na 
minha alma tem tanto poder na minha carne que, estando eu a dormir, as 
falsas visões levam-me âquilo que, estando acordado, as verdadeiras não 
conseguem. Acaso, Senhor meu Deus, não sou eu nesse momento? (X, 
xxx, 41)?7. 


26 C.G. JUNG, Interpretação psicológica do dogma da Trindade, Petrópolis, Vozes, 
1994. 

7! «E, todavia, é tão grande a diferença entre mim e mim mesmo, naquele momento 
em que passo da vigília ao sono e volto a passar do sono à vigília! Onde está, pois, a mente, 
graças à qual uma pessoa acordada resiste a tais sugestões e, se as próprias coisas se lhe 
deparam, permanece inabalável? Porventura fecha-se a mente ao mesmo tempo que os 
olhos? Porventura adormece com os sentidos do corpo? E porque é que, muitas vezes, 
mesmo no sono, resistimos, e, lembrados do nosso propósito, e nele permanecendo 
castissimamente, não damos nenhum assentimento a tais tentações? E, todavia, é tão a 
grande a diferença que, quando sucede de outro modo, ao acordarmos, voltamos à 
tranquilidade da consciência, e, pela mesma diferença, descobrimos que não fizemos 
aquilo que todavia lamentamos de certo modo ter sido feito em nós». 
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Poderemos concluir daqui que, em regime diurno, a imaginação pode 
ser moralizável, então pode voltar-se «à tranquilidade da consciência», 
como Agostinho constata, mas em regime nocturno, ela vagabundeia os 
seus próprios caminhos, aquém e além do bem e do mal, das definições 
teológicas e dogmáticas, dos cânones exegéticos, das regras morais, da 
legalidade jurídica, do poder político. E ainda bem, porque nesse espaço 
originário e indómito, quase selvagem, em que a Idade Média também foi 
fértil, bem podem residir, neste tempo de encruzilhadas?, inesperadas 
possibilidades para o humano. Há sempre um empobrecimento da razão e 
do intelecto, quando se pretende liquidar ou calar a imaginação, porque 
esta é igualmente um dinamismo intrínseco da racionalidade humana e das 
suas infindas variações. 


Universidade da Beira Interior — Covilhã 


28 C. CASTORIADIS, «Imaginário e Imaginação na encruzilhada», in Do mundo da 
imaginação à imaginação do mundo, Lisboa, Fim de Século, 1999, pp. 85-106; AA.VV., 
Ponto de cruz. A grande encruzilhada do imaginário, Lisboa, Instituto Português de 
Museus, 1998. 


IOANNES SCOTUS ERIUGENA 


J. M. Costa MACEDO 


DA ININTELIGIBILIDADE DO INTELLECTUS 
EM ESCOTO ERIUGENA 


Numa primeira intenção de leitura por parte de quem procura de 
Escoto Eriügena os traços de uma antropologia, encontrar-se-á a 
insisténcia com que se pretendem encontrar os componentes fundamentais 
do homem, para o que este pensador recorre 4 exposigäo de S. Maximo, o 
Confessor e também de S. Gregörio de Nissa. Tais componentes säo os que 
o autor traduz por intellectus, ratio, sensus interior, sensus exterior, vis 
nutritiva e corpus, no qual têm um papel de relevo os órgãos dos sentidos: 
os cinco órgãos de um único sentido extemo. Estes são necessários, 
comparados a janelas abertas sobre o mundo. Nesta estrutura é fácil 
distinguir a alma do corpo, bem como aquilo que, provindo da alma, se dá 
em razão do corpo: os sentidos externos e a supracitada força nutritiva, 
dada a dependência que a própria observação mostra haver do sentido 
externo relativamente aos órgãos respectivos. Assim eliminado o corpo, 
eliminar-se-ão também aqueles. Por eles são dadas ao sentido interno as 
fantasias provenientes do mundo material. Não vamos aqui analisar os 
pormenores deste processo. Os sentidos não comunicam tudo. Ao 
contrário, o surgimento das grandes noções universais, incluindo as que se 
referem ao mundo material têm outra origem. As noções aparecem ainda 
unas e finalmente múltiplas, ou então, de origem superior, enquanto ainda 
não passamos do homem, as noções concretizam-se em imagens da 
memória e em palavras. O ponto secreto de onde tais noções derivam, que 


1 De divisione naturae, Lib. IV, col. 824C-825B, ed. ut.: PL, vol. 122. Por vezes, 
são-lhe atribuídos apenas cinco componentes expressando os cinco graus de existência 
criada. Neste caso, o termo sensus engloba o sentido interno e externo. Vide IV — 755B. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.!.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 801-826. 


802 J. M. COSTA MACEDO 


tem de existir para explicar o seu aparecimento consciente, € chamado 
Intellectus. No decorrer da obra De Divisione Naturae, Escoto recorre a 
maneira como esta faculdade se realiza, para além de si, a fim de aflorar 
por comparagäo os processos da criagäo. Para, entre os muitos 
exemplos, explicar a afirmagäo biblica de que as trevas reinavam sobre 
o abismo, Escoto interpreta a afirmação como referindo-se às causas 
primordiais das realidades inteligíveis, cuja ininteligibilidade é sinal da 
sua superioridade. Sendo assim, o abismo permanece mesmo a seguir à 
sua realização em essências. Para exemplificar que isto possa acontecer, 
Escoto Eriúgena recorre ao exemplo do intelecto que se clarifica em 
noções surgidas a partir de si e em sinais sensíveis ou palavras que o 
expressem sem no entanto perder as suas caracteristicas de simplicidade 
inacessível. Explicitando mais, é caracteristica do pensamento de Escoto 
a doutrina das ideias primordiais como constituindo a Natureza Criadora 
Criada. Não sendo Deus, as causas primordiais representam os «seres» 
mais altos da criação e por isso caracterizados pela inacessibilidade a 
qualquer conhecimento imediato e contemplativo humano. O carácter 
misterioso destas causas primordiais é traduzido segundo a sua 
audaciosa interpretação bíblica por «terra e abismo», quando se diz que 
as trevas reinavam sobre o abismo. A questão que se põe é se essas 
tenebrosas causas, ao se desdobrarem em seres inteligíveis, deixam de ser 
tenebrosas, ou se o desdobramento transformou a obscuridade em 
claridade de maneira que as trevas e o abismo primordial de que fala a 
bíblia não sejam algo provisório, mas se mantenham como fonte do que 
delas derivou. Obscuridade é sinal de superioridade. A resposta é 
claramente a de que o que se expressa pelas palavras Abismo e Terra, 
não deu lugar a algo que, ao delas derivar, as substituísse. A obscuridade 
não se transformou em claridade, pelo contrário fez nascer de si a 
claridade mantendo-se como superior obscuridade. O contrário seria o 
mais transformar-se em menos. Para esclarecer com um exemplo esta 
doutrina teológica, verificamos que Escoto recorre ao intellectus. 


Dic quaeso quid tibi videtur. Num primordiales rerum causae quas terrae atque abyssi 
vocabulis significatas esse praeque incomprehensibili atque excellenti altitudine 
invisibiles tenebrosasque dictas arbitramur dum per generationem in genera 
formasque in numeros differentiasque rerum seu sensu seu intellectu 
comprehensibilium procedumt invisibiles incomprehensibilisque esse desinunt an 
semper in excellentia suae naturae in qua ante omnia in principio conditae sunt 
permanent et sub nullum sensum intellectumve cadunt, ita ut et in rebus quarum 
causae sunt sensibus intellectibus quodam modo appareant et excelsitudinem suae 
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incomprehensibilitatis non deserant ac veluti in tenebris quibusdam in secretissimis 
dico divinae sapientiae sinibus, semper sedeant2? 


A esta pergunta feita pelo Mestre (Nutritor), o discipulo responde, 
com a anuéncia final do Mestre: 


Eas perpetuo invisibiles tenebrosasque esse crediderim. Si enim ipsa sapientia dei 
patris in qua omnia facta sunt vereque subsistunt et extra quam nil esse intelligitur in 
se ipsa incomprehensibilis invisibilisque permanet — lux enim est inaccessibis omnem 
intellectum superans - , quid mirum si causae omnium quae in ea et per eam et ad eam 
factae sunt invisibiles incomprehensibilesque ae ternaliter credantur esse et 
incommutabiliter permanere? Et exemplo nostrae naturae [illud] possumus coniicere. 
Nam quod intellectus noster in se ipso primum rationabiliter concipit [et ad habitum 
purae perfectaeque intelligentiae perducit] semper et in se obtinet et quibusdam signis 
extrincecus profert. Verbi gratia si veram cognitionem de aliquo sensibili vel 
intelligibili sapiens animus perceperit ipsa cognitio et in eo fixa perseverat et per 
fantasias primo in cogitationem, deinde in sensus [deinde in vocum signa aliosque 
nutus quibus animus secreta sua molimina gradatim descendentia solet aperire inque] 
aliorum animorum notitiam naturalibus artificialibusque progressionibus proferre 
non retardat3, 


Nesta argumentação, Escoto dä por suposto que o intellectus é 
obscuro e ininteligivel. Se assim näo fosse, näo viria a propösito invocä-lo 
para compreender de alguma maneira que as obscuras e misteriosas causas 
primordiais ou ideias primordiais em Deus se mantém na sua obscuridade. 
Trata-se de comparar algo criado — o intellectus do homem - com algo 
igualmente criado como é toda a natureza criada criadora. Já antes porém 
se tinha recorrido a intellectus ao pretender-se esclarecer pela primeira vez 
a surpreendente tese de que Deus não só cria como é criado por si próprio, 
ou se cria nas coisas criadas. Para tal esclarecimento, recorre-se ao 
exemplo da mente inicialmente única e abscôndita que finalmente se vai 
revelando em variedade puramente intelectual ou também sensível. 

A indefinível mente vai-se tornando algo de si derivado sem deixar de 
ser o que é. Trata-se de uma obscuridade — indício da sua superioridade — 
tal como acontece com Deus «criando-se», sem perder a sua 
transcendência. 


2 Lib. IL 551B. 
3 Lib. IL 551C. 
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Nam et noster intellectus prius quam veniat in cogitationem atque memoriam non 
irrationabiliter dicitur {non} esse. Est enim per se invisibilis et nulli praeter deum 
nobisque ipsis cognitus est; dum vero in cogitationes venerit et ex quibusdam 
phantasiis formam accipit non immerito dicitur fieri. Fit enim in memoria, formas 
quasdam accipiens [rerum seu vocum seu colorum {caeterorumque} sensibilium qui] 
informis erat priusquam in memoriam veniret, deinde veluti secundam formationem 
recipit dum quibusdam {formarum sive} vocum signis (litteras dico quae sunt signa 
vocum et figuras quae sunt signa formarum matheseos) seu aliis sensibilibus indiciis 
formatur per quas sententium sensibus insinuari possit. Hac similitudine, quamvis a 
divina natura remota sit, suaderi tamen posse arbitror quomodo ipsa, dum omnia creat 
et a nullo creari nesciat, in omnibus quae ab ea sunt mirabili modo creatur, ut, 
quemadmodum mentis intelligentiae seu proprositum seu consilium seu quoquo 
modo motus ille noster intimus et primus dici possit dum in cogitationem, ut diximus, 
venerit quasdamque phantasiarum formas acceperit deindeque in signa vocum seu 
sensibilium motuum indicia processerit non incongrue dicitur fieri — fit enim in 
phantasiis formatus qui per se omni sensibili caret forma —, ita divina essentia, quae 
per se subsistens omnem superat intellectum, in his quae a se et per se et in se [et ad 
se] facta sunt recte dicitur creari, ut in eis sive intelectu, si solummodo intelligibilia 
sunt, sive sensu, si sensibilia sint ab his qui eam recto studio inquirunt cognoscatur4. 


Aqui, o informe prévio a todas as claras e limitadas formas é 
expressão de superioridade. Por outro lado, a ideia de que o intelecto é 
conhecido apenas por Deus e por nés pröprios näo representa que esse 
grau de conhecimento seja o mesmo para nós e para O criador como 
seguidamente se verá. Com esta relação Criador/criado, ou Criador/ 
criatura como Criador Criado, pode comparar-se a relação Deus/Teofania. 
Deus manifesta-se por teofanias e ninguém conhece Deus senão por essas 
mesmas teofanias ou manifestações, o que aponta para uma informidade 
superior que gera formas e ao mesmo tempo demarca a distância entre o 
ser puro e o aparecer desse ser ou, se quisermos, o ser desse aparecer. 
Aquela concepção do Deus tornando-se criado sem deixar de ser criador 
desenvolve-se, esclarece-se nesta outra das teofanias. A superioridade (e 
íntima relação) de Deus com essas suas manifestações é uma vez mais 
apresentada como análoga à superioridade — por isso mesmo 
incognoscível — do intelecto sobre as suas manifestações significantes e 
sensíveis. 


Omne enim quod intelligitur et sentitur nihil aliud est nisi non apparentis apparitio, 
occulti manifestatio, negati affirmatio, incomprehensibilis comprehensio, [ineffabilis 


4 Lib. I, 454-B-C-D. 
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fatus, inaccessibis accesus,] ininteligibillis intellectus, incorporalis corpus, 
superessentialis essentia, informis forma, immensurabilis mensura, innumerabilis 
numerus, carentis pondere pondus, spiritualis incrassatio, invisibilis visibilitas, 
illocalis localitas, carentis tempore temporalitas, infiniti diffinitio, incircunscripti 
circunscriptio et caetera quae puro intellecto et cogitantur et perspiciumtur et quae 
memoriae sinibus capi nesciunt et mentis aciem fugiunt. Et hoc exemplis nostrae 
naturae possumus coniicere. Nam et noster intellectus cum per se sit invisibilis et 
incomprehensibilis [signis] tamen quibusdam [et] manifestatur et comprehenditur 
dum vocibus vel litteris vel aliis nutibus veluti quibusdam corporibus incrassatur et 
dum sic extrinsecus apparet semper intrinsecus invisibilis permanet dumque in varias 
figuras sensibus comprehensibiles prosilit semper statum suae naturae 
incomprehensibilem non deserit et priusquam exterius patefactus fiat intra se ipsum 
se ipsum movet, ac per hoc et silet et clamat et dum silet clamat et dum clamat silet 
et invisibilis videtur et dum videtur invisibilis est et incircunscriptus circunscribitur 
et dum circunscribitur incircunscriptus perseverat et dum vult vocibus et litteris 
incorporatur et dum incorporatur incorporeus in se ipso subsistit5. 


Em todos estes casos a relacäo intelecto-razäo-sentidos-palavras serve 
para mostrar que a inteleccäo é um processo em que o invisível faz 
sobressair a partir de si o expresso, o visível, o material até. É neste caso 
a uma concepção antropológica que se recorre para explicar soluções de 
ordem metafísica. 

Já aqui deveria notar-se haver uma «faculdade» em que o inteligível 
veio do ininteligível. Recorre-se a ela como forma de facilitar a 
compreensão de que o ponto de partida das muitas derivações ou 
produções dos seres permanece o mesmo, não se diluindo nelas: mantém- 
se invisível, mesmo tornando-se visível, «nada», mesmo tornando-se algo, 
não inteligível uma vez tornado inteligível. É o que poderia chamar-se o 
primeiro grau de ininteligibilidade como sinal de superioridade. Neste 
caso o esclarecimento não é superior ao esclarecido, é-lhe inferior. Poderia 
comparar-se este posicionamento com a doutrina Eriugeniana de que a 
definição é sempre superior ao definido visto que o abrange®. 

Mas a antropologia de Escoto aceita e repensa a afirmação bíblica do 
Génesis de que o homem é imagem e semelhança de Deus. Lembrar-se-á 
que o Génesis diz isso apenas, não diz como. Todo o riquíssimo 
pensamento que glosou este tema representa um conjunto orgânico de 


5 Lib. III, 633-A-B-C. 
6 Lib. I, 484. 
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conclusões racionais a partir de interpretações cuja grelha é afinal 
igualmente racional. Antes de Eriúgena já a patrística oriental o tinha feito 
com destaque para S. Gregório de Nissa, Pseudo-Dionísio e S. Máximo, o 
Confessor. O mesmo faz , como se sabe, S. Agostinho, nomeadamente em 
De Trinitate. Por outro lado, seria fácil ou pelo menos possível, constituir 
uma doutrina da imagem por via racional a partir da simples ideia de 
criação e na base de que o modo de ser da causa — da causa criadora, neste 
caso — reflecte-se pelo menos nos seres mais perfeitos e portanto nos 
homens e nos espiritos criados se porventura existirem. Mas o próprio 
mundo no seu conjunto pode ser o ponto de partida para tais conclusões. 
É o que Escoto Eriúgena faz em esboço embora sem o desenvolver no 
livro primeiro do Periphyseon. 


Nonne ab ipsa quam nunc nominasti theologia, quae aut solummodo aut maxime 
erga divinam naturam versatur, satis ac plane veritatem intuentibus suasum est ex his 
quae ab ipsa creata sunt solummodo ipsam essentialiter subsistere, non autem quid 
sitipsa essentia intelligi? Nam non solum, ut saepe diximus, humanae ratiocinationis 
conatus verum etiam essentiarum caelestium purissimos superat intellectus; ipsam 
tamen esse ex his quae sunt, et sapientem esse ex divisionibus eorum in genera in 
especies differentiasque numerosque, vivereque eam ex motu omnium stabili et ex 
statu mobili recto mentis contuitu theologi scrutati sunt. Hac etiam ratione causam 
omnium ter subsistentem verissime invenerunt. Nam, ut diximus, ex essentia eorum 
quae sunt intelligitur, ex mirabili rerun ordine sapientem esse, ex motu vitam esse 
repertum est. Est igitur causa omnium creatrixque natura, et sapit et vivit. Ac per hoc 
per essentiam patrem, per sapientiam filium, per vitam spiritum sanctum intelligi 
inquisitores veritatis tradiderunt?. 


Ou seja, estes trés aspectos das coisas apontariam a uma tríplice 
entidade na causa suprema da qual se considerariam como marcas ou 
sinais que em seguida convergiriam com a concepção trinitária de Deus, 
segundo a propriedade atribuída a cada uma das Hipóstases. 

Tal como aqueles autores já citados, Escoto encontra no homem a 
marca trinitária depois de dar como certo que é na alma que essa imagem 
existe onde encontra precisamente os mencionados intelecto, razáo e 
sentido interior, cada uma destas faculdades conotadas especialmente com 
o Pai, o Verbo, o Espirito Santo e cujas relações entre si reflectem também 
a relação existente entre as Pessoas Divinas. Na linha da tradição 


7 Lib. I, 455-B-C. 
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teolögica anterior, as trés Pessoas (Substäncias) säo iguais entre si, sendo 
uma sé a sua ousia, esséncia com a qual cada uma delas se identifica. Pode 
também dizer-se que o monge irlandés segue geralmente a doutrina 
oriental da processäo do Espirito Santo: procede do Pai através do Verbo 
e nao de ambos ao mesmo tempo. Sob a influéncia das anälises 
agostinianas admite mesmo uma circuminsessäo ao nivel das trés 
faculdades humanas. 


Nam et nostra trinitas tota in singulis suis est. Sua enim essentia et virtus et operatio 
est, sua Virtus et essentia et operatio, sua operatio et essentia est et virtus, sicut et 
Pater in Filio et in Spiritu Sancto et Filius in Patre et in Spiritu Sancto et Spiritus 
Sanctus in Patre et Filio est8. 


O que neste trabalho vai ser dito acerca desta triade humana esclarece 
ainda mais o pensamento exposto. 

Veremos se se mantém a igualdade entre as propriedades da triade 
humana como reflexo da igualdade interipostatica da Divindade. Veremos 
também se e até que ponto se mantém o pröprio esquema triädico. 

Em reforgo da concepgäo triädica de qualquer realidade criada, mas 
com mais evidéncia no homem, Escoto encontra o esquema ontolögico 
Ousia, Dynamis, Energeia, (traduzidas por Essentia, Virtus, Operatio) na 
obra de Pseudo-Dionisio. Para a sua compreensäo, Escoto recorre a anälise 
do juizo «sei que existo» ou «estou consciente de que existo»: a ousia 
latente em «Sum», a potência de estar consciente e a própria operação da 
consciência. 


Dum ergo dico «intelligo me esse» nonne in hoc uno verbo quod est intelligo tria 
significo a se inseparabilia? Nam et me esse et posse intelligere me esse et intelligere 
me esse demonstro. Num vides uno verbo et meam ousiam meamque virtutem et 
actionem siginificari? Non enim intelligerem si non essem, neque intelligerem si 
virtute intelligentiae carerem, nec illa virtus in me silet sed in operationem 
intelligendi prorumpit9. 


Não são dois esquemas trinitários a vários níveis no mesmo ser esta 
tríade e a anterior. Para Escoto, elas identificam-se: ao intellectus 
corresponde a ousia, à potentia a razão, à operatio o sensus interior. Não 


8 Lib. II, 568-A. 
9 Lib. I, 490-B. 


u 


808 J. M. COSTA MACEDO 


vamos discutir agora e aqui de maneira exaustiva se essa identificacäo € 
ou não forçada. Pelo menos obedece a um espírito de unificação 
enriquecedora, à exigência de fugir à fragmentação rumo a uma unidade 
fértil. Escoto aponta a «nova» trindade humana como «intellectus, ratio 
sensus: Quid tibi videtur de famosissima nostrae naturae trinitate quae in 
intellectu et ratione et sensu intelligitur? Num dissonat ab ea quam 
praediximus, an una eademque et haec et ipsa et non duae quaedam unius 
eiusdemque nostrae naturae?10. 

A resposta é dada pelo discípulo: «Duae trinitates videntur esse 
quibus nostra natura quantum ad imaginem dei facta probatur subsistere, 
sed, consulta veritate, non reipsa sed solis nominibus a se invicem 
discrepare reperiuntur. Nam noüs et ousía hoc est, intellectus et essentia, 
excelsissimam nostrae naturae partem significant» l1. 

O que vimos ser o intellectus considerado apenas na sua relacáo com 
as suas expressóes, a sua importáncia nuclear no homem leva por si a dar- 
Ihe o estatuto de «ousía», passando a ser, uma vez considerado, a mais 
emergente forma de ousía, a ousía criada por exceléncia. Já antes o ousía 
em geral se tinha apresentado como eminentemente acima dos intelectos 
humanos. Naquela análise da frase intelligo me esse, a existéncia é a base 
da própria virtus de auto-inteligibilidade e do próprio acto de intelligere. 
Ou seja, através deste exemplo, a ousía já náo se mostra ao nível da 
igualdade dos outros dois aspectos embora indesligável deles. Mas 
também por aquela superioridade do intellectus antes considerado, poderia 
dizer-se que os outros elementos que vemos acrescentados náo parecem 
ter um estatuto de igualdade relativa àquele: ratio, sensus mesmo antes de 
nos adentrarmos nas suas definições. Ou seja começa-se a verificar que o 
esquema teológico trinitário não se projecta quanto ao seu igualitarismo 
nesta trindade do criado: 


Pater Verbum 


Intellectus Ratio Sensus 
Ousía Potentia Operatio 


Neste esquema, o sistema igualitário náo parece projectar-se 
igualitariamente, tal como acontece no conjunto do sistema onde a 


10 Lib. II, 569-A. 
11 Lib. I, 570-A. 
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dinämica igualitäria das trés Hipöstases, também se projecta em 
perspectivas hierärquicas. Com efeito, a geracäo do Verbo pelo Pai 
projecta-se na criação das ideias, enquanto que a processão Espirito Santo 
a partir do Pai per Filium projecta-se na criação do mundo material através 
das ideias eternas. Também desta maneira o todo se reflete no homem. 
Assim, tendo presente apenas este esquema, já aqui as relações de filiação 
e procedência, relações derivante-derivado mas igualitárias projectam-se 
numa espécie de subordinacionismo trinitário humano, em que o terceiro 
elemento recebe acção do primeiro através do segundo. Veremos se é só 
«receber a acção». 

Sem caminharmos mais, a superioridade estrutural do intellectus- 
ousía é indiscutível. A base do seu ser intelligens é a ininteligibilidade 
como superioridade, ou expressão da sua irredutibilidade ao próprio 
conhecer. Ininteligibilidade-Superioridade de primeiro grau como se disse. 

Mas esta fecundidade do imutável, inintelígivel invisível, (e até «non- 
ens») que o intelecto é não lhe vem de si. Vem-lhe daquilo que existindo 
está acima do intelecto e da razão. A concepção do intellectus não é a da 
projecção a partir de si como um sujeito absoluto ou como um conjunto de 
sujeitos absolutos. Isso que projecta vem-lhe das ideias primordiais, da sua 
causa que o imutável intellectus «contempla». Quer se recorra a este verbo 
quer a outros, o sentido será o de contemplar como que perspectivando 
nesta componente do homem, um esquema permanente de contemplação 
como acto de receber influxo do que lhe é superior. Aberto a um acto 
cognitivo, o intellectus está ligado, subordinado às ideias de forma real. 
Cada homem não tem consciência da dimensão em que está a contemplar 
nem desse contemplar. O contemplar é antes de tudo ontológico e só por 
isso também gnosiológico. 

A forma activa desta contemplação é traduzida pela teoria dos 
movimentos circulares de origem platónica via Calcídio, Pseudo-Dionísio 
e Máximo, o Confessor. A alma não tem um movimento por si (ao contrário 
do que parecia pensar Calcídio) mas move-se circularmente à volta de Deus 
tal como os serafins e os querubins e afinal todos os outros anjos, 
corrigindo assim, a partir do livro segundo do Periphyseon, qualquer ideia 
de inferioridade do intelecto humano comparativamente ao angélico!2. 


12 Lib. II, 574-B: «Nam si caelestes essentias... nihil aliud esse substantialiter, a 
sanctis traditur patribus nisi intelligibiles aeternos inaccesibiles motus circa principium 
omnium a quo... moventur et subsistunt,... quid obstat ne similiter intelligamus humanos 


810 J. M. COSTA MACEDO 


Ora... existir e mover-se näo constituem duas propriedades diferentes, pois que a 
esséncia da nossa alma € o seu movimento imövel e a sua imobilidade mével [note- 
se o paradoxo para expressar o que está acima da inteligibilidade] à volta de Deus e 
da criatura. 

Mas quando a nossa alma exerce um movimento circular à volta de Deus, que exceda 
tudo quanto existe, diz-se que este movimento é máximo. 


Depois de considerar que também deverá afirmar-se um movimento 
médio à volta das causas primordiais e um mínimo à volta dos efeitos 
dessas mesmas causas lembra: «isto não implica que o seu movimento 
substancial sempre identico, possa aumentar ou diminuir»13. 

É o discípulo a fazer estas afirmações. É ele próprio que logo a seguir 
conclui «a essência da nossa alma, portanto, é o intelecto que preside à 
totalidade da natureza humana porque esse movimento que excerce à volta 
de Deus está acima de toda a natureza e para além de todo o conheci- 
mento»: Incognite circunvehiturl4. 

Trata-se do mesmo movimento com diferentes referências. Como em 
reforço destas conclusões do «Alumnus» o «Nutritor» reitera a teoria dos 
três movimentos referindo-se ao primeiro desta maneira: «o primeiro 
movimento é simples e transcende a natureza da própria alma. Este 
movimento não consegue adquirir nenhum conhecimento do princípio à 
volta do qual se move»15. 

Este movimento é o intellectus, não é um movimento de 
conhecimento, se bem que funde outros conhecimentos, além disso 
«transcende a natureza da alma» mas, como é pelo mais que algo se 
define, é por este que a alma deve ser designada, tanto mais que o segundo 
movimento está subsumido pelo primeiro. A alma apreende as causas 


intellectus indesinenter circa Deum volui... praesertim cum divina eloquia hominem ad 
imaginem dei factum perhibeant quod de angelos dixisse aperte non reperitur... astantes 
enim et ministrantes deo caelestes virtutes legimos, humanam vero naturam in Verbo dei 
deum factam et sedere ad dexteram Dei et regnare fides testatur catholica». 

13 Lib. II, 570 -B: «Siquidem ut tu ipse intelligis non aliud est nostrae naturae esse 
et aliud moveri. Essentia enim ejus est motus circa Deum [et creaturam] stabilis et mobilis 
status... Sed dum movetur circa Deum qui superat omina summus motus ejus dicitur». 

14 Ibidem: «Essentia itaque animae nostrae est intellectus qui universitati humanae 
praesidet [quia circa Deum supra omnem naturam incognite circumvehitur]». 

15 Lib. II, 572-C-D: «Et primus quidem simplex est et supra ipsius animae naturam 
et interpretatione caret [hoc est cognitione ipsius circa quod movetur...]». 
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criadoras (e Deus apenas como causa) «e este conhecimento é engendrado 
pelo primeiro movimento [que é desconhecimento puro] no segundo 
movimento. Segue-se o terceiro movimento que deriva do primeiro 
através do segundo» [tal como Espírito Santo deriva do Pai através do 
Verbo]16. Pode assim dizer-se que a identificação dos componentes 
intellectus, ratio, sensus com ousía, dynamis, energeia se faz recorrendo a 
esta nocáo de movimentos circulares cuja origem se acaba de referir tendo 
presente que, logo de início exsistere e motus se identificam pelo 
dinamismo exigido ao que o primeiro termo designa. Reforga-se assim a 
concepção dinámica da ousía e o dinamismo da própria contemplação. Ao 
definir-se antes de tudo pelo intelecto, o homem define-se pela 
ininteligibilidade de si para si como base do próprio entender tudo o mais 
e como garantia de que os actos cognitivos nào se reduzem a cognitivos. 

Se àquele esquema já apresentado acrescentarmos esta teoria dos 
movimentos, a ideia de subordinação evidencia-se ainda mais. 

A consideração da alma como imagem de Deus, permite considerar 
que os intelectos humanos são como os angélicos. Em cada alma o 
intelecto torna-se capaz de elevar-se acima de si mesmo e para alem de 
toda a criatura. É certo que essa capacidade de exceder-se, de exceder os 
limites da natureza nào vem de si proprial7, no entanto é na alma que esta 
abertura a uma potenciação existe, pelo que esta dependência de Deus para 
exceder-se supõe na sua estrutura a receptibilidade activa deste 
movimento sem o qual não se entenderiam os outros. O carácter 
intrinsecamente relacional para além de si, e só de si a si em razão dessa 
mesma relacionalidade que o transcende, aumenta o predomínio deste 


16 Lib. II, 577A, 577D: Ratio = Virtus «...et ex primo motu nascitur qui est 
intellectus... Tertius itaque restat motus qui circa singulas singularum rerum rationes...qui 
similiter ab intellectu praecedit per rationen». 

17 Lib. II, 576-A-B: «A - Sed quomodo vel qua ratione intellectus dum intra 
terminos humanae naturae concluditur supra se ipsum omnemque creaturem potest 
ascendere ut circa incognitum Deum...motus valeat perficere... N - Nulli siquidem conditae 
substantiae naturaliter inest virtus per quam possit et terminos naturae suae superare 
ipsumque Deum immediate per se ipsum attingere. Hoc enim solius est gratiae, nullius 
enim virtutis naturae». Poderia assim concluir-se que a vivéncia mistica näo poderä ser 
ainda mais do que isto do ponto de vista ontológico. Neste caso será a vivência possível, a 
consciêncialização possível deste movimento inerente a todo o homem. O 
desenvolvimento será doação ao nível da vivência do que já é doação ao nível ontológico. 
Neste caso, cada homem é radicalmente místico. 
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intelecto sobre todas as outras faculdades cognitivas e volitivas. Esta 
referência ao intelecto como movimento que não se desliga do 
sobrenatural pöe-nos o problema: que sobrenatural? Sem divida a graca. 
Mas como conceber a natureza humana, que afinal é o intellectus sem esta 
graça? Em todo o homem há intellectus, ratio e sensus. Assim o intellectus 
em qualquer homem & indesligävel dessa graga. Esta espécie de 
continuidade ou articulagäo necessäria do intellectus com a graca, 
acrescenta mais uma razäo aquela para além da qual parece näo 
perspectivar-se outra, para o afloramento da sua superioridade como 
superior ininteligibilidade. Sendo assim, poderia dizer-se que é natural ao 
intellectus «e» à alma «ter-ser» este «movimento-esséncia», de origem 
sobrenatural. Todo o homem, näo apenas o näo-pecador, näo apenas o 
cristão está assim, pelo menos neste ponto, ligado à graça que não perde, 
pelo menos neste aspecto. Pela graça pode superar os termos, os limites da 
sua natureza, mas sem a graça não seria homem, assim como sem 
intellectus não teria nem ratio nem sensus. Poderia então dizer-se que 
Escoto distingue claramente a natureza da graça, o natural do sobrenatural 
para em seguida deixar pressentir como essa demarcação não pode aplicar- 
se, não pode encontrar-se como real quando se trata dos seres chamados 
racionais. A essência do homem é o próprio contemplar Deus, ainda que 
mediante teofanias, contemplação concedida permanentemente pelo 
próprio Deus. Concluir-se-á então que o homem não é um datum, é um 
donum, que a si mesmo é dado. Não tem aqui lugar a noção de uma 
natureza vivendo ou podendo viver por si própria e na qual se «enxerte» a 
graça para a potenciar. 

Impõe-se destacar e comentar ainda mais a nova dimensão da 
superioridade do intellectus implicada na já referida origem da ratio e do 
sensus. Intellectus não é apenas o projectante das causas primordiais sobre 
a ratio, nem apenas o distribuidor de crescentes pluralidades derivadas 
dessa unidade nocional fecunda paralela à criação das realidades 
materiais, mas é que razão e sentido interior são engendrados-emanados. 
Uma vez mais a procura de uma unidade explicativa aliada à necessidade 
de referir a alma ao modelo trinitário, leva a considerar a razão engendrada 
pelo intellectus e o sensus interior igualmente derivado, engendrado 
também afinal. 


Tal como um sábio artista produz a sua arte a partir de si próprio e nele próprio e 
assim como este artista vê antecipadamente na sua arte os artefactos que quer 
produzir... de maneira semelhante o intelecto engendrou a partir de si e em si a sua 
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razäo na qual o intelecto conhece antecipadamente e cria antecipadamente tudo o que 
deseja criarl8. 


Contrastando intellectus com ratio, este tal como Deus é totalmente 
ininteligivel tornando-se relativamente inteligivel nas suas teofanias. «O 
intelecto comega a tornar-se aparente [desoculta-se] na sua razäo que 
nasce a partir de si próprio»19. O sentido interior é tratado analogamente. 
Dele se diz que «procede do intelecto através da razão subordinado ao 
intelecto e à própria razáo»20. Ao querer desenvolver toda uma dinámica 
humana fundada na imagem da Trindade, Escoto edifica a este novo nível 
(o antropológico) não a originalidade da concepção igualitária da trindade, 
mas abre-se à introdução dos modelos pagãos, platónicos e sobretudo 
neoplatónicos (de Plotino e Proclo). Assim o intellectus ininteligível 
produz a razão e O sensus que ou já são inteligíveis ou são menos 
ininteligíveis, da mesma maneira que, como movimento inacessível e 
sobrenatural, produz os outros movimentos circulares que são afinal 
aquele movimento na sua referência ao que não é Deus, quando são como 
que funções já naturais, já limitadas e algumas temporalizadas 
comandadas pelo supratemporal intellectus. Não há dúvida que do 
supremo engendrador humano não deriva um supremo engendrado. Da 
igualitária Trindade não é possível derivar uma imagem de três aspectos 
tão igualitários entre si como são as Pessoas da Trindade. O que porém 
mais se poderia comparar com esse engendramento do igual a partir do ` 
igual é a teoria da multiplicação dos homens que seria semelhante à 


18 Lib. II, 577-A-B: «Sicut enim quidam sapiens artifex artem suam de se ipso 
efficit et in ipsa quae sibi facienda sunt praevidet eorumque causas...sic intellectus de se in 
se suam rationem genuit in qua omnia quae vult facere praecognoscit causaliterque 
praecreat». 

19 Lib. II, 577-B-C. «Nam quemadmodum causa omnium per se ipsam nec a seipsa, 
nec ab alio inveniri potest quid sit, in suis vero theophaniis quodam modo congnoscitur, ita 
intellectus...nec a seipso nec ab alio intelligi potest quid sit, in ratione autem quae de ipso 
nascitur incipit apparere». Se o intellectus está para a ratio como o criador para a teofania, 
a conclusão é que neste caso a distancia do intellectus relativamente à ratio é considerável. 
Ainda que, com fundamento na participacäo, se possa falar também de uma certa 
ininteligibilidade da razäo. 

20 Lib. II, 577-D, 578-A: «ipsum dico sensus qui substantialis est et interior qui 
similiter ab intellectui procedit per ratione...Cunctae quidem essentiae in ratione unum 
sunt, sensu vero in essentias differentes discernuntur». 
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multiplicação dos anjos se o pecado original não estivesse previsto. A isto 
poderia chamar-se uma emanagäo horizontal. Mas mesmo tendo presente 
a forma de geração sexuada no tempo, o aparecimento dos novos 
intellectus podem considerar-se derivados desta maneira embora no 
tempo, ou seja, näo simultaneamente. É indiscutivel a superioridade do 
intellectus sobre as duas forças por ele geradas, desta espécie de não-ser 
criado, imagem do näo-ser criador-emanador sobre o emanado-criado. 
Este engendramento é andlogo ao que Escoto acabou por considerar 
criação ex nihilo ou «a partir do näo-ser», pela sua superior 
irredutibilidade ao que, derivando dele, não é ele préprio21. A criação 
absoluta ou ex nihilo não é concebida apenas como por Deus, a Deo — a 
partir do nada como privação de ser — ex nihilo como não de algo incluindo 
não-Deus — concepção rejeitada como absurda e imprópria de Deus, mas 
vai no sentido de ser Deus o próprio nada de que tudo é feito: a Deo e ex 
Deo (= ex Nihilo). Este non-ens que Deus é, é afinal a expressão da. 
ininteligibilidade, da irredutibilidade e da superioridade do criador acima 
do criado, é a expressão da criação absoluta. Na medida em que intellectus 
gera, no todo em que se constitui a razão e através desta o sensus, a 
dinâmica constituida parece-se à Trindade, podendo verificar-se, no 
entanto, aqui uma vez mais quão longe está a trindade humana de ser o 
reflexo da igualdade entre as Hipóstases Divinas. Poderia assim falar-se de 
uma circuminsessão com subordina-cionismo. Avançando mais, na 
medida em que o intellectus gera como parte de si, ou como reflexo de si 
a razão e o sensus, a dinâmica constituida parece-se à da Trindade, 
podendo-se ver nesta totalidade triádica o seu reflexo, mas na medida que 
ratio e sensus não iguais ao intellectus, o dinamismo constituído é a 
imagem do Deus como não-ser criando a partir de si aquilo que lhe é 
inferior. Assim a imagem da prioridade do Pai sobre as outras pessoas e a 
de Deus como non-ens sobre a totalidade do criado, aí incluíndo as causas 
primordiais, convergem no intellectus como imagem dessas duas 
prioridades, mas com predomínio da segunda que como que absorve a 
primeira. 

A criação absoluta ex Deo reflete-se assim no engendramento da 
razão e do sensus. Mas àquela criação contrapõe-se-lhe subordinando-se- 
lhe toda e qualquer produção de algo novo a partir de realidades 


21 Lib. III, 634-B e seguintes. 
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previamente existentes. E o que acontece com a alma perspectivada como 
criada e criadora à imagem da Trindade Criadora não Criada. Criadora mas 
com a limitação que lhe vem da sua contingência, «Digo que a nossa 
Trindade — (afirma o discípulo) — é uma trindade criadora, pois não poderá 
duvidar-se que não somente foi criada do nada, mas que essa mesma 
trindade da nossa natureza cria os sentidos que lhe estão subordinados, e 
os orgãos dos sentidos, assim como a totalidade do corpo, quero referir-me 
ao corpo mortal... cria o seu corpo... não a partir do nada, mas a partir de 
algo prévio»22. É isto que Escoto já pela voz do «Nutritor» chama a 
segunda operação da alma que consiste em criar o corpo à sua imagem e 
semelhança. Nesta contraposição entre a criação ex nihilo considerada 
própria de Deus e insuperável e a criação por parte da alma fica de fora 
como absurda a interpretação tradicional da expressão ex nihilo. Fica ou 
acaba por ficar. É nessa interpretação tradicional que o discípulo pensa 
quando diz que a criação operada pela alma difere da de Deus por não ser 
ex nihilo mas ex aliquo. O Mestre aceita a diferenciação mas a seguir 
verifica-se que a interpreta de outra maneira, não deixando de ser 
diferenciadora a interpretação feita inicialmente pelo discípulo. De facto a 
alma não produz o corpo a partir do nada, mas também não o faz a partir 
de si própria. Para aproximá-las dentro da infinita distância, é que Escoto 
recorre à mesma palavra de criação. Desdobramento da ideia rumo ao 
temporal, produção do corpo e de tudo o que ele supõe (como o sentido 
externo que é também subjectividade) ainda que a partir de elementos 
prévios. São afinal participações possíveis, por parte do criado dessa 
criação absoluta a Deo — ex Deo. O mundo material já existe como 
criatura, a alma organiza-lhe os dados no sentido da formação do corpo, 
sendo essa organização o reflexo da alma que, como organizador lhe é 
superior. A alma não é colocada num corpo organizado previamente por 
Deus: ela própria é directamente a organizadora e providenciadora dessa 
estrutura. Segundo Escoto até mesmo no caso de Adão, não foi Deus que 
lhe construiu previamente um corpo: foi o próprio Adão que o construiu 
por si mesmo e para si mesmo. E se a Bíblia atribui a Deus tal construção, 


22 Lib. II, 580-A-B: «[Creantis dico] non enim dubitamos trinitatem nostrae naturae 
quae non imago dei est sed ad imaginem dei condita...non solum de nihilo esse creatum, 
verumque etiam sub se adhaerentes sibi sensus sensumque officinas totumque corpus suum 
mortale hoc dico creare...corpus vero suum ipsa creat non tamen de nihilo sed de aliquo...». 
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€ porque se pode atribuir 4 causa primeira tudo o que as segundas 
realizaram efectivamente23. Mas se é o intellectus que gera os outros 
componentes superiores da natureza humana — ratio e sensus — , mesmo ao 
dizer que é a trindade humana que produz o corpo a partir de realidades 
anteriores, acabar-se-á por admitir que é o próprio intellectus que produz 
o corpo e os sentidos internos desta vez como fabricação demiúrgica 
através da combinação de elementos. É a trindade anímica como um todo 
que produz o que lhe é inferior dessa maneira imperfeita, mas, dada a não 
igualdade dos três aspectos, acaba por ser ao intellectus que cabe tal 
actividade. É uma unidade fundada por essa trindade e é a totalidade por 
ela constituída que constroi a estrutura corporal e também o que lhe anda 
anexo. Mas essa mesma unificação provém do intellectus. Trata-se afinal 
de uma produção que pode conotar-se com o facto de fabricar também os 
seus veículos, sinais sensíveis para chegar aos sentidos externos dos outros 
a partir da matéria pré-existente24. 

A esta ininteligibilidade expressa pelo movimento através do qual se 
pode identificar com a ousia e da qual emerge a produção da ratio e do 
sensus pode chamar-se ininteligibilidade de segundo grau. 

Esta ininteligibilidade significa superioridade e poder pelo que lhe 
associou a criação do corpo material. Mas, já na referência ao 
engendramento da ratio e do sensus, se notava um paralelismo entre a 
relação do não-ser criador com a criação e a do intellectus com o que este 
engendra. Esta ininteligibilidade é potenciada pela ligação permanente do 
intellectus ao sobrenatural, à graça e à vivência mística como essencial ao 
homem. Não há dúvida que expressa um grau superior de 
ininteligibilidade. Pode pensar-se não haver outro para além deste. No 
entanto o aprofundamento do homem como imagem de Deus, leva-nos a 
pensar num outro grau superior: 

«Professamos que o homem foi criado à imagem e semelhança de 
Deus, numa forma absolutamente perfeita e que no paraíso antes do 
pecado, o homem não diferia nada de Deus a não ser pelo substracto, uma 


23 Tratar com a matéria é mais próprio de um espírito criado do que de Deus, 
embora a própria matéria tenha sido criada por Deus, (por um desdobramento da respectiva 
causa primordial por sua vez criada por Deus). O corpo é mortal (o corpo físico) como tal 
nem no caso de Adão foi obra directa de Deus. «Deus enim immortal est et quodqumque 
per se ipsum facit immortale est», Lib. II, 584-A. 

24 Lib. III, 633-C. 
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vez que foi tirado do nada». Para além da carateristica de ser sem principio 
(e não sem começo), que é de Deus «todas as outras propriedades que se 
podem predicar de Deus, quanto a exceléncia da sua esséncia encontram- 
se integralmente na sua imagem, que o é por natureza e ao mesmo tempo 
por graça. O criador que permanece invisível incognoscivel e que excede 
todo o intelecto, criou a sua imagem como semelhante a ele em todas as 
propriedades (in omnibus)». Ficamos então à espera de que Escoto 
enumere essas propriedades, às quais se refere aquele omnibus, mas a 
jusficaçäo que vem é outra: 

Pois o nosso intelecto também não é cognoscível na sua essência 
(«quiditas»), nem por si próprio nem por outro intelecto a não ser por Deus 
— o único que conhece aquilo que criou... Se o homem soubesse de uma 
maneira qualquer em que consiste a sua quididade, o homem afastar-se-ia 
necessariamente da sua semelhanga25. 

Poderia pensar-se que a forma mais extrema de ser imagem de Deus 
é ser misterioso para si constituindo-se assim como reflexo da 
incompreensibilidade de Deus para as criaturas incluindo as mais 
perfeitas. A incompreensibilidade que o homem experimenta perante Deus 
é que seria a base para a sua dimensão de imagem do próprio Deus. Já isto 
seria uma teoria da imagem como mistério e nesse caso o homem seria 


25 Lib. II, 585-A-B-C: «N - Hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem dei 
perfectissime factum et in nullo defecisse in paradiso ante peccatum credimus excepta 
ratione subjecti. Deus enim per se ipsum subsistens et a nullo praecedente se subsistere 
accipiens hominem ad imaginem suam de nihilo in essentiam adduccit. Eo itaque notato 
quod Deus per se ipsum anarkos, id est sine principio, essentiam suam possidet, homo vero 
de nihilo creatus habet conditionis suae initium non solum in primordialibus causis in 
quibus omnia simul creata sunt verum etiam in processionibus in diversas essentias 
formasque sive intellectuales sive sensiviles, caetera omnia quae de deo dicuntur et 
intelliguntur per essentialem excellentia omnino in imagine eius perspiciuntur per naturam 
et gratiam. Conditor quippe invisibilis incomprehensibilis omnem intelligentiam 
exsuperams imaginem suam in omnibus sibi similem creavit. Nam et noster intellectus nec 
a se ipso cognoscitur quid sit secundum essentiam nec ab alio praeter deum <qui solus 
novit quae fecit> sed quemadmodum de conditore suo hoc tantum cognoscit quia est non 
autem percipit quid sit, ita de se ipso solummodo diffinit quia creatus est quomodo vero vel 
in qua substantia substitutus est intelligere non potest. Si enim quid sit aliquo modo 
intelligeret necessario similitudine creatoris deviaret. Prototypon quippe, hoc est principale 
exemplum Deus est per naturam, imago deus est per gratiam; prototypon diffunditur per 
omnia distribuens eis essentiam, imago luce gratiae purgatalillumminata perfecta] per 
omnia discurrit eorum in se ipsa conformans notitiam». 
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incompreensivel para si proprio tal como Deus é incompreensivel para 
todos. Seria um fundamento que em último lugar resultaria da debilidade 
da criatura. É o que poderia dar-se relativamente à incompreensibilidade 
para o homem de um Deus que se compreende e se define totalmente a si 
mesmo, como acontece com a concepção de Deus em quase todas as 
teodiceias bem como nas teologias que se pretendem exegese da 
Revelação. No entanto a teologia de Escoto é bem diferente. É o próprio 
mistério de Deus para si mesmo que se reflete no homem. A base, a fonte 
é a auto-incompreensibilidade divina a qual se conclui da própria 
infinidade que Deus é em si. Ora o homem nesse caso é à imagem do 
infinito, uma espécie de infinito criado ou de incircunscrição criada, na 
medida em que isso seja concebível, mas tendo de ser concebido. É o que 
o extracto seguinte evidencia, como que esclarecendo e potenciando o 
texto anteriormente referido: 


A - Quid est ergo, quod iam pridem dixisti, mentem quidem humanam notionem, qua 
se cognoscit, et disciplinam qua se ipsam discit habere, et nunc iterum neque a seipsa 
neque ab alia creatura dinosci posse asseris? N - Utrumque verum esse ratio perdocet. 
Humana siquidem mens et seipsam novit et seipsam non novit. Novit quidem quia est 
non autem novit quid est. Ac per hoc, ut in prioribus libris docuimus, maxime imago 
dei esse in homine docetur. Ut enim Deus comprehensibilis est dum ex creatura 
colligitur quia est, et incomprehensibilis est quia a nullo intellectu humano vel 
angelico comprehendi potest quid sit nec a seipso quia non est quid, quippe 
superessentialis ita humanae menti hoc solum datur nosse se esse, quid autem sit 
nullo modo ei conceditur. 

Et quod est mirabilius, et considerantibus seipsos et deum suum pulchrius plus 
laudatur mens humana in sua ignorantia, quam in sua scientia. Laudabilius namque 
in ea est se nescire quid sit, quam scire quia est, sicut plus et convenientius pertinet 
ad divinae naturae laudem negatio eius quam affirmatio, et sapientius est ignorare 
illam quam nosse, cuius ignorantia vera est sapientia, quae melius nesciendo scitur. 
Apertissime ergo divina similitudo in humana mente dinoscitur dum solummodo esse 
scitur quid autem est nescitur et ut ita dicam, negatur in ea quid esse, afirmator 
solummodo esse. Nec hoc ratione vacat. Si enim cognosceretur quiddam esse, 
circunscripta profecto in aliquo esset, ac per hoc imaginem sui creatoris non omnino 
in se exprimeret qui omnimo incircunscriptus est et in nullo intelligitur, quia infinitus 
est, super omne quod dicitur et intelligitur superessentialis26. 


Esta incompreensibilidade não se dá apenas considerando o 
intellectus omnium- homem criado no Verbo -, mas também quando este 


26 Lib. IV, 771-B-C-D. Verificar também IV, 779-D: «Nam si nosci posset... 
effugit». 
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intellectus se multiplica nos seus. efeitos. E que mesmo aqui ele é 
ininteligivel mediante a ininteligibilidade a que se encontra associado e 
subordinado, a qual no entanto não é ele próprio, ou seja cada homem e 
não apenas o homem universal é ininteligível. 

Deus como não podendo definir-se a si próprio por não ser nenhum 
quid cria esse «não quid» que também não pode definir-se a si próprio 
mercê da sua superioridade como criatura. Neste sentido o homem escapa 
tal como Deus às categorias aristotélicas, daqui também a definição do 
homem (= intellectus) como «ideia eterna eternamente criada na mente de 
Deus» (Homo est notio quaedam intellectualis in mente divina aeternaliter 
facta27), rejeitando como estreitas e portanto falsas todas as anteriores 
definições vindas da tradição filosófica. Ser um movimento inefável à 
volta de Deus, ser uma ideia eterna na mente de Deus, são duas maneiras 
de «desessencializar» a chamada natureza humana tornando-a total e 
relacional; total extensivamente com relação às coisas pois que intellectus 
est omnium, relacional em relação ao Absoluto. Está no espírito do sistema 
poder dizer-se que sem esse auto-mistério como imagem do outro Auto- 
Mistério não seria a sabedoria criada - creata sapientia quae est humana 
natura28. Representa isto uma transferência para o homem, que podemos 
agora perspectivar como o ininteligível intellectus, daquela superior 
entidade criada acima dos homens e dos anjos a que se refere S. Agostinho 
nas Confissões. A esta suprema ininteligibilidade que é a própria 
irredutibilidade ao conhecimento e a verificação-demonstração de que o 
acto de intelligere porque o é, não é inteligível poderia chamar-se 
ininteligibilidade de terceiro grau que não apenas supera os graus 
anteriores mais também os potencia sendo ao mesmo tempo potenciado 
por eles. . 

Pelo que se disse, pelo seu caräcter triddico, a alma € a imagem da 
Trindade. Se. dissessemos que ela € misteriosa para si mesma porque a 
Trindade € misteriosa para o homem, poderfamos considerar ser esta uma 
boa conclusão, mas nesse caso, o mistério que o homem é para si seria à 


27 Lib. IV, 768-B. Aparentemente é essa também a definição das essências das 
outras coisas como é afirmado pelo alumnus. «Verissima et probatissima deffinitio hominis 
est ista et nono solo hominis, verum etiam omium quae in divina sapientia facta sunt». Mas 
ao dizer-se que todas as coisas foram criadas no homem, a especificidade desta definição 
como do homem mantem-se. 

28 Lib. IV, 778-D, 779-B. 
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imagem da inefabilidade da Trindade para o homem e näo 4 luz de 
qualquer ininteligibilidade da Trindade para si mesma, com efeito 
interessa destacar que o caräcter misterioso, de mistério para si como näo 
tendo esséncia, nao é atribuido à Trindade Divina nem é como tal que a 
trindade humana é apresentada como misteriosa para si própria. 
Estranhamente, pelo menos à primeira vista, a Trindade é apresentada 
como inefável para as criaturas mas não para si mesma na medida em que 
Escoto glosa as palavras de S. Mateus XI, XXVII: 


Nullus enim hominum, nulla caelestium virtutum generationem verbi a patre potest 
cognoscere quomodo vel qualis est, sicut nemo novit hominum vel angelorum quid 
est [vel quis] qui genuit et [quis est vel] quid est quod genitum est sed solus novit qui 
genuit et quomodo genitum est quod genitum est. Qui vero genuit novit seipsum quid 
est et quomodo et qualiter genuit quod de se genuit. Similiter quod genitum est novit 
se ipsum quid est et quomodo et qualiter genitum est et novit eum qui se genuit quis 
et quid est [si enim nemo novit patrem nisi filius et cui vult filius revelare, nonne 
consequens est dicere: nemo novit filium nisi pater et qui vult pater revelare, ita ut 
intelligamos: revelare per theofanias...]29. 


Gerou e como foi gerado aquilo que foi gerado e aquilo que gerou 
sabe o que ele próprio é... da mesma maneira aquilo que foi gerado 
conhece-se tal qual é - conhece a sua essência e conhece tal qual quem é 
aquele que o gerou. 

A chave deste texto é quid relacionado com a essência que, uma vez 
conhecida, permite falar de ininteligibilidade. A Trindade aqui aparece 
como o reino da inteligibilidade mútua apesar da reserva com que devem 
ser tomados os vocábulos quis, quid e novit. Fundando-se na revelação da 
maneira de ser da Trindade, (embora falando apenas do Pai e do Filho) 
Escoto atribui a cada uma das Hipóstases divinas um quid que ela própria 
conhece e que as outras duas também conhecem. Recorrendo ao próprio 
vocabulário de Eriúgena, poderia então dizer-se que se conhecem a si 
mesmas e às outras não apenas quia sunt mas também quid sint. 

Será necesário compatibilizar esta imanente inter-inteligibilidade 
trinitária com a tese da ininteligibilidade, o que pode resolver-se ao 
verificar-se que a concepção trinitária é apresentada como uma maneira 
mais acessível de falar de Deus: com efeito é inserida na teologia 
catafática apesar da sua origem revelada30. 


29 Lib. II, 557-C-D, 558-A. 
30 Lib. II, 599-D. 
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Hä portanto toda uma doutrina da imagem trinitäria fundada nesta 
concepgäo. Pode dizer-se que ha uma doutrina do homem como imagem, 
mais compativel com o texto que se acaba de citar: trata-se da concepgäo 
agostiniana 4 qual Escoto recorre por vezes. A pretexto da discussäo sobre 
o filioque, Escoto recorre 4 imagem de Deus no homem reflectida na triada 
mens-notitia-amor: 


Mens et enim et notitiam sui gignit, et a se ipsa amor sui et notitiae suae procedit quo 
et ipsa et notitia sui coniunguntur. Et quamvis ipse amor ex mente per notitiam sui 
procedat non tamen ipsa notitia causa amoris est sed ipsa mens ex quo amor inchoat 
esse et antequam ad perfectam notitiam sui mens ipsa perveniat. Nam et mens amat 
se ipsam cognoscere priusquam cognitionem suam de se ipsa pariat veluti prolem 
suam — non quod mens humana unquam se vel non nosset vel non amaret dum haec 
tria unum sunt secundum naturam vel essentiam et unum tria secundum, rationis 
considerationem - tria siquidem ratio considerat in una et simplici natura animae esse 
nosse amare, est enim mens et se ipsam novit et amat se ipsam et sui notitiam - sed 
quia merito praevaricationis naturae humanae in primo homine accidit ut mens 
nesciat seipsam nosse dum naturaliter se ipsam novit et nesciat se ipsam amare dum 
naturaliter et se ipsam et notitiam sui amat; ac per hoc rationis viribus nil aliud appetit 
nisi ut cognoscat qualiter et quantum se ipsam novit et se ipsam et notitiam sui amat 
et dum hoc tantum ad cognitionem et amorem creatoris sui convertit perfectissima 
imago eius efficitur. Et hic est maximnus ac paene solus gradus ad cognitionem 
veritatis, id est humanam naturam se ipsam prius cognoscere et amare ac deinde 
totam cognitionem suam, totumque amorem ad laudem creatoris et cognitionem et 
dilectionem referre. Si enim quod in se ipsa agitur nescit, quomodo ea quae supra se 
sunt nosse desiderat?31 


Nada impede que estes dois textos se leiam através dos outros 
anteriormente referenciados. A mente — intellectus - deseja um 
conhecimento de si, no espírito do De trinitate. Trata-se de um 
conhecimento que a mente (que é esse), terá de si própria e que será 
perfeita. Uma imagem da mente igual à própria mente? Um nosse igual ao 
esse? 

Mesmo aqui a mente ama um conhecimento antes de o ter como prole. 
À luz dos textos já analisados, inspirados em Máximo o Confessor, o 
conhecimento perfeito do intellecto por si próprio será aquele que por um 
lado tem a consciéncia da ininteligibilidade e por outro se vai conhecendo 
através dos seus efeitos, contrariando sem dúvida a intenção de S. 
Agostinho de ver na «notitia sui», como «proles» uma espécie de imagem 


31 Lib. I, 610-C-D, 611-A. 
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da mente como expressão clara da mesma. Haverá naturalmente em ambos 
uma «notitia mentis»que pode melhorar porque poderä estar dificultada 
pelo pecado. Essa perfeição em S. Agostinho é transparência, ao contrário 
em Escoto é a ininteligibilidade assumida e a consciência da fecundidade 
das ideias e das imagem bem como dos sinais sensíveis significantes. São 
duas maneiras de preencher o mesmo ideal de perfeição. São duas formas 
que aqui tal como são apresentadas não parecem contraditórias. Mas 
lembremos que também neste texto o essencial é mostrar por uma analogia 
que o amor procede antes de tudo da «mens» que se ama a si própria e ao 
conhecimento de si mas que já ama o auto-conhecimento antes de o 
realizar — amat seipsum cognoscere priusquam cognitione suam de se ipsa 
pariat. Não está longe do carácter activo do intellectus. Talvez numa 
tentiva de aproximação se possa dizer que o ininteligível é neste caso o 
amor. As duas concepções podem ser mantidas contanto que, subordinadas 
uma à outra, dado que, como já foi lembrado, a concepção trinitária 
pertence à teologia catafática enquanto que a abordagem de Deus como 
mistério para si mesmo representa o extremo da teologia apofática: esta é 
superior à anterior. Da mesma maneira a imagem de Deus no homem 
como misterioso para si, fundado no auto-mistério de Deus é superior à 
simplesmente trinitária do tipo a que poderia chamar-se «evangélico- 
agostiniano». Esta poderia considerar-se um primeiro grau desse ser- 
imagem, superado a seguir pela dinâmica apofática de inspiração mistico- 
dionisíaca. A própria concepção intellectus — ratio — sensus, sendo 
trinitária, aproxima-se daquela concepção dionisíaca na medida em que o 
primeiro elemento absorve os outros. De facto esta dinâmica de superação 
na concepção antropológica segue a mesma dinâmica na concepção de 
Deus. Este predomínio crescente da unidade divina misteriosa para si 
sobre a Trindade é o resultado do seu pensamento tendo a marca do neo- 
platonismo e do próprio misticismo. Ao dizer-se que Deus é mais que 
Unidade e mais que Trindade, acaba por ser um novo tipo de unidade que 
se impõe: unidade infinita mais do que infinito de unidades que, no caso 
de existir se lhe subordinará. Assim se explica que o intellectus seja tão 
incircunscrito que ao circunscrever-se e, na medida em que se 
circunscreve, permanece incircunscrito. 

Dir-se-á que é por este núcleo ontológico, «imagem do nada» que 
Deus é como plenitude da existência, que se pode falar do homem dizendo 
que ele é Ratio ou Sensus ou mesmo alma. 

Numa perspectiva horizontal, o homem é considerado uma estrutura 
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triädica, unitäria também como qualquer estrutura, mas € a anälise desses 
componentes que nos conduz 4 consciéncia da sua insuficiéncia rumo a 
uma unidade imanentemente criadora — no sentido de «emanadora- 
constutora» que é o intellectus na sua forma unificante. É que não há uma 
unidade da alma que esteja para os seus componentes como a Esséncia 
Divina una, esta para as trés Hipöstases (ou Pessoas ou Substäncias). Aqui, 
quem da toda a unidade € o que à primeira vista é um dos componentes. 
Neste caso pode dizer-se: a essência do homem é o intelecto de acordo 
com a sua plenitude, por isso daí surge uma ratio e acção racional que 
perscruta tudo quanto foi criado por aquele de que é imagem e que se 
interessa pela ciência pelas medidas da terra e da lua e das suas distâncias 
e que valoriza esse tipo de estudo. A fundamentá-lo está uma estrutura 
referencial a que se pode chamar de contemplação directa na sua forma 
ainda não cognitiva, não experienciante. Uma vez que se dê este passo — 
uma vez que este passo seja concebido -, surgirá essa experiência, se bem 
que com as limitações impostas pela teofania que respeitam a 
ininteligibilidade daquele que é ininteligível para todos os outros e para si 
próprio. 

Poderá perguntar-se nesta concepção do homem onde está a vontade, 
o amor, a acção. Se lermos a obra segundo um princípio de coerência 
interna atribuído ao autor, pode dizer-se que a vontade e a acção estão nele 
incluídas sob uma forma unificada. Afinal intellectus já significa raíz de 
acção, ou mesmo acção (podendo nós relacionar isto com aquela definição 
do «esse» como movimento) , significa impulso para sair fora de si 
permanecendo em si. Ao não ser antes de tudo racional mas fonte de 
racionalidade, pode ser visto como fonte de vontade harmonizável com a 
razão. Acto ou amor, ele pode encontrar-se a dois niveis. Por um lado 
nesse movimento orientado para Deus, por outro lado na orientação para a 
comunicação unitiva com outrem. É uma comunicação que passa pela 
inteligibilidade da linguagem mas que a ultrapassa. Antes porém convém 
lembrar o quanto é ininteligível pela sua riqueza para a intuição uma 
realidade que é fonte de tanta coisa diferente e que por outro lado 
reinvindica para si a total simplicidade como forma superior de 
autonomia. 

Os intelectos com efeito comunicam entre si. A linguagem escrita e 
falada, formas de inteligibilidade, é considerada como meio de 
comunicação produzido pelo intelecto a partir de certos sons ou formas 
por ele constituídas e por tanto podíamos dizer, também por ele 
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impregnadas. O intelecto cria uma forma de chegar aos sentidos alheios. A 
partir dai, deixando estes meios materiais «solus per se ipsum absolutus, 
intima corda penetrat aliisque intellectibus se miscet et fit unum cum his 
quibus copulatur(...). Et dum aliis adiungitur, suam simplicitatem non 
relinquit. Et multa alia quae mirabiliter et ineffabiliter de natura quae ad 
imaginem dei facta est excogitari possunt»32. 

Esta uniäo com os outros intelectos, que € feita uma vez deixadas as 
palavras e os sons, pode ser considerada raiz ontolögica do amor e até uma 
espécie de mistica da criatura com criatura que não tem sido desenvolvida. 
É afinal o carácter incircunscrito, uma espécie de ininteligível, imagem 
infinita do infinito que lhe permite concluir esta forma de comunicação ou 
mesmo de comunhão em que a individualidade não se perde no todo, mas 
também não se isola conseguindo não ficar presa do instrumento de que se 
serviu para comunicar. Esta espécie de comunhão directa entre os 
intelectos abrange o próprio anjo. Para o tornar mais compreensivo, 
Escoto recorre uma vez mais à relação directa dos intelectos humanos. O 
entendimento que um e outro têm da mesma noção prova esse 
relacionamento directo: 


N - Si intentus intellectualium et rationabilium naturarum reciprocam copulationem 
et unitatem inspexeris, invenies profecto angelicam essentiam in humana, et 
humanam in angelica constitutam. In omni siquidem quodcumque purus intellectus 
perfectissime cognoscit, fit, eique unum efficitur. Tanta quippe humanae naturae et 
angelicae societas fuerat — et fieret si primus homo non peccaret — ut utraque unum 
efficeretur. Quod etiam in summis hominibus, quorum primitiae in caelestibus sunt, 
fieri incipit. Et angelus quidem in homine fit per intellectum angeli qui in homine est, 
et homo in angelo per intellectum hominis in angelo constitutum. Qui enim, ut dixi, 
pure intelligit, in eo quod intelligit, fit. Natura itaque intellectualis et rationalis 
angelica in natura intellectuali et rationali humana facta est, quemadmodum et 
humana in angelica, per reciprocam cognitionem, qua et angelus hominem intelligit, 
et homo angelum. Nec mirum: nam et nos, dum disputamus, in nobismet invicem 
efficimur. Siquidem dum intelligo quid intelligis, intellectus tuus efficior, et ineffabili 
quodam modo in te factus sum. Similiter quando pure intelligis quod ego plane 
intelligo, intellectus meus efficeris ac de duobus intellectibus fit unus, ab eo quod 
ambo sincere et incunctanter intelligimus formatus. Verbi gratia (ut ex numeris 
exemplum introducamus) senarium numerum suis partibus esse aequalem intelligis, 
et ego similiter intelligo, et intelligere te intelligo, sicut et me intelligis intelligere. 
Uterque noster intellectus unus fit senario numero formatus ac per hoc et ego in te 
creor et tu in me crearis (...) 


32 Lib. III, 633-C-D, 634 D. 
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Hac itaque ratione reciprocae intelligentiae et angelus in homine, et homo in angelo 
non ab re creari dicitur. Et neque angelum praecedere hominem ulla conditionis lege, 
ullo praecessionis modo, recte, creditur et intelligitur, quamvis naturae angelicae 
creationem prophetica narratio prius pronuntiet, ut multi volunt humanae vero 
posterius33. 


Em todo o conhecimento o intellectus «fit», torna-se o conhecido, faz 
uma unidade com o conhecido. E o que acontece quando um intelecto 
conhece o outro é interpretado como sendo uma ontologia da manifestacäo 
e da comunicacäo, quando uma e outra natureza — um e outro intelecto — 
exercem conhecimento reciproco. Esta «criagäo» de um intelecto noutro 
intelecto até certo ponto superior é o que fica ainda agora da unidade do 
intelecto humano com o angélico se aquele não se tivesse desviado pelo 
pecado. De qualquer maneira o pecado não corrompeu a natureza humana. 
Ambas naturezas angélica e humana foram constituidas uma na outra. 
Assim a base da própria «disputatio» é a união dos intelectos, que não é 
definitivamente mediado pelas palavras mas supõe a tal união directa entre 
os espíritos, se este texto for lido à luz daquele que acabou de citar-se 
anteriormente. Esta abertura à comunhão espiritual íntima com o outro 
pode ainda considerar-se como consequência desse ser à imagem: da 
comunicabilidade e unificação dos intelectos pela sua identificação com o 
movimento à volta de Deus, consequência da abertura mística que lhe é 
inerente e da sua infinidade que engloba a síntese do uno e dos múltiplos. 
Uma espécie de irradiação extensiva. Ou seja é afinal... comunicar. 

Sem esta consequência da comunicação ou mesmo da comunhão 
intersubjectiva, toda a teoria da superioridade-ininteligibilidade do 
intellectus seria defeituosa, embora o próprio leitor atento de Escoto a 
pudesse concluir. Mas é o próprio Escoto que a faz entusiasticamente. 
Continuação do mistério sem dúvida pois que também essa comunicação 
é realizada inefavelmente. A mónada criada, com a qual o intellectus 
poderá identificar-se, não suprime, antes fundamenta a pluralidade mas 
nesta cada elemento é tudo menos isolado e voltado apenas para si. Cada 
um desses singulares está voltado para o infinito de origem e para cada um 
dos incircunscriptos criados, quer homem quer anjo sendo este dialogismo 
muito mais do que uma teoria de sinais transmitidos. 


33 Lib. IV, 780-A-B-C-D, 781-A. 
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A precedéncia da bonitas sobre a essentia reflecte-se na precedéncia 
do intellectus sobre tudo quanto imanentemente dele deriva34. Nesse caso 
ele é a imagem dessa bonitas que, acima do esse, garante a sua 
inefabilidade. Intellectus é assim como que uma bonitas criada 
relativamente ao que vem a seguir a ele. E é afinal como bonitas que não 
pode deixar de engendrar o que lhe é inferiror. Aplicar-se-lhe-ão então 
também as consequências da relação de Deus com a criação: «Deus et 
universitatem creaturarum condidit eamque condidisse non est ei 
accidens»35. 

O Paraíso de que fala a Bíblia era a natureza humana segundo a 
interpretação de Escoto36 fundando-se na perspectiva de S. Gregório de 
Nissa. Nesse caso intellectus, a que a essência humana se reconduz, é 
também o outro nome de Paradisus, de acordo com uma vivência superior 
a todo o conhecimento embora englobando-o. 


Universidade do Porto 


34 Lib. II, 627-D. «Non enim per essentiam introducta est bonitas, sed per 
bonitatem introducta est essentia». 

35 Lib. III, 639-B. A comparar com «Si unitas numerorum est unitas, nunquam erit 
unitas sine numeris quorum est unitas», Lib. III, 655-B. 

36 Lib. IV, 822-A. 
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DIALECTIQUE, UNIVERSAUX ET INTELLECT CHEZ 
JEAN SCOT ERIGENE 


Dans son article l'Antiporfiriol, Umberto Eco décrivait l' Arbre de 
Porphyre comme un paradigme de «pensiero forte» reposant sur la 
création d'un monde-modéle, homologue du monde réel, qui structure la 
pensée et le langage afin d’expliquer la réalité. Il nous semble que l’étude 
de la réception de ce modéle, ainsi compris, dans la pensée de Jean Scot 
peut permettre d’éclairer le lien entre certains aspects de sa métaphysique 
et son anthropologie, et d’analyser quelques éléments de sa théorie de 
l'intellect humain. Erigêne a pu connaitre la division de la catégorie de 
substance (ousia) que la tradition appellera Arbre de Porphyre soit 
directement dans l’ Isagoge, dont la traduction par Boèce est l’un des textes 
principaux à l'áge carolingien de la Logica vetus, soit par l'utilisation 
abondante qu'en fait Maxime le Confesseur dans ses Ambigua, texte 
qu'Erigéne connaissait fort bien pour l'avoir traduit2. 


1  U.Eco, «L’Antiporfirio», in G. VATTIMO, P.A. ROVATTI, (éds), Il pensiero debole, 
Milan, 1983; pp. 52-80. Une version francaise est parue sous le titre «L’ Anti-Porphyre», in 
L'infini, 3 (1983), pp. 46-67. 

2 Pour une présentation générale de l'apport des Ambigua de Maxime à Erigène 
pour les questions bibliques, théologiques, spirituelles et dans une moindre mesure 
philosophiques, cfr. E. JEAUNEAU, «Jean l’Erigène et les Ambigua ad lohannem de Maxime 
le Confesseur», in F. HEINZER, C. SCHÓNBORN (éds), Maximus Confessor, Fribourg, 1982, 
pp. 343-364. Pour illustrer le lien qu’Erigéne établit entre Porphyre et Maxime le 
Confesseur, on peut citer un passage de la préface de Jean Scot à sa traduction des Ambigua 
ad lohannem de Maxime, dans lequel le projet du Confesseur et celui du philosophe de Tyr 
sont entremélés, Prooemium 27-31 (CCSG 18): «[...] qualis sit processio, id est 
multiplicatio, divinae bonitatis per omnia quae sunt, a summo usque deorsum, per 
generalem omnium essentiam primo, deinceps per genera generalissima deinde per genera 
generaliora, inde per species specialiores usque ad species specialissimas per differentias 
proprietasque descendens». 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Medievale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 827-839. 
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Erigene, dans son œuvre maîtresse, le Periphyseon, fait un usage 
abondant du schéme d’analyse proposé par Porphyre. L’Arbre de 
Porphyre, compris par le maitre irlandais comme une scala entis, est aussi 
bien la base d’analyses ponctuelles que la clé pour l’explication 
d'ensemble et l'assurance de la continuité entre les divers aspects de sa 
pensée. L’Arbre est en effet la structure utilisée par Jean Scot pour 
répondre à des questions théologiques, ontologiques et épistémologiques. 
Ce triple usage peut étre relié, selon notre hypothése, 4 la theorie 
néoplatonicienne du triple mode d’être de (universel, qu’Erigéne ne 
connaissait pas sous sa forme achevée (Elias, David, Ammonius) mais 
dont il possédait les différents éléments. Le résultat est alors le suivant: 

1. Au niveau théologique: l'Arbre de Porphyre est, dans l'esprit 

divin, le plan utilisé pour la création: c’est l’universel ante rem. 
Les genres et les espéces subsistent dans l’esprit du créateur au 
titre d’idées archétypales, de causes primordiales. 

2. Au niveau métaphysique: l'Arbre de Porphyre est la structure 
ontologique de la réalité pergue comme le déploiement processif 
de la division de l’ousia: c'est l'universel in re. Les différentes 
subdivisions de l’ousia (genres suprémes, genres, espéces, 
individus) existent réellement et forment le mobilier ontologique 
du monde. 


3 La doctrine des trois états de l'universel, produit de l’exégèse néoplatonicienne 
de l'7sagoge, est une théorie originale du statut ontologique des universaux développée par 
Ammonius, Elias et David. Elle définit trois types ou états d'universaux: 1. Les universaux 
antérieurs à la pluralité (xpd tdv mov): les modèles ou paradigmes, les genres ou les 
espéces qui subsistent dans l'intellect démiurgique; 2. Les universaux dans la pluralité (£v 
toc noAAoig): les formes participées, inséparables de la matière; 3. Les universaux 
postérieurs à la pluralité (Emi toi moAAoig): les concepts abstraits. Cfr. notamment, P. 
HOFFMANN, «Résumé», in Annuaire. Résumé des conférences et travaux, Ecole pratique des 
hautes études, Ve section, 101 (1992-1993), pp. 241-245; plus largement, voir A. DE LIBERA, 
La querelle des Universaux. De Platon à la fin du Moyen áge, Paris, 1996, pp. 103-105. 

La christianisation de cette doctrine s'est produite trés tót, dés le Commentaire aux 
Catégories du penseur chrétien syriaque contemporain de Boéce, Sergius de Res'ainá qui 
situe les idées dans l'esprit du Dieu créateur. Cfr. H. HUGONNARD-ROCHE, «Les Catégories 
d' Aristote comme introduction à la philosophie dans un commentaire syriaque de Sergius 
de Res’ainä (+ 536)», Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale, VII (1997), 
pp. 339-363. 
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3. Au niveau épistémologique, ou plus précisément, puisque 
l’ontologie n’est pas absente de ce point, dans l’esprit de 
l’homme: l'Arbre de Porphyre est la structure de l’intellect 
humain. Cette structure créée par Dieu assure la similitude entre 
l'homme et son créateur. Le péché originel a privé l'homme de la 
connaissance complete de l’Arbre, et il doit, par la contemplation 
et l’usage de la dialectique, la science qui divise, mais aussi 
synthétise, reformer cet Arbre oublié, au moyen de l’abstraction: 
c’est l’universel post rem. Les genres et les espèces existent dans 
LV intellect humain comme concepts, ou pour être plus proche de la 
terminologie érigénienne, comme notiones. 


La mise en lumiére de cette persistance permet de mieux comprendre 
la conception érigénienne de la dialectique4 qui, plus qu’une scientia 
sermocinalis, est une enquéte d’ordre ontologique, d’expliquer comment 
elle garantit l’adéquation parfaite revendiquée par Jean Scot entre ordo 
idearum et ordo rerum et enfin de comprendre en quel sens l'homme est 
dit contenir l'ensemble de la réalité, être officina omnium. Nous nous 
proposons, aprés une présentation des deux premiers modes de subsistance 
de l Arbre de Porphyre, de nous concentrer plus particuliérement sur le 
troisiéme qui présente la double caractéristique d'avoir été créé par Dieu 
en l'homme et de devoir étre «recréé» par l'homme gráce à la philosophie. 


I. L'USAGE THÉOLOGIQUE DE L' ARBRE DE PORPHYRE 


La premiére occurrence de l' Arbre est à chercher dans le deuxiéme 
moment de la quadripartition de la nature, Ja nature qui est créée et qui 
crée (natura quae et creatur et creat), c'est-à-dire au niveau des causes 


4 Cfr. G. D'ONOFRIO, «Disputandi Disciplina. Procédés dialectiques et Logica 
vetus dans le langage philosophique de Jean Scot», in G.H. ALLARD (éd.) Jean Scot 
écrivain, Montréal-Paris, 1986, pp. 229-263. 

5 Sur cette formule, voir G. D'ONOFRIO (éd.), Storia della Teologia nel Medioevo, 
Casale Monferrato, 1996, pp. 281-282; et D. MORAN, «'Officina omnium' or 'notio 
quaedam intellectualis in mente divina aeternaliter facta': the problem of the definition of 
man in the philosophy of John Scottus Eriugena» in C. WENIN, (éd.), L'homme et son 
univers au Moyen áge. Louvain-la-Neuve, 1986, pp. 195-204. Cfr. aussi P. LUCCENTINI, 
«Le théme de l'homme microcosme dans la patristique grecque et chez Jean Scot Erigène», 
Diotima 7 (1979), pp. 111-115. 
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primordiales6 ou paradigmes qui sont créés par Dieu et en Dieu”. En effet, 
Erigéne défend l’existence de toutes choses certes dans la réalité sensible, 
mais avant tout dans le verbe divin où elles préexistent et subsistent sous 
un mode de réalité éternelle: «una eademque rerum. natura aliter 
consideratur in aeternitate Verbi Dei, aliter in temporalitate constitua 
mundi» (640 CD). Une chose, en tant qu'elle existe comme réalité dans 
l’esprit de Dieu, est 4 comprendre comme le concept originaire, 
l’archétype, c’est-à-dire comme cause primordiale ou principale. Erigène 
décrit en 529B ces réalités: «les causes primordiales sont aussi 
communément appelées 1ö£101, c'est-à-dire espèces ou formes, car c'est 
en elles qu’ont été créées les raisons normatives immuables de tous les 
existants qui doivent étre créés, avant méme que tous les existants ne 
procèdent dans l’existence»8. La totalité de la création est présente sous 
forme de pensées dans l’esprit du créateur (639 C)9. L’ousia étant l’une de 


6 Pour une analyse de la place des causes primordiales dans la conception 
érigénienne de la causalité, cfr. C. ERISMANN, «Causa essentialis. De la cause comme 
principe dans la métaphysique de Jean Scot Erigène», in Quaestio, 2 (2002), pp. 187-215. 

7 Cfr. W.N. CLARKE, «The Problem of the Reality and Multiplicity of Divine Ideas 
in Christian Neoplatonism», in D.J. O’MEARA (éd.), Neoplatonism and Christian Thought, 
Norfolk, 1982, pp. 109-127. 

8 La doctrine érigénienne des causes primordiales est bien résumée en 615 D - 616 
A: «Causae itaque primordiales sunt, quas graeci TAEAZ uocant (hoc est species uel 
formas), aeternae et incommutabiles rationes, secundum quas et in quibus uisibilis et 
inuisibilis mundus formatur et regitur. Ideoque a graecorum sapientibus IIPQTOTYTIA 
appellari meruerunt (hoc est principalia exempla) quae pater in filio fecit et per spiritum 
sanctum in effectus suos diuidit atque multiplicat. IIPOOPIZMATA quoque uocantur (id est 
praedestinationes)». Les citations latines du Periphyseon sont extraites de l'édition critique 
d'E. JEAUNEAU (CCCM 161, 162, 163, 164 et 165). Les traductions frangaises sont à 
l’origine celles de F. BERTIN (Paris 1995 et 2000); nous les avons cependant souvent 
modifiées. 

9 C'est la conséquence de l'adoption par Erigéne de la conception 
néoplatonicienne de la causalité. Erigéne reprend la thése d'origine proclusienne selon 
laquelle une cause précontient sur un mode éminent ses effets; il le stipule clairement en 
Periphyseon 547 A: «Causa siquidem, si uere causa est, omnia perfectissime quorum causa 
est in se ipsa praeambit, effectusque suos, priusquam in aliquo appareant, in se ipsa perficit. 
Et dum in genera formasque uisibiles per generationem errumpunt perfectionem suam in 
ea non deserunt, sed plene et immutabiliter permanent, nulliusque alterius perfectionis 
indigent, nisi ipsius in qua semel et simul et semper subsistunt». Ce principe est appliqué 
à Dieu, la plus éminente des causes pour Jean Scot. Dieu contient éternellement la création 
comprise comme effet: «Si igitur nulla alia ratione deus uniuersitatem a se conditam 
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ces causes primordiales — la deuxième selon la liste de 616 C —, elle existe 
à ce titre dans la pensée divine. Elle s’y trouve unifiée avec les autres 
causes et encore non divisée; ses subdivisions n'apparaitront qu'au fur et 
a mesure de la procession émanative de la réalité sensible. Elle précontient 
pourtant en elle-méme sous un mode parfait chacun de ses effets — ses 
subdivisions —, donc chacune des substances secondes dont l’ensemble 
forme l'Arbre de Porphyre. L'agencement des pensées du créateur ne 
différe en rien de la structure de la réalité — l’essence immuable d'une 
chose étant la notion qu’en a l’intellect divin (769 A). Erigéne adopte la 
thése proclusienne puis dionysienne d’un principe supréme créant par son 
être mêmel0. Ainsi, pour Dieu, penser, vouloir et créer ne sont qu'une 
seule et méme action au sein de laquelle aucune antériorité ou distinction 
n'est possible, la réalité ne peut que refléter le projet, c'est-à-dire la 
pensée, de Dieu: la structure de la réalité, nous y reviendrons, étant 
manifestement la division de l'ousia, le projet du créateur ne pouvait étre 
que celui-cill. Erigéne précise que Dieu, tel un savant artiste, crée d'abord 
sous un mode universel et causal ce qu'il veut créer: «l'intellect connait 
d'avance et crée d'avance sous un mode causal tout ce qu'il souhaite 
créer» (577 B). Avant la création sensible, et selon le méme plan, a lieu 


praecedit praeter illam solam qua ipse causa est, ea uero causatiua et omne causatiuum 
semper in causa subsistit (aliter enim nec causa causa est, nec causatiuum causatiuum et 
deo non accidit causam esse — semper enim causa est — semper igitur causatiua in sua causa 
subsistunt. Proinde uniuersitas in sua causa, quoniam causatiua est (hoc est suae causae 
particeps), aeterna est. Totius ergo creaturae uniuersitatem aeternam esse in uerbo dei 
manifestum est» (639 C). 

10 Cfr. pour la version proclusienne de la thèse, J. TROUILLARD, «Agir par son être 
méme. La causalité selon Proclus», Revue des sciences religieuses, 32 (1958), pp. 347-357, 
et pour la version érigénienne, C. ERISMANN, «Causa essentialis...». 

11 Erigéne insiste cependant sur l'unité simple et indivisible des causes 
primordiales; en elles-m&mes elles sont unifiées, leur ordonnancement ne sera manifeste 
que dans leurs effets. Leur ordre sériel résulte donc de l'entendement qui les scrute: «Bt 
notandum quod ordo iste primordialium causarum, quem a me exigis ad certum 
progrediendi modum inconfuse discerni, non in ipsis sed in theoria (hoc est in animi 
contuitu quaerentis eas earumque quantum datur notitiam in se ipso concipientis eamque 
quodam modo ordinantis) constitutus sit, ut de eis certum aliquid puraque intelligentia 
diffinitum pronuntiare possit. Ipsae siquidem primae causae in se ipsis unum sunt et 
simplices nullique cognitio ordine diffinitae aut a se inuicem segregatae; hoc enim in 
effectibus suis patiuntur. [...] Dum uero in effectus suos in infinitum multiplicatos 
procedunt, numerosam ordinatamque sui pluralitatem recipiunt [...]» (624 AB). 
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une création intelligible du monde. Une preuve supplémentaire que le plan 
divin pour la création doit étre rapproché de la structure de Porphyre vient 
de l’exégèse que Jean Scot propose de Genèse 1,24 en Periphyseon 748 D 
ou il explique les expressions bibliques «selon leur genre propre» et «selon 
leur espéce propre» à la lumiére de la théorie porphyrienne des 
prédicables12. Erigéne écrit souvent que l'étre véritable d'une chose est 
dans l’esprit de Dieu. La subsistance des genres et des espéces, les 
composantes de l'Arbre, dans l'intellect divin est clairement affirmée: 
«tous les existants subsistent éternellement et inaltérablement (aeterna- 
liter et immutabiliter subsistunt) dans Ja pensée divine» (768 B). Le mode 
d’être des éléments de l’ Arbre présents dans l'esprit du créateur, c'est-à- 
dire des archétypes qui serviront de modéle et de cause à la création, est 
celui des universaux ante rem ou avant le multiple. 


Il. L'USAGE MÉTAPHYSIQUE DE L' ARBRE DE PORPHYRE 


C'est l'usage le plus manifeste et le plus abondamment détaillé par 
Erigene. Le maitre irlandais fait de la division de l’ousia telle qu'elle est 
exposée par Porphyre le principe de son ontologiel3. L'ousia et ses 
subdivisions, la scala entis, forment l'ensemble de la réalité. Réaliste 
convaincu, Erigéne voit dans le monde créé le résultat d'un méme 


12 Periphyseon 748 CD: «Quoniam itaque in hac omnium communi terra omnia 
animalia secundum corpus et animam causaliter et primordialiter creata sunt, quid mirum 
si diuino praecepto jubeatur animam uiuentem (hoc est animal uiuens) producere, ut quod 
causaliter occulte in causis et rationibus habebat, hoc in genera et species aperte 
produceret ? Et uide quomodo naturalem rerum consequentiam diuinum nobis manifestat 
eloquium. ‘Producat’, inquit, ‘terra animam uiuentem in genere suo’. Primo genus posuit, 
quoniam in ipso omnes species et continentur et unum sunt, et in eas diuiditur, et 
multiplicatur per generales formas specialissimasque species. Quod etiam ostendit dicens: 
‘jumenta et reptilia et bestias terrae secundum species suas'». 

Sur ce point cfr. J. PÉPIN, «Humans and Animals: Aspects of Scriptural Reference in 
Eriugena's Anthropology», in B. MCGINN et W. OTTEN (éds.), Eriugena East and West, 
Notre Dame (Indiana) - Londres, pp. 179-206. 

13 Pour une étude de l'ousia et de l'ontologie de Jean Scot, cfr. C. ERISMANN 
«Generalis Essentia. La théorie érigénienne de l'ousia et le probléme des universaux», 
Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen áge 69 (2002), pp. 7-37. Voir aussi J. 
MARENBON, From the circle of Alcuin to the school of Auxerre, Cambridge, 1981, pp. 78- 
83 et K. ESWEIN, «Die Wesenheit bei Johannes Scottus Eriugena. Begriff, Bedeutung und 
Charakter der ‘essentia’ oder ‘ovoia’ bei demselben», Philosophisches Jahrbuch, 43 
(1930), pp. 189-206. 
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mouvement de descente diairétique ou divisive et de procession 
ontologique. Le monde, pour Erigéne, ce que nous découvrons grace a la 
dialectique, n'est rien d'autre qu'une version réalisée de l'Arbre de 
Porphyre. Un des textes les plus marquants à cet égard provient des 
Annotationes in Marcianum: 


Au sommet subsiste un genre généralissime que les Grecs appellent ousia et que les 
Latins appellent essentia, au-delà duquel on ne peut remonter. Car le genre 
généralissime consiste en une essence qui englobe toutes les natures, et c'est par leur 
participation à cette essence que tous les existants subsistent; et c'est pourquoi on 
l'appelle généralissime. L'essence descend à travers les subdivisions successives en 
passant par les genres et les espéces jusqu'à cette espéce spécialissime à laquelle les 
Grecs donnent le nom d’atomos, c'est-à-dire d’individu, tel que l'homme individuel 
ou le boeuf individuel. (Ann. in Marcianum, Ed. Lutz, p. 84)14. 


L'ousia comprise comme genus generalissimum unique est le soutien 
ontologique du monde. Reprenant la théorie boécienne du genre, Erigéne 
défend la présence totale, compléte et simultanée du genre (donc avant 
tout de l’ousia) dans chacune de ses subdivisions15; il étend la validité de 
cette régle d'origine bo&ciennel6 du genre généralissime à l'espéce 


14 Ed. Lutz p. 84: «Sursum est generalissimum genus quod a Grecis ovoía, a nobis 
essentia vocatur, ultra quod nullus potest ascendere. Est enim quaedam essentia quae 
compraehendit omnem naturam cuius participatione subsistit omne quod est, et ideo dicitur 
generalissimum genus. Descendit autem per divisiones per genera per species usque ad 
specialissimam speciem quae a Grecis GTOUOVS dicitur, hoc est individuum, ut est unus 
homo vel unus bos». 

15 Cfr. entre autres 492 C où l'ousia est ainsi décrite: «tota enim simul et semper in 
suis subdiuisionibus aeternaliter et incommutabiliter subsistit omnesque subdiuisiones sui 
simul ac semper in se ipsa unum inseparabile sunt» et 492 AB: «[...] OYCIA tota in 
singulis suis formis speciebusque est, nec maior in omnibus simul collectis, nec minor in 
singulis a se inuicem diuisis. Non enim amplior est in generalissimo genere quam in 
specialissima specie, nec minor in specialissima specie quam in generalissimo genere. Et 
ut exemplis utamur, OYCIA non est maior in omnibus hominibus quam in uno homine, nec 
minor in uno homine quam in omnibus hominibus. Non est maior in genere, in quo omnes 
species animalium unum sunt, quam in homine solo uel boue uel equo, nec minor in his 
singulis speciebus quam simul in omnibus». 

16 Il s'agit de la théorie boécienne du genre qui postule l'immanence complète et 
simultanée du genre dans chacune de ses espéces. Sa formulation standard se trouve dans 
le second commentaire à l’Isagoge (Schepss-Brandt 162: 23 — 163: 3): «Genus uero 
secundum nullum horum modum commune esse speciebus potest; nam ita commune esse 
debet, ut et totum sit in singulis et uno tempore et eorum quorum commune est, constituere 
ualeat et formare substantiam». 
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spécialissime. Son réalisme ontologique est manifeste: Erigéne défend a 
de nombreuses reprises l’existence des universaux in re, dans le multiple, 
et l'existence réelle et réalisée de l’ Arbre de Porphyre. 


III. L'ARBRE DE PORPHYRE DANS L’ESPRIT DE L'HOMME 


Avant le péché, l’hommel7 disposait d'une connaissance parfaite de 
l’ Arbre réalisé, c’est-à-dire du monde qui l’entoure; Dieu avait imprimé 
cette structure en son intellect. Le péché originel a partiellement effacé 
cette connaissance et l'homme doit par la contemplation et la pratique de 
la philosophie, surtout de la dialectique, reconstituer ce savoir perdul8. 

Lors de la création, voulant l'homme à son image, Dieu a doté la 
nature humaine d'une connaissance parfaite de l' Arbre: «la connaissance 
constitutive de tous les existants que le verbe du Pére a créés dans l’äme 
humaine» (779 B). Erigéne affirme clairement l'innéisme de cette 
connaissance: «la véritable connaissance de tous les existants et de toutes 
les propriétés correspond à une connaissance innée, imprimée dans la 
nature humaine, même si cette connaissance innée lui reste encore cachée 
(quamvis adhuc inesse ei lateat se ipsam), jusqu'à ce qu'elle devienne 
restaurée dans l'intégrité originaire de sa nature [...] et aucune des natures 
et des propriétés ne lui restera plus cachée» (769 BC)19. Une notion propre 
de tous les existants sensibles et intelligibles subsiste comme pré-contenue 
dans l'homme (768 C)20. Erigéne affirme également que les arts sont 


17 Pour une présentation générale de l'anthropologie de Jean Scot, cfr. B. STOCK, 
«The Philosophical Anthropology of Johannes Scottus Eriugena», in Studi Medievali, VIII 
(1967), pp.1-57; et W. OrrEN, The Anthropology of Johannes Scottus Eriugena, Leiden- 
New York, 1991. Voir aussi C. Riccati, ‘Processio’ et ‘Explicatio’. La doctrine de la 
création chez Jean Scot et Nicolas de Cues, Naples, 1983, pp. 149-199. 

18 Cfr. C. STEEL, «La création de l'univers dans l'homme selon Jean Scot Erigàne», 
in C. WENIN, (éd.), L'homme et son univers au Moyen áge, Louvain-la-Neuve, 1986, pp. 
205-210. 

19 Periphyseon 769 BC: «Quorum omnium uera cognitio humanae naturae insita 
est, quamuis adhuc inesse ei lateat se ipsam, donec ad pristinam integritatem restituatur, 
[...], et nihil eam latebit ex his quae in se condita sunt [...]». Cfr. aussi 774 A: «[...] notitia 
autem earum homini naturaliter insunt [...]». 

20 Periphyseon 768 C: «Nutritor — Num tibi uidetur rerum omnium sensibilium et 
intelligibilium, quae potest humana mens intelligere, notionem quandam in homine esse ? 
Alumnus — Videtur plane. Et quidem per hoc maxime intelligitur homo esse quod 
cunctorum, quae siue aequaliter sibi creata sunt siue quibus dominari praecipitur datum est 
ei habere notionem». 
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naturellement innés a l’homme (486 C). Mais la connaissance complete 
dont l'homme jouissait avant le péché est, dans le monde actuel, cachée 
(764 A) — l'expression est récurrente — et potentielle: «la nature humaine 
possédait une connaissance parfaite à la fois d'elle-méme et de son 
créateur avant d'avoir commis le péché originel [...] une connaissance 
pléniére des natures semblables à sa propre nature, comme le sont les 
essences célestes, et possédait aussi une connaissance pléniére des natures 
inférieures à sa propre nature, comme l'est notre monde sensible avec ses 
lois accessibles à l'entendement humain, [...] la nature humaine conserve 
aujourd'hui encore cette connaissance à l’état potentiel (sola 
possibilitate), qui ne devient une connaissance à l'état actuel (re ipsa) que 
chez les hommes supérieurs» (778 C)21. Seuls peuvent actualiser et 
restaurer cette connaissance les hommes qui s'adonnent à l'étude et à la 
contemplation. 

Le moyen de recouvrer ce savoir est, selon Jean Scot, l'exercice de la 
troisième faculté de la triade qu'est l'áàme humaine, le sens intérieur ou 
dianoia. En effet, alors que par l'intellect, l’ âme se tourne vers Dieu et que 
par la raison, elle contemple les principes ou causes primordiales, c'est le 
sens intérieur qui permet d'appréhender les effets créés visibles ou 
invisibles (570 AC). Cette derniére activité est comprise comme l'exercice 
de la dialectique. Gráce à la dianoia, l'homme entame un mouvement de 
retour ou de resolutio, seconde phase de la dialectique, qui va l'amener par 
la contemplation à la connaissance. Le statut de la dialectique, science 
ontologique dont la justesse est inscrite au cœur méme des choses, en fait 
l'outil privilégié de la connaissance humaine: «[...] cet art qui divise les 
genres en espéces, et qui résout les espéces dans les genres, que l'on 
appelle la dialectique, n'a pas été inventé par des machinations humaines, 
mais cet art a été créé dans la nature méme des choses par l'auteur de tous 


Sur ce point, voir J. GRACIA, «Ontological characterization of the relation between 
man and created nature in Eriugena», Journal of the History of Philosophy, XVI (1978), 
pp. 155-166. 

21 Periphyseon 778 C: «N — Si ergo humanae naturae ante peccatum inerat et 
suimet perfecta cognitio et creatoris sui, quid mirum si rationabiliter de ea intelligatur 
plenissimam scientiam similium sui naturarum (ut sunt caelestes essentiae) et inferiorum 
se (ut est mundus iste cum rationibus suis intellectui succumbentibus) habuisse, et adhuc 
sola possibilitate, et re ipsa in summis hominibus? A — Clare intelligentibus non erit mirum, 
sed uerum et uerisimile». 
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les arts, qui sont des arts véritables, et cet art qu'est la dialectique a été 
découvert par les philosophes, qui ont pris l'habitude de l'utiliser pour 
pratiquer un examen approfondi de la nature méme des choses» (749 A)22. 
La dialectique n'invente pas, elle ne fait que traduire la complexité du réel 
tel qu'il a été structuré et ordonnancé par le créateur, selon le schéme de 
la division de l'ousia. 

Car si elle comporte un volet divisif — l'explication causale du monde 
comme division de l'ousia en est le meilleur exemple — la dialectique est 
aussi résolution ou synthése, c'est-à-dire l'ébauche du second mouvement 
du sch&me processif, le retour à l'unité. C'est elle qui permet de réunir les 
impressions diverses issues des sens pour en abstraire le concept: 


N - Crois-tu que tous les objets connus par l’intellect et par la raison, ou imaginés par 
le sens corporel, peuvent être créés ou produits d'une façon quelconque dans le sujet 
qui les pense et les sent? 

A - Il me semble que oui. Car j'estime que les images des objets sensibles, avec leurs 
propriétés quantitatives et qualitatives, que je perçois avec mon sens corporel, sont en 
quelque sorte créées en moi; car quand j'imprime les images des objets sensibles dans 
ma mémoire, quand je les extrais (traho), les sépare (diuido), les compare en moi, 
quand je les rassemble en une unité, se produit en moi une connaissance des objets 
sensibles qui sont en dehors de moi. (765 CD; nous soulignons)23. 


Le processus de connaissance recrée par une sorte d'abstraction les 
choses en l’äme sous forme de notiones. L’ âme structure les impressions 
transmises par les sens et les rassemble selon une hiérarchie allant du plus 
spécifique au plus général, selon le procédé logique qui raméne le 
particulier à l'universel, et le dérivé au principe. Le concept de la chose est 
ainsi créé, non pas comme pour Dieu à partir de rien, mais à partir de la 
contemplation du monde. Cette activité discursive repose sur les traces ou 
intuitions que l'àme posséde des notions des choses. À sa raison qui «pré- 


22 Periphyseon 749 A: «[...] ars illa, quae diuidit genera in species, et species in 
genera resoluit, quaeque AIAAEKTIKH dicitur, non ab humanis machinationibus sit facta, 
sed in natura rerum ab auctore omnium artium, quae uere artes sunt, condita, et a 
sapientibus inuenta, et ad utilitatem sollertis rerum indagis usitata». 

23 Periphyseon 765 CD: «N — Omne quod cognoscitur intellectu et ratione, seu 
corporeo sensu imaginatur, putasne in ipso qui intelligit et sentit quodammodo posse creari 
et effici? A — Videtur mihi posse. Rerum siquidem sensibilium species et quantitates et 
qualitates, quas corporeo sensu attingo, quodammodo in me creari puto; earum nanque 
phantasias dum memoriae infigo, easque intra me ipsum tracto, diuido, comparo, ac ueluti 
in unitatem quandam colligo, quaedam notitia rerum quae extra me sunt in me efficitur». 
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connaît et pré-contient» les choses, l'homme méle le résultat de 
l'expérience sensible. L’intellect humain, formé par la contemplation des 
êtres intelligibles, crée dans sa raison les notions universelles de toutes 
choses - équivalents humains de l'idée archétype divine. Pour Jean Scot en 
effet tout ce qui est connu par l'intellect est produit (creari et effici, 765 C) 
dans celui qui connaît. L'intellect recrée ainsi peu à peu l'Arbre de 
Porphyre. Au terme de sa réflexion sur le rapport entre les choses et la 
pensée, Erigéne peut conclure que les choses sont plus vraies et plus réelles 
dans leur idée qu'en elles-m&mes. Les notions des choses, en vertu du 
primat de l’intelligible, étant d'une dignité ontologique supérieure à celle 
des choses mémes?4, leur subsistance est indubitable. Les genres et les 
espéces de cet Arbre conceptuel ont le mode d'étre des universaux créés 
dans l'esprit, c'est-à-dire des universaux post rem, postérieurs au multiple. 

Reste à déterminer si ces trois états des universaux différent les uns 
des autres. La substance est identique, mais l'angle d'observation n'est pas 
le méme. Erigéne prend l'exemple de l'homme: 


A — Devons-nous donc comprendre que l'homme posséde deux substances distinctes, 
à savoir une substance générale qui subsiste dans les causes primordiales, et une 
substance spécifique, qui subsiste dans les effets émanés des causes primordiales? 

N - Je ne dirais pas deux substances, mais une, congue sous deux modes distincts 
(dupliciter). D'une part, la substance homme est, en effet, envisagée sous un mode 
créé (per conditionem) dans les causes intelligibles; d'autre part, sous un mode 
engendré (per generationem) dans les effets. En tant que la substance humaine 
subsiste dans les causes, elle s'avére exempte de toute mutabilité; en tant que la 
substance humaine subsiste dans les effets, elle s'avére soumise à la mutabilité; en 
tant que la substance humaine subsiste dans les causes, la substance humaine, qui 
s'avére simple et exempte de tous les accidents, échappe à tout entendement créé; 
mais en tant que la substance humaine comporte une composition de propriétés 
quantitatives et qualitatives, et de tous les autres [accidents] congus autour d'elle, elle 
devient accessible à l'entendement. (771 A)25. 


24 Cfr. Periphyseon 769 AB: «N — Quid ergo mirum, si rerum notio, quam mens 
humana possidet, dum in ea creata est, ipsarum rerum quarum notio est substantia 
intelligatur, ad similitudinem uidelicet mentis diuinae, in qua notio uniuersitatis conditae 
ipsius uniuersitatis incommutabilis substantia est?». 

25 Periphyseon TTI A: «A — Duas igitur substantias hominis intelligere debemus, 
unam quidem in primordialibus causis generalem, alteram in earum effectibus specialem. 
N — Duas non dixerim, sed unam dupliciter intellectam. Aliter enim humana substantia per 
conditionem in intellectualibus perspicitur causis, aliter per generationem in effectibus. 
Ibiquidem omni mutabilitate libera, hic mutabilitati obnoxia; ibi simplex omnibusque 
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Dans un premier temps, il faut rappeler qu’il y a une continuite entre 
l’intellect divin et l’intellect humain selon Jean Scot: «de méme que toutes 
les choses subsistent dans l’intellect divin d'une manière causale 
(causaliter), ainsi tout subsiste comme effet (effectualiter) dans la 
connaissance humaine» (779 BC)26. Nous insistons sur le mode d’étre: 
dans les deux cas, Erigène dit «subsister», ce qui n’est pas sans rappeler la 
terminologie utilisée par Boèce pour traduire le questionnaire de Porphyre, 
au début de l’ Isagoge. C'est la même réalité, una eademque essentia, qui 
subsiste mais une fois congue selon son essence par Dieu et l’autre fois 
pensée (ou repensée) à partir de ses circonstances, c’est-à-dire des 
accidents qui l’individuent et la rendent manifeste. Ainsi la notitia divine 
d’une chose est la prima essentia causalis et la cognitio humaine est la 
secunda essentia effectus (779 A). Selon Jean Scot, la méme et unique 
nature des existants subsiste sous un double mode, dans l’éternité du verbe 
de Dieu et dans la temporalité du monde. C'est le mode d'être et non 
l’essence qui varie. 

Dans les deux cas, pensée de Dieu ou pensée de l’homme, le concept 
ou la notio de la chose est plus vraie et plus réelle que la chose elle-méme. 
Car la substance immuable et véritable des choses, c’est l’id&e de chaque 
chose dans la pensée. La réalisation des choses en dehors de leur idée n’est 
qu’une manifestation rendue possible par un concours d’accidents dans un 
cadre spatio-temporel donné. L’existence sensible n’est pas comprise 
comme un gain de forme ou de détermination, mais comme une perte 
d'universalité, donc d'étre. Il est évident pour Erigéne que l'existence 
n'apporte rien à l’essence. 

C’est parce que Jean Scot affirme que les idées ou notions sont les 
substances des choses, qu'il peut soutenir que tout a été créé en l'homme 
et qu'il contient tout, puisque ces idées subsistent en lui (774 A). 

Ainsi plus généralement c'est le méme Arbre de Porphyre qui est 
présent, mais selon différents modes d’étre, dans l'esprit du créateur, dans 


accidentibus absoluta omnem effugit conditum intellectum, hic compositionem quandam 
ex quantitatibus et qualitatibus caeterisque quae circa eam intelliguntur patiens mentis 
recipit intuitum». 

26  Periphyseon 779 BC: «Et quemadomodum diuinus intellectus praecedit omnia et 
omnia est, ita cognitio intellectualis animae praecedit omnia quae cognoscit, et omnia quae 
praecognoscit est, ut in diuino intellectu omnia causaliter, in humana uero cognitione 
effectualiter subsistant». 
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la réalité et dans l’intellect humain. Cela justifie le rapprochement que 
nous proposons avec la théorie néoplatonicienne des trois états de 
l’universel. Pour Ammonius comme pour Jean Scot, la distinction de trois 
modes d'être de l'universel permet d'articuler l'ensemble du champ 
philosophique, de coordonner les différents domaines du savoir et surtout 
de concilier éléments platoniciens et aristotéliciens. Mais vu l'importance 
pour Jean Scot du schéme divisif, c’est toute la structure de I’ Arbre, et non 
pas seulement quelques éléments, qu’il faut envisager selon la théorie du 
triple mode d’étre de l’universel. En effet, plus qu’un contenu de pensée, 
l’Arbre est une structure fondamentale pour Jean Scot: il est aussi bien le 
plan de la création, «l'ossature» de la réalité que la structure de |’ intellect 
humain voulue et imprimée en l'homme par Dieu. Cette permanence de 
l'Arbre de Porphyre, inscrit dans la réalité, est à la fois garante de la 
possibilité du savoir, de la justesse de la dialectique dont l'enseignement 
principal est pour Erigéne la division de l'ousia, et surtout de son 
extraordinaire statut de science à la fois ontologique, logique et 
anthropologique. 
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MOVERE SENSUM DISCIPLINALITER 
ZOOMORPHIC SYMBOLISM AND THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE 
IN ERIUGENA, PERIPHYSEON IV 751c-752c 


When commenting on Genesis 1, 20-25, that is the fifth and the sixth 
day of creation, all late-ancient and early-medieval exegetes of the Bible 
were supposed to explain the nature of biblical animals. In fact, they had 
rarely been content in limiting themselves to interpreting the scriptural 
narrative as a sketchy and primitive, yet grandiose, regest of the living 
things in this world of daily and sensible experience. Most often they gave 
way to the temptation of spiritualizing the natural evidence contained in 
the sacred page, as if it were primarily the repository of coded messages 
aimed at a sort of theological anthropology. Such a way of interpreting the 
Bible was, notoriously, the most distinctive method of the Alexandrian 
tradition, from Philo to Origen!. 


1 See B. CHIESA, Filologia storica della Bibbia ebraica, I. Da Origene al 
Medioevo, Brescia, Paideia, 2000, pp. 43-72. Patristic exegesis also knew a more realistic 
way of interpreting the Scripture, e.g. the tradition opened by Basil and Ambrose in the 4th 
century: both expressly rejected the unbridled Alexandrian allegorizations and believed 
that our spiritual education would be better served by the realistic consideration of the 
animals the way they actually are in this world, and not as symbol of other. In fact they 
described animals in a naturalistic fashion, often through minute observations drawn from 
classical authors. Less sketchy considerations on Basil and Ambrose and further 
bibliography in S. PERFETTI, «I libri de animalibus di Aristotele e i saperi sugli animali nel 
XIII secolo», in C. CRISCIANI, R. LAMBERTINI, R. MARTORELLI (eds.), Parva naturalia: 
saperi medievali, natura e vita, (Proceedings of the 11th Conference of the Società Italiana 
per lo Studio del Pensiero Medievale, Macerata, 7-9 dicembre 2001). Pisa-Roma, Instituti 
Editoriali e Poligrafici Internazionali, 2004, pp. 143-170. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Medievale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 841-853. 
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In Philo’s Legum allegoriae, for instance, the two biblical accounts of 
the creation of animals (the first within the six days of creation at Gn 1, 
20-25, and the second at 2,19, where God molds the animals out of the 
earth and brings them to Adam, «to see what he would call them») become 
| two ontological levels in the creation of human passions: «in the six days 
of creation God wrought the ideal genera of the passions, whereas now he 
is fashioning their species»2. In Origen’s Homilies on Genesis the natural 
features of animals disappear, as if neutralized through exegetical devices 
of allegorical dematerialization. Reptiles and flying animals of Gn 1, 20 
become «good and bad thoughts proceeding from the heart», while the 
great cetaceans of Gn 1, 21 are believed «to indicate impious thoughts and 
wicked feelings against God» and so on3. 

Such figurative readings, where the beings of the created world are 
turned into elements of a «forest of symbols», may be a bit disappointing 
from a naturalistic point of view, yet often they are a very telling 
transfiguration of the theological and anthropological assumptions of their 
authors. 

The case of Eriugena, though, goes well beyond the traditions of 

biblical exegesis. If most earlier theologians had put a certain amount of 
philosophy into their biblical interpretations, so to speak, the Irish thinker 
takes the Bible into his philosophy, in that he interprets the biblical 
narrative of creation within the construction of his philosophical system, 
i.e. according to its neoplatonic canons, mainly in books III, IV and V of 
the Periphyseon4. After establishing in books I and II how from God (first 


2 Leg. all. II, 9-12, in Philonis Alexandrini, Opera quae supersunt, vol. I, L. COHN 
(ed.), Berlin, Reimer, 1886. English trans. by G.H. WHITAKER, in Philo in ten volumes, vol. 
I, London-Cambridge MA, Heinemann-Harvard U.P., 1962 (Loeb Classical Library). 

3 These Homilies on Genesis survive only in the Latin translation by Rufinus of 
Aquileia (beginnings of 5th century); crit. edit. in Origenes, Werke, VI Bd., Homilien zum 
Hexateuch in Rufins Übersetzung, hrsg. von W.A. BAEHRENS, Leipzig, Hinrichs'sche 
Buchhandlung, 1920. The above-mentioned passages are in Hom., L 8 and 9 (my 
translation). 

4 On this topic see W. OTTEN, «The universe of nature and the universe of man: 
difference and identity», in W. BEIERWALTES (ed.), Begriff und Metapher. Sprachform des 
Denkens bei Eriugena, (Vorträge des VII. Eriugena-Colloquiums, Bad Homburg, 26-29 
Juli 1989), Heidelberg, Carl Winter, 1990, pp. 202-212, 207; and the essays in G. VAN RIEL, 
C. STEEL, J. McEvoy (eds.), Johannes Scottus Eriugena. The Bible and Hermeneutics, 
(Proceedings of the Ninth International Colloquium of the Society for the Promotion of 
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cause, almost hidden in his perfection which transcends existence and 
understanding) all levels of being descend through divine ideas or 
primordial essences contained in his Word, Eriugena centers his third book 
on the procession of the primordial causes into their effects. And here the 
neoplatonic assumptions are mirrored in and reinforced via a philosophical 
transcription of the six days of creation. All naive readings of the scriptural 
events are ruled out by a sophisticated platonizing transfer, a sort of x-ray 
recognition which investigates, beyond the literal evidence of the sacred 
page, a deeper level, where the metaphysical structure of reality is 
revealed. Thus, the events and things mentioned in the biblical narrative of 
creation are removed from the realm of things we can touch and see, in 
order to signify their ontological preconditions (from the pnmordial 
causes, down by the hierarchical ladder of being)5. In this perspective, also 
the animals of the biblical sequence (fishes and birds in the fifth day, 
cattle, reptiles and wild animals in the sixth day), completely divested of 
their natural weight, end up being taken as figural counterparts of the 
progression of vital and psychic functions of animals and man. 


I 


In order to accomplish such a metaphysical reading of the Bible, the 
Irish thinker resorts to all his tools of textual and philosophical analysis: 
not only allegory, but also etymology, numerology, dialectical division of 
genera and species and transitions from grammar and logic to ontology. 
Eriugena had set the tone from the beginning of his hexameral 
commentary, where he had construed the incipit — In principio fecit Deus 


Eriugenian Studies, Leuven and Louvain-la-Neuve, June 7-10, 1991), Leuven, L.U.P., 
1996, especially: B. McGinn, «The originality of Eriugena’s spiritual exegesis», pp. 55-80. 

5 This ladder is sketched from the bottom to the top at Periphyseon (henceforth 
Pph.), II, 728d: «nullum corpus est quod propria specie non continetur [...] omnisque 
species genus suum appetit, omne autem genus generalissima substantia originem ducit»: 
Iohannis Scotti Eriugenae Periphyseon (De divisione naturae), liber tertius, LP SHELDON- 
WILLIAMS (ed.), Dublin, The Dublin Institute for Advanced Studies, 1981; see also 
Johannis Scotti seu Eriugenae Periphyseon, liber tertius, É. JAUNEAU (ed.), CCCM 163, 
Tumhout, Brepols, 1999. For ease I quote from the Dublin edition, since the most recent 
edition in the Corpus Christianorum, though enormously valuable in itself, has too complex 
a constitution of the text, with its different stratifications printed separately in the apparatus 
and in the four columns of the appendix. 
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caelum et terram — as referred to the creation of the primordial causes: 
they are invisible in God’s mind (caelum) and visible in their effects 
(terra)6. Faced with the divine precept of the sixth day («Producat terra 
animam viventem»), at first the Irishman interprets ‘earth’ in a naturalistic 
fashion. He admits that earth is more cognate of body rather than of soul; 
nevertheless, if we read anima as animal (a synecdoche of the better part 
for the whole) and if we bear in mind that the unity of the animal is 
composed of soul and body, we can understand why the earth is asked to 
produce the living animal7. After this interpretation, which ultimately is 
secundum physicam, Eriugena explores the deeper significance of this 
same phrase («Sed si quis altius hunc locum quaesierit ...») and recalls the 
metaphysical overtones of terra, which may also mean (insinuare) «the 
constant mass of the totality of substantial nature, including both the 
visibles and the invisibles»8. Accordingly, the precept becomes: let the 
earth produce «the living animal, which is simply the evolution into the 
tangible state of genera and species of those things which were already 
contained latently in their reason and causes»9. 

Similarly the reptile and the volatile produced from the waters in the 
fifth day (Gn, 1, 20) not only mean «the fishes and birds created from the 
moist and cold element of water which we can touch and see», but also — 
altiori sensu — the «hidden recesses of nature in which these were created 
in their primordial causes before they evolved into their genera and 
species»10. Such a level of understanding, which is focused on the proper 


6 Pph. III, 690c-d. 

7 Pph., IV, 746d-747a: Iohannis Scotti Eriugenae Periphyseon (De divisione 
naturae), liber quartus, É. JAUNEAU (ed.), trans. J.J. O'MEARA and I.P. SHELDON- WILLIAMS, 
Dublin, School of Celtic Studies-Dublin Institute for Advanced Studies, 1995; see also 
Iohannis Scotti seu Eriugenae Periphyseon, liber quartus, E. JAUNEAU (ed.), CCCM 164, 
Turnhout, Brepols 2000. 

8 Pph., IV, 747a: «Terrae siquidem vocabulo totius naturae substantialis visibilium 
et invisibilium incommutabilis soliditas solet insinuari». 

9 Pph., IV, 748c (O’M.-Sh.-W. trans. slightly modified): «quid mirum si divino 
praecepto iubeatur animam viventem (hoc est animal vivens) producere, ut quod causaliter 
occulte in causis et rationibus habebat, hoc in genera et species aperte produceret?». 

10 Pph., IV, 749a-b: «si quis voluerit, potest etiam alio modo intelligere quod 
scriptum est: Producant aquae reptile animae viventis et volatile super terram, ut non solum 
simpliciter [..] intelligat pisces et volatilia de hoc visibili atque tractabili humidoque ac 
frigido aquarum elimento creata esse, verum etiam, altiori sensu, ex abditis profundisque 
naturae sinibus, in quibus causaliter et primordialiter facta sunt, in genera et specie deducta». 
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ontological source of the living, is even prior to the scriptural distinction 
of fifth and sixth dayll. 

Eriugena believes that such ontological reading of the Bible, far from 
being an overdetermination, is legitimized by precise linguistic indicators 
scattered in the divinum eloquium, for the sacred text itself has several 
occurrences of the couple of terms genera-species. 'They are patent in the 
sixth day: (i) «Producat terra animam viventem in genere suo»; (ii) 
«iumenta et reptilia et bestias terrae secundum species suas». This very 
phrasing reveals the dialectical structure — dialectical in the strict technical 
sense — of God’s thinking and operating: first the undifferentiated unity of 
the genus-animal is set, then follows the multiplication of the genus into 
its species 12, 


II 


While commenting on the fifth day of creation (in book III) Eriugena 
sketches a rather conventional map of the general functions of the soul: 
under the heading of «irrational» he lists vegetative life (proper of plants), 
sensitive life (proper of animals); under the heading of «rational» he 
places discursive reasoning (proper of man) and intellect (proper of 
angels)13. Then he proceeds with the famous claim that man is 
appropriately considered «the workshop of all creatures» («creaturarum 
omnium officina»), since his soul contains all the four levels of psychic 
faculties, and his body contains the four elements14. The idea that man 
epitomizes the whole of creation (both visible and invisible) returns in 
book IV, where man is understood as actually possessing in himself 
«universam creaturam»: bodily existence, administration of the body, 


11 Pph., IV, 749b: «omnium animalium quae sive ex terra sive ex aquis leguntur 
creari una eademque cognoscitur origo, quamvis dividatur eorum speculatio: alia siquidem 
in quinta prophetica theoria, alia in sexta condita esse memorantur». See also 749d-750a. 

12 Pph., IV, 748c-d. The Eriugenian use of genus-species terminology is discussed 
at length in J. PÉPIN, «Humans and animals: aspects of scriptural reference in Eriugena's 
anthropology», in B. McGiNN, W. OTTEN (eds.), Eriugena: East and West, (Papers of the 
Eighth International Colloquium of the Society for the Promotion of Eriugenian Studies, 
Chicago and Notre Dame, 18-20 october 1991), Notre Dame-London, Univ. of Notre Dame 
Press, 1994, pp. 179-206, 182-191. 

13 Pph., III, 732b-733a. 

14 Pph., UL 733a-b. 
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sense, reason, and animus (mind or intellect); all these five levels «in 
homine continentur» and «in eo intelliguntur»15. When he qualifies man 
as «the workshop of all creatures», Eriugena does not simply mean that 
man possesses and holds together the same functions one can find 
scattered in other creatures, but that these functions were «substantialiter 
created in him, not only because the knowledge of all things existed in him, 
but also because the visible and invisible universe was established in 
him»16. Accordingly, the task of philosophical exegesis is to interpret 
biblical animals as figural counterparts of psychic functions and to bring 
them back to the proper place of their intelligibility, viz. the nature of man. 
This especially fits the animals of the sixth day, since — in Eriugena’s words 
— «their nature appears to have a closer resemblance to that of man. For, 
excepting reason and intellect, there is nothing in the nature of man as 
animal that may not be observed through physical reasoning in animals»17. 

Given these premisses, it is not surprising that, while commenting on 
the animals of the sixth day of creation, behind the actual genera 
mentioned in the sacred text our author sees an outline of psychology 
primarily referred to man. Eriugena’s reasoning in Periphyseon 751b-c 
runs as follows: 

i) the biblical precept «Let the earth bring forth the living soul in its 
genus: iumenta, reptilia et bestias terrae, secundum species suae» is taken 
as the «threefold division of all life joined to an earthly body»; 


15 Pph., IV, 755b. See the discussion of this passage in W. OTTEN, The 
Anthropology of Johannes Scottus Eriugena, Leiden-New York, Brill, 1991, p. 146 and n. 
25, where the author rightly suggests the comparison with 760a. One might also add 806d- 
807a: «Num inter nos, dum de conditione humanae naturae disputabamus, confectum est 
hominem in genere animalium substitutum fuisse, immo etiam omnia animalia 
substantialiter in illo creata, non solum quod omnium notitia inerat ei, verum etiam quia 
universitas visibilis et invisibilis creaturae in eo condita est?». 

16 Pph., IV, 807a (last part of the passage quoted in the previous note). See also 
785c-d. On the ontological significance of anthropology for Eriugena, see B. Stock, «The 
philosophical anthropology of Johannes Scottus Eriugena», Studi Medievali, 3rd series, 8 
(1967), 1-57; OTTEN, The Anthropology, cit.; C. STEEL, «La création de l’universe dans 
l'homme selon Jean Scot Erigéne», in C. Wenn (ed.), L'homme et son universe au Moyen 
Age, (Actes du 7e Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale, Louvain, 30 aoüt-4 
septembre 1982), Louvain-la-Neuve, Éditions de l’Institut Supérieur de Philosophie, 1986, 
pp. 205-210; D. Moran, The Philosophy of John Scottus Eriugena. A Study of Idealism in 
the Middle Ages, Cambridge, CUP 1989, pp. 154-185. 

17 Pph., IV, 749b-c (O’M.-Sh.-W. trans. modified). 
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ii) such a division hints at (insinuat) a threefold motion, i.e. three 
kinds of mind-body interaction reachable through allegory18; 

iii) these three activities «are intelligible in man only, who is the only 
rational animal», thus the only animal who subjects the higher motions to 
reason!9. 


Thus, the Irish thinker offers a three-layered analysis of mind-body 
interaction, somehow present in all life, but properly intelligible in man 
only, because of his rational activity. For, the presence in the human 
nature of the higher noetic faculties also displays the role of the lower 
animal functions in full picture. 


IV 


First, let us see the levels of mind-body interaction reachable through 
allegory from the biblical iumenta, reptilia et bestias terrae. The lower is 
that of reptilia, representing the hidden motions (occulti motus) through 
which the soul controls growth and nutrition of the body joined to it. Like 
reptiles, these motions perform their officia almost imperceptibly (quasi 
latenter), without stimulating the soul’s attention, and with a silent course 
(silenti quodam meatu) penetrate the harmony of the body20. 

At the intermediate level we have those motions «resistent to reason» 
(rationi resistentes), «such as furor and cupiditas and all the inordinati 
appetitus of the corporeal senses that make wrong use (abusio) of sensible 


18 Pph., IV, 751c: «Haec itaque, ut arbitror, tripertitio totius vitae terreno corpori 
adhaerentis animalque per copulam ad corpus efficientis — est enim animal corporis et 
animae cum sensu connexio — triplicem motum insinuat». The verb insinuo is often used 
by Eriugena to indicate deeper meanings under the surface of words, and especially that 
something may disclose allegory. This verb, in its various inflections and semantic values, 
occurs some 58 times in the Periphyseon (58 exactly according to PL text): see G.H. 
ALLARD, Johannis Scotti Eriugenae Periphyseon. Indices generales, Montréal-Paris, 
Institut d'Études Médiévales-Vrin, 1983, p- 266, s. vv. ‘insinuandam’ to ‘insinuatur’. The 
verb had the same technical sense in Augustine, e.g. Sermo IV, 22.23, «omnis enim figurata 
et allegorica lectio vel locutio aliud videtur sonare carnaliter, aliud insinuare spiritaliter»: 
Augustinus, Sermones de vetere testamento (1-50), C. LAMBOT (ed.), CCSL 41, Turnhoüt, 
Brepols, 1961. 

19 Pph., IV, 751c: «Et quidem ternarius ille motus in homine solo, qui solus est 
rationabile animal, intelligitur, quosdam quidem motus suos rationi subditos habens». 

20 Pph., IV, 752b. 
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creatures. Since these motions are disobedient and hardly tamed, they are 
indicated (significantur) by the term bestiae»21. 

The higher level is that of senses which man subjects to reason. They 
are indicated (significari videntur) by the term ‘cattle’ (i.e. iumenta, 
according to the Vulgate) or ‘quadrupeds’ (i.e. quadrupedia, according to 
the Vetus Latina)22. Both terms give Eriugena a good cue for allegorical 
transfiguration: (a) when man moves his five senses disciplinaliter from 
the sensibles to the cognition of them, such motus may be called 
iumentum, a term derived from the verb iuvare, thus an adiutorium 
assisting the rational soul «in the contemplation of the truth of all 
sensibles, in their pure and true concepts»23; (b) furthermore, since every 
sensible is composed of the four elements, we could also speak of a sort of 
quadrupes motus of senses, this motion too subjected to reason24. 

Although a number of elements of these allegorizations do in fact 
depend on earlier authors, the overall construction is definitely Eriugenian 
and in many ways appreciably departs from earlier models. 


21 Pph., IV, 752a-b. 

22 The term quadrupedia of the Vetus Latina (patterned on tetpanoda of the 
Septuagint) was in the cultural memory, because it had been used by the early Latin Fathers, 
like Augustine. As a matter of fact, at least another important Caroligian exegete, Hrabanus 
Maurus, in his Commentaria in Genesim (completed in 819) switches from iumenta to 
quadrupedia (with realistic-descriptive intentions, though): «Nomine vero iumentorum ea 
quae in usu sunt hominum animalia designantur. Ubi ergo conditio describitur ceterorum 
quadrupedum, verbi gratia, cervorum, caprearum, bubalorum et aprorum, caeterorumque 
eiusmodi? Nisi forte ob ferocitatem indomitae mentis inter bestias esse annumerata dixerimus, 
iuxta antiquam sane translationem, in qua scriptum est: Eiiciat terra omnem animam vivam 
secundum genus, quadrupedia et reptilia et bestias terrae. Nil omnino quaestionis est, quia 
videlicet nomine quadrupedum cuncta comprehensa sunt quae, exceptis bestiis et reptilibus, 
terra produxit, sive quae sub cura humana, sive quae sunt fera et agrestia»: Rabanus Maurus, 
Commentariorum in Genesim libri quatuor, I, 7, PL 107, 458b-c. 

23  Pph., IV, 751c-d: «Verbi gratia, movet quinquepertitum corporis sensum 
disciplinaliter in cognitionem sensibilium rerum sollerti earum intelligentiae studio. Qui motus 
non irrationabiliter iumentum dicitur: non enim parvum adiutorium rationabili animae praestat 
ad contemplationem veritatis sensibilium omnium, cuncta falsitate remota, vera sinceraque 
notitia». (Untenable here O’M.-Sh.-W. trans.: «in acquiring true and accurate knowledge of all 
the sensibles, dispelling all falsehood»). In note 35, p. 286 of the Dublin edition, Jeauneau 
remembers that the etymology iumentum<iuvare already occurs in Augustine, Quaestiones in 
Heptateuchum, V, 38 and Isidore of Seville, Etymologiae, XII, 1, 7. 

24 Eriugena too proceeds cautiously in this case: Pph. IV, 751d: «Est etiam quasi 
quidam quadrupes motus sensum subditus rationi: siquidem omne quod per sensum 
cognoscimus in natura sensibilium rerum, hoc ex quattuor elimentis est compositum». 


MOVERE SENSUM DISCIPLINALITER 849 


In his fine analysis of the sources of these Eriugenian passages, Jean 
Pepin has reconstructed the patristic tradition of animals as figurative 
counterparts of the motus animi. Basically, Pépin shows how Eriugena is 
influenced both by the Origenian traces one may find in such authors as 
Didymus the Blind or Augustine, and by Ambrose’s De paradiso (which, 
in its turn, carries the mark of Philo’s Legum allegoriae)25. More radically, 
in his explanatory notes in the Dublin edition of Periphyseon IV, Edouard 
Jeauneau maintains that «the basis of the allegorical interpretation 
according to which ‘cattle, creeping things, and beasts of the earth’ 
symbolize the movements of the soul is found in Origen: In Genesim 
Homiliae I, 11.16»26, 

Indeed, in Origen’s Homilies on Genesis the biblical animals are 
allegorized as motions of the soul. But, to be precise, only fishes and birds 
of the fifth day are considered as motions of soul properly, whereas the 
animals of the sixth day portray the motions of the exterior and carnal 
man. Origen’s discourse follows this scheme: 


(a) the animals of the fifth day emerge from the waters 
like 
thoughts emerge from the depth of soul and heart; 


(b) the animals of the sixth day are terrestrial 
like 
the passions of the carnal and terrestrial man27. 


25 PEPIN, «Humans and animals», cit., pp. 193-195. 

26 Cit., n. 32, p. 285. 

27 Origen establishes the principle of his allegorism while interpreting the fifth day, 
in I. 8: according to the letter here the Bible deals with the production of real animals, but 
«we must also consider how the same happens in the firmament of our heaven, that is in 
the solidity of our soul and heart»; thus, water reptiles and flying animals become «good 
and bad thoughts proceeding from the heart», and the great cetaceans «indicate impious 
thoughts and wicked feelings against God». While dealing with the sixth day in I. 11 
Origen recalls the principle established in I.8 and outlines this parallel: «Et illa quidem, 
quae de aquis producta sunt diximus debere motus et cogitationes mentis nostrae, qui de 
profundo cordis producuntur, intelligi. Nunc vero hoc quod dicitur: Producat terra animam 
viventem secundum genus, quadrupedum et repentium et bestiarum super terram secundum 
genus, exterioris hominis nostri, id est carnalis et terreni, motus arbitror indicari. Denique 
nihil volatile in his quae de carne loquitur indicavit, sed tantummodo quadrupedia et 
repentia et bestias terrae». 
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To find motus animae in allegoria for biblical animals of the sixth 
day, one should turn to Augustine’s Confessions, book 13. Here the bishop 
of Hippo does not entirely reduce animals to symbolic shadows, and uses 
alternatively literalism and allegory28. Nevertheless he ends by 
transfiguring the animals of both fifth and sixth day. Those of the fifth day 
are read as ecclesiological symbols: the water reptiles are allegory of the 
sacraments (since they creep amid the billows of temptations thanks to the 
saints), the huge cetaceans are allegory of great exploits, the fowls of the 
air are allegory of the messengers of the word (i.e. those who announce or 
preach the gospel). As for the animals of the sixth day (cattle, reptiles and 
wild beasts) they are taken as allegories of stimuli to vice virtuously 
subjugated to the guide of reason: «Restrain yourselves from the unbridled 
wildness of pride, from the indolent passions of luxury, and from what is 
falsely called knowledge. Thus may the wild beast be tamed, the cattle 
subdued, and the serpent made harmless. For these are motions of our soul 
under allegory (Motus enim animae sunt isti in allegoria)»29. 

The trait d’union shared by Eriugena and his predecessors is the 
‘psychologization’ of biblical figures. Anyway, once admitted this 
common framework, discrepancy on a number of details subsists. To start 
with, Augustine’s system of allegories is quite unlike Origen’s. Firstly, 
because of the dissimilar value given to the two biblical days, as 
mentioned above. Secondly, because for the Alexandrian Father the waters 
of the fifth day symbolize the depth of our soul, while in Augustine they 
represent the billows of temptations, a fluctuating menace against the 
works of the saints («aquae infidelitatis», «gurgites abyssi», XIII, 21, 30). 
Finally, Augustine's motus animae of the sixth day are all disordered 
passions, distorted customs to be straightened. 


28 As we know, Augustine interprets the first book of the Bible also in the De 
Genesi contra Manichaeos, De Genesi ad litteram liber imperfectus, and De Genesi ad 
litteram. In these works the literal reading prevails, often in anti-Manichean aim. See G. 
PELLAND, «Augustin rencontre le livre de Ja Genése», in Id. et al., De Genesi contra 
Manichaeos, De Genesi ad litteram liber imperfectus, Palermo, Augustinus, 1992, pp. 15- 
53; TH. WiLLIAMS, Biblical interpretation, in E. STUMP, N. KRETZMANN (eds.), The 
Cambridge Companion to Augustine, Cambridge, C.U.P., 2001, pp. 59-70. 

29 Augustinus, Confessiones, XIII, xx. 26 — xxi. 31. The quotation reported above 
(xxi. 30, rr. 39-42) is given according to Augustine, Confessions and Enchiridion, transl. 
As.C. OUTLER, Philadelphia, Westminster Press, 1955, slightly modified. 
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Eriugena’s sixth allegoric day has quite a different character. It 
embraces the whole of the human mind-body interaction. Disordered 
passions are just the intermediate level (that of bestiae terrae), which is 
above the silent creeping of nutritional faculties, and below the «assisting» 
and «elemental» senses, ordained for the higher activity of knowledge 
proper. The moral-ascetic concerns, dominant in the earlier Fathers, give 
way here to a much stronger gnoseological orientation. 


V 


As we noticed above, in allegorizing the animals of the sixth day 
Eriugena claims that the animi motus thus reached will be fully 
appreciated in man only, because of his higher noetic faculties. At a first 
glance, the point at issue here seems to be that man only has the third 
motion, ie. the «quadruped» and «assistant» motion, which entails the 
subjection of the noblest psychic-corporeal functions, viz. senses, to the 
over-ordained rational activity. But it should be added that also the 
intermediate level, that of bestial drives symbolized by the bestiae terrae, 
may reveal all its disordered character only if considered within the human 
nature. For, in man such ‘bestiality’ is not merely a more primitive psychic 
level, but also the opposite of the third one: while iumentum-motion goes 
toward the intelligible reasons of sensible realities, bestia-motion make 
wrong use of sensible creatures, subjecting them to inordinate appetites. 


«[motus] irrationabiles, hoc est rationi 
resistentes, ut est furor et cupiditas 
inordinatique corporalium sensuum 
appetitus in abusionem sensibilibus 
creaturis ... non incongrue bestiarum 
appellatione significantur, praesertim cum 
semper rationabilibus disciplinis reluctari 


«quosdam quidem motus suos rationi 
subditos habet, qui iumentorum seu 
quadrupedum vocabulo significari videntur. 
(V.g. movet quinquepertitum corporis 
sensum disciplinaliter in cognitionem 
sensibilium rerum sollerti earum 
intelligentiae studio. Qui motus non 


non desinant, et aut vix aut nunquam 
domari ab eis possint, motusque 
rationabiles feroci impetu dilaniare 
semper appetant»(752a-b). 


irrationabiliter iumentum dicitur: non enim 
parvum adiutorium rationabili animae 
praestat ad contemplationem veritatis 
sensibilium omnium, cuncta falsitate remota, 
vera sinceraque notitia» (751c-d). 
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Even a fleeting look at the text of the two allegorizations may provide 
immediate evidence of parallels and oppositions: 

At both levels the crucial point is our relationship with sensible 
things. If we are under the drive of irrational motions, sensible things end 
by being the mere object of brutal appetition (or rejection). But we can 
also «move our five senses toward cognition of sensible things»30. 

Indeed, the threshold that divides animality from humanity lies in the 
role that senses can play. Let us compare two thematically parallel 
passages from Periphyseon IV. If we keep to the map of faculties and 
degrees of reality provided at 755b-c, senses irreparably fall among the 
three animal parts of man (together with the body and the vital functions 
administering it), and they are clearly distinct from the two spiritual parts 
(discursive reason and intellect). Later on, at 825a-c, this scheme is 
‚slightly changed, its five parts become six, thanks to a division of senses 
in two: at the bodily side we find the five senses which collect the 
phantasies of sensible objects and transmit them to the memory; at the 
spiritual level we have the interior sensus, «through which the soul 
distinguishes and forms judgments upon the phantasies of the sensible 
objects which she receives through the corporeal sense»31. Thus, sense is 
given the mirror structure of imagination, a sort of bridge that covers both 
sensible and intelligible spheres: the phantasies (phantasiae), or images, 
drawn from what is sensible and manifold are mirrored, re-shaped and 
made intelligible at the superior side of imagination, as phantasies of the 
inner sense32. 


30 Pph., IV, 751c. 

31 Pph., IV, 825 a-c. See note 254, p. 330 of the Dublin edition, where E. JEAUNEAU 
expounds sources and theoretical reasons of this change to a sixfold division. 

32 At Pph., II, 573b-c Eriugena maintains that the soul, in her motion called sensus 
(and distinguished from animus and ratio), «non per se ipsas sensibilium rerum rationes 
incipit cognoscere. Primo siquidem phantasias ipsarum rerum per exteriorem sensum 
quinquepertitum secundum numerum instrumentorum corporalium in quibus et per quae 
operatur accipiens, easque secum colligens, dividens, ordinans disponit, deinde per ipsas 
ad rationes earum quarum phantasiae sunt perveniens intra se ipsam eas tractat atque 
conformat. [...] Phantasiarum enim duae species sunt, quarum prima est quae ex sensibili 
natura primo in instrumentis sensuum nascitur et imago in sensibus expressa proprie 
vocatur, altera vero est ipsa quae consequenti ordine ex praedicta imagine formatur et est 
ipsa phantasia quae proprie sensus exterior consuevit nominari. Et illa prior corpori semper 
adhaeret, posterior vero animae. Et prior quamvis in sensu sit se ipsam non sentit, posterior 
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It is according to such a gnoseological view that Eriugena, while 
allegorizing the animals of the sixth day, insists that senses show their 
proper nature in man only, who subjects them to reason. This subjection of 
sense-data to reason is made possible by means of an intermediate step, 
which is the collation of sensible and intelligible phantasies. For 
knowledge, not the divine or the angelic but the one pursued by man in his 
fallen state, must proceed from the effects to their reasons, and must 
recognize the intelligible and eternal reasons behind the mutable mantle of 
accidental properties that disguise the real nature of things33. Senses, 
being at once both the higher animal function in man and the lower 
spiritual function somehow descended within bodily condition should be 
regarded as a sort of pineal gland in Eriugena’s world-view, for they, via 
the mirror structure of the two kinds of imagination, do in fact link soul 
and body. 


Universita di Pisa 


vero et se ipsam sentit et priorem suscepit»: Iohannis Scotti seu Eriugenae Periphyseon, 
liber secundus, E. JEAUNEAU (ed.), CCCM 162, Turnhout, Brepols 1997. On the role of 
imagination in Eriugena, see A.-M. BAUTIER, «Phantasia-Imaginatio. De l'image à 
l’imaginaire dans les textes du Haut Moyen-Age», in M. FATTORI, M. BIANCHI, Phantasia- 
Imaginatio, (Atti del V colloquio internaz. del Lessico Internazionale Europeo, Roma 9- 
11 gennaio 1986), Roma, Edizioni dell’ Ateneo, 1988, pp. 81-104, 82-90. 

33 Pph., IV, 779a-b. See STEEL, «La création», pp. 206-207. 
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IMAGINATION DES CORPS ET INTELLECTION DE LA 
RAISON CHEZ ANSELME DE CANTERBURY 


L’objet de l’étude qui va suivre est de montrer le röle des notions 
d’imaginatio et d’intellectus dans les éléments de theorie de la 
connaissance que nous livre Anselme de Canterbury. Le principal texte de 
référence sera le chapitre 10 du Monologion. Dans ce travail nous nous 
fondons uniquement sur l’œuvre d’Anselme, sans préjuger d'une filiation 
de la problématique avec d'autres ceuvres comme le De Trinitate de saint 
Augustin]. 

Le projet du Monologion d'Anselme, on le sait, est de démontrer 
rationnellement l’existence d'une nature supréme et sa conformité avec les 
caractéristiques du Dieu chrétien2. Après avoir établi l’existence d'une 
nature supréme, Anselme s'attache á montrer comment celle-ci est 
créatrice. Il s’agit d’expliquer la création ex nihilo, qui implique que, avant 
d’être faites, les choses n'étaient pas mais qu'elles n'étaient pas rien. Car 
la forme d’aprés laquelle elles furent effectivement créées préexistait dans 
la raison du créateur: «En effet, quelque chose ne peut en aucune maniére 
étre fait raisonnablement par quelqu’un si, dans la raison de celui qui fait, 
quelque chose de la chose à faire, comme un modêle ou, pour mieux dire, 
une forme ou une similitude, ou encore une régle, ne précéde pas»3. Or, 


1 Pour un traitement historique de notre passage, voir C. PANACCIO, Le discours 
intérieur. De Platon à Guillaume, d’Ockham, Paris, Ed. du Seuil, 1999 (Des travaux), p. 
154-168. 

2 Les deux principaux commentaires utilisés sont: P. GILBERT, Dire l’ineffable. 
Lecture du Monologion de S. Anselme, Paris — Namur, Lethielleux, 1984 (Le Sycomore. 
Horizon 11) et I. SCIUTO, La ragione della fede. Il Monologion e il programma filosofico 
di Anselmo d’Aosta, Genova, Marietti, 1991 (Ricerche, Studi e Strumenti. Filosofia 16). 

3 Anselmus Cantuariensis, Monologion 9 (SCHMITT, éd., vol. 1, p. 24,12-14): 


«Nullo namque pacto fieri potest aliquid rationabibliter ab aliquo, nisi in facientis ratione 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.L E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 857-865. 
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cette forme préexistante des choses est pour Anselme une parole (locutio, 
verbum). «Cette forme des choses, qui précédait dans la raison (de la 
nature supréme) les choses 4 créer, qu’est-elle d’autre qu’une certaine 
parole des choses dans la raison même, de méme que |’ artisan qui va faire 
quelque ceuvre de son art la dit d’abord en lui-méme en une conception de 
la pensée?»4. Anselme identifie ainsi la forme des choses avec une locutio 
rerum, ou rerum est un génitif objectif. Ce ne sont pas les choses qui 
parlent mais bien le créateur qui dit les choses en lui-méme. En frangais, 
cette expression ne trouve pas d’équivalent exact puisque, d’une part, le 
verbe «parler» est intransitif et, d’autre part, le verbe «dire» n’a pas de 
substantif déverbatif signifiant l’action de dire. 

Pour expliquer comment la nature supréme dit les choses, Anselme 
passe par une analogie avec l’artisan, qu’il généralise ensuite 4 tout 
homme. Mais cette analogie est une similitude dissemblable. Tout en étant 
analogue, la façon de dire les choses est fondamentalement différente chez 
l’artisan et dans la nature supréme. Car l’artisan dit les choses en lui-méme 
mentis conceptione: «Mais la pensée de l’artisan ne peut pas du tout 
concevoir quelque chose de corporel par l’imagination, sinon ce qu’il a 
déjà de quelque maniére appris de choses quelconques, soit entiérement en 
une fois soit par parties; et il ne peut accomplir une ceuvre congue par la 
pensée, s’il lui manque soit une matière soit quelque chose sans quoi 
l’œuvre pensée à l'avance ne peut être faite»5. Ainsi, l’artisan produit des 
choses corporelles; il ne les produit qu'à partir de quelque chose 
d'extérieur à lui-même; il utilise pour cela la faculté de représentation des 
choses corporelles, à savoir l'imaginatio; une fois l’œuvre conçue, 


praecedat aliquod rei faciendae quasi exemplum, sive aptius dicitur forma, vel similitudo, 
aut regula». Tous les textes d'Anselme sont cités dans l'édition Schmitt: S. Anselmi 
Cantuariensis episcopi opera omnia, Fr.S. SCHMITT, éd., 6 vol, Seckau — Rom - 
Edinburgh, 1938-1961 (éd. anastatique en 2 vol. Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt, Frommann- 
Holzboog, 1968). 

^ «Illa autem rerum forma, quae in eius ratione res creandas praecedebat: quid 
aliud est quam rerum quaedam in ipsa ratione locutio, veluti cum faber facturus 
aliquod suae artis opus prius illud intra se dicit mentis conceptione?» (Monologion 10, 
SCHMITT, éd., vol. 1, p. 24,24-27). 

5 «Faber vero penitus nec mente potest aliquid corporeum imaginando concipere, 
nisi id quod aut totum simul aut per partes ex aliquibus rebus aliquomodo iam didicit; nec 
opus mente conceptum perficere, si desit aut materia aut aliquid sine quo opus 
praecogitatum fieri non possit» (Monologion 11, SCHMITT, éd., vol. 1, p. 26,9-13). 
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l’artisan a encore besoin de quelque chose d’extérieur à lui, notamment 
une matiére, pour la réaliser. Cela montre que la notion de conceptio chez 
Anselme comprend la réception d’éléments extérieurs et la représentation 
corporelle de la chose à produire. Elle ne s’applique pas à la nature 


H 


supréme, qui n’a besoin de rien d’extérieur 4 elle-méme pour créer. 
L'analogie de l’artisan ne donne donc qu'une lointaine approximation de 
la parole de la nature supréme. 

En caractérisant la forme des choses comme une parole, Anselme est 
amené d'une part à généraliser l’analogie à tout homme, puisque tous les 
hommes sont doués de parole, et d’autre part 4 spécifier ce qu’est cette 
parole: 


J’entends ici la parole de la pensée ou de la raison, non lorsque les mots significatifs 
des choses sont pensés, mais lorsque, dans la pensée (mens), les choses mémes, soit 
futures, soit déja existantes, sont examinées par la pointe de la pensée (cogitationis). 
Un usage fréquent nous apprend en effet que nous pouvons dire une chose une de 
trois façons. Soit nous disons les choses par des signes sensibles, c’est-a-dire en 
utilisant sensiblement ce qui peut étre senti par les sens corporels; soit en pensant 
insensiblement à l’intérieur de nous les mémes signes, qui sont sensibles à l’extérieur; 
soit, en n’utilisant ces signes ni sensiblement, ni insensiblement, mais en disant 
intérieurement dans notre pensée les choses mémes soit par la représentation de leurs 
corps soit par l’intellection de leur raison, en fonction de la diversité des choses 
mêmes. En effet, je dis l'homme d'une façon lorsque je le signifie par ce nom qui est 
‘homme’; d'une autre facon, lorsque je pense en silence le méme nom; d'une autre 
facon, lorsque la pensée regarde ce méme homme soit par l’image de son corps, soit 
par sa raison; par l’image de son corps, comme lorsqu’elle se représente sa figure 
sensible; par sa raison, comme lorsqu’elle pense son essence universelle, qui est 
‘animal rationnel mortel'6. 


6 «Mentis autem sive rationis locutionem hic intelligo, non cum voces rerum 
significativae cogitantur, sed cum res ipsae vel futurae vel iam existentes acie cogitationis 
in mente conspiciuntur. Frequenti namque usu cognoscitur, quia rem unam tripliciter loqui 
possumus. Aut enim res loquimur signis sensibilibus, id est quae sensibus corporeis sentiri 
possunt sensibiliter utendo; aut eadem signa, quae foris sensibilia sunt, intra nos 
insensibiliter cogitando; aut nec sensibiliter nec insensibiliter his signis utendo, sed res 
ipsas vel corporum imaginatione vel rationis intellectu pro rerum ipsarum diversitate intus 
in nostra mente dicendo. Aliter namque dico hominem, cum eum hoc nomine, quod est 
*homo', significo; aliter, cum idem nomen tacens cogito; aliter, cum eum ipsum hominem 
mens aut per corporis imaginem aut per rationem intuetur. Per corporis quidem imaginem, 
ut cum eius sensibilem figuram imaginatur; per rationem vero, ut cum eius universalem 
essentiam, quae est ‘animal rationale mortale', cogitat» (Monologion 10, SCHMITT, éd., vol. 
1, p. 24,27-25,9). 
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Anselme distingue trois facons de dire les choses. La premiere 
consiste a utiliser des signes sensibles, perceptibles par les sens humains. 
Nous pouvons dire les choses ainsi en utilisant la voix, perceptible par 
l'ouie, et l'écriture ou le langage des mains, perceptibles par la vue. 

On peut aussi dire les choses en pensant le signe sensible. Le dire est 
alors une pensée. Il est une pensée qui a pour objet la parole sensible, ce 
qui fonde la réflexion sur le langage et la possibilité du métalangage. 

La troisième fagon de dire les choses associe étroitement et distingue 
nettement l’imaginatio et l’intellectus. Elle est le point où la nature 
humaine touche aux choses mémes. Rien n’empéche, me semble-t-il, de 
voir dans cette imaginatio un acte ou une activité. En effet, ce type de 
termes (les substantifs d'action latins en —(t)io) peuvent avoir au moins 
trois sortes de sens : la capacité ou la faculté d’agir, l’actualisation de cette 
capacité et le résultat de cette activité?. Or, pour exprimer le résultat, le 
terme le plus approprié est probablement imago, qu’ Anselme utilise aussi. 
Car l’homme se dit per corporis imaginem, lorsque la pensée (mens) 
imagine ou se représente la figure sensible de la chose. En outre, le 
contexte de la succession des gérondifs (utendo, cogitando, utendo, 
dicendo), ainsi que la mention d’un objet (corporum) font pencher pour 
l’activité plutöt que pour la capacité. 

L'imaginatio est donc l'acte ou l'activité de représentation de la figure 
sensible d'un corps. C'est la vision mentale des formes corporelles d'une 
chose corporelle. Puisque c'est la figure sensible qui est représentée, il faut 
supposer que cette représentation se fonde sur les données des sens. 
Comme nous l'avons dit plus haut, l'imaginatio tient une place centrale 
dans la conception d'une ceuvre par l'artisan. Avant de réaliser un artefact, 
l'artisan prévoit en effet la forme sensible qu'il va prendre. Elle est une des 
deux possibilités pour la mens de dire les choses mémes. 

L'autre possibilité d'atteindre les choses mémes est le rationis 
intellectus. Dans les commentaires et les traductions existant à ce Jour, le 
rationis intellectus est généralement compris de façon plutôt vague 
comme «intelligence rationnelle»9. Il me semble cependant que l'on peut 


7 M. LEUMANN, Lateinische Laut -und Formenlehre, München, Beck, 1963 
(Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft II, 2, 1), $ 255, p. 262-263. 

8 Il ne faut donc pas entendre imaginatio chez Anselme comme une activité de 
production d'une fiction. 

9 GILBERT, Dire l'ineffable, p. 113 (voir note 2), ne discute pas sa traduction «par 
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donner 4 ratio un sens beaucoup plus précis, qui permet de préciser en 
retour ce qu'est l’intellectus d'une chose. Je propose en effet de voir dans 
rationis intellectu le paralléle de corporum imaginatione, c'est-à-dire de 
voir dans intellectus l'activité de l’intellect. Méme si intellectus n'est pas 
à proprement parler un substantif d'action, il est formé d'un suffixe 
déverbatif -(t)us, qui peut avoir la même valeur. Anselme explique lui- 
méme un déverbatif en -us comme une activité quand il dit que visus 
désigne soit l'instrument, soit l'usage de l’instrument10. En outre, on peut 
trouver un parallèle de rationis intellectus dans le célèbre fidei intellectus 
au début du chapitre 2 du Proslogionll. 

Dés lors, dans le passage étudié, rationis peut s'interpréter autrement 
que comme la capacité rationnelle de l’homme. La ratio est plutôt l'objet 
de l’intellection, de même que les corps sont l’objet de la représentation. 
Ainsi, les corpora comme la ratio sont quelque chose de la chose méme 
qui est dite. Quel est ce quelque chose? Anselme l'indique dans l'exemple 
de l'homme. Tout comme l'image du corps est vue par la représentation 
de sa figure sensible, sa ratio est vue par la pensée de son essence 
universelle. Étant donnée la brièveté du passage, on ne peut préciser 


l'intellection de la raison», de sorte que l'on ne sait pas s'il entend par là la raison de la 
chose ou la capacité rationnelle ; la traduction de Corbin «par l'intelligence rationnelle» ne 
donne pas d'indication sur ce qu'est la ratio (Anselme de Cantorbéry, Monologion. 
Proslogion, introduction, traduction et notes M. CORBIN, Paris, Cerf, 1986 (L œuvre 
d'Anselme de Cantorbéry 1), p. 81 ; cette traduction est proche de la paraphrase de Sciuto 
«con l'intelligenza razionale» (Ragione della fede, p. 173, voir note 2) , qui ajoute l'idée 
que l’intellectus est un instrument de la pensée ; Markus Enders interpréte rationis comme 
la capacité rationnelle (M. ENDERS, Wahrheit und Notwendigkeit. Die Theorie der Wahrheit 
bei Anselm von Canterbury im Gesamtzusammenhang seines Denkens und unter 
besonderer Berücksichtigung seiner antiken Quellen (Aristoteles, Cicero, Augustinus, 
Boethius), Brill, Leiden — Boston — Köln, 1999 (Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte 
des Mittelalters 64), p. 160, n.72); enfin C. PANACCIO, (Le discours intérieur, p. 155; voir 
note 1) traduit rationis intellectu par «un concept de la raison», oü ratio est la capacité 
rationnelle et intellectus une production de la ratio. 

10 De concordia praescientiae et praedestinationis et gratiae die cum libero 
arbitrio III, 11 (SCHMITT, éd., vol. 2, p. 280,20-24): «Sicut enim videre est uti visu qui est 
intrumentum videndi, et usus eius est visio vel visus, quando visus significat idem quod 
visio — significat enim etiam visus ipsum instrumentum - : ita velle est uti voluntate quae 
est instrumentum volendi, et usus eius est voluntas, quae non est, nisi quando cogitamus 
quod volumus». 

11 «Ergo, domine, qui das fidei intellectum...» (Proslogion 2, SCHMITT, éd., vol. 1, 
p. 101,3-4). 
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davantage les rapports entre ratio et essence universelle. Remarquons 
toutefois qu’Anselme identifie l’essence universelle et la definition de la 
chose. Intelliger la ratio de la chose c’est donc penser son essence 
universelle et l’essence universelle consiste dans la définition de la chose. 

La représentation des corps et l’intellection de la raison sont les deux 
opérations dont dispose la pensée humaine pour penser les choses mémes. 
Or la pensée des choses mémes par l'homme est l'analogue de la pensée 
des choses par la nature supréme avant leur création. Dans la nature 
supréme, les choses étaient exemplum, forma, similitudo, regula avant 
d’être faites!2. L'image des corps et la raison des choses sont ainsi 
l'approche humaine possible de ce qu'est la pensée de la nature supréme 
avant la création. La ratio posséde ici une valeur nettement ontologique, 
méme si sa valeur noétique demeure présente. La valeur ontologique de 
ratio tient au statut de créature de la chose; sa valeur noétique tient à 
l'intelligibilité de la ratio pour la pensée humaine. 

Que signifie dés lors pour l'intellection d'avoir une ratio pour objet? 
L'intellection consiste à pénétrer l’intérieur de la chose et à saisir comment 
elle est. En effet, lorsqu'au chapitre 65 du Monologion, Anselme, parvenu 
au terme de la démonstration de la trinité dans l'unité de la nature 
supr&me, indique les limites de l'intellection, il affirme que l'intellect ne 
peut pénétrer une chose incompréhensible: «Lorsque l'on recherche une 
chose incompréhensible, j'estime qu'il doit suffire d’être parvenu par le 
raisonnement à connaître avec la plus grande certitude qu'elle est, méme 
si l'intellect ne peut pénétrer comment elle est; ... quoique (ces choses) ne 
puissent étre pénétrées par l'intellect, de sorte qu'elles ne peuvent étre 
déployées avec des mots, la solidité de leur certitude n'en est nullement 
ébranlée»13. A contrario, quand une chose est compréhensible, l'intellect 
a pour fonction de pénétrer la chose et d'expliquer ou de déployer 
(explicare) ce qu'elle est. Ce déploiement de la chose une fois saisie de 
l'intérieur s'effectue par des mots (verba). 


12 Voir supra, note 3. 

D «Sufficere namque debere existimo rem incomprehensibilem indaganti, si ad hoc 
ratiocinando pervenerit ut eam certissime esse cognoscat, etiamsi penetrare nequeat 
intellectu quomodo ita sit; ... quamvis sic intellectu penetrar non possint, ut et verbis 
valeant explicari, nullatenus tamen certitudinis eorum nutat soliditas» (Monologion 64, 
SCHMITT, éd., vol. 1, p. 75,1-3 et 9-10). 
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En outre, l'intellection de la raison comme la représentation des corps 
sont des paroles mentales. Car l’imaginatio comme l’intellectus sont des 
pensées (cogitationes) composées de mots ou de paroles (verba), qui sont 
elles-mémes des similitudes des choses. En effet, en Monologion 10, 
Anselme a clairement dit que la pensée des choses mémes comme la pensée 
insensible des signes sensibles relévent de la cogitatio. Dans la pensée des 
choses mêmes, seul |’ intellectus permet la saisie interne de la chose. Mais 
la représentation et l’intellection consistent en paroles puisque Anselme en 
fait des facons de dire les choses. «Ces trois variétés de la parole consistent 
chacune en des mots (verba) de son genre. Mais les mots de la troisiéme et 
derniére variété de la parole que j’ai posée sont naturels lorsqu’ils 
concernent des choses qui ne sont pas ignorées, et sont les mémes chez tous 
les peuples. Et puisque tous les autres mots sont inventés à cause d’eux, là 
où ils sont, aucun autre mot n’est nécessaire pour connaître la chose; et là 
ou ils ne peuvent étre, aucun autre n’est utile pour montrer la chose»14. 
Anselme fait ainsi de l’imaginatio et de l’intellectus les opérations 
nécessaires et suffisantes, quoique différentes et portant sur des objets 
distincts, pour permettre 4 la pensée humaine de connaitre les choses 
mêmes. Les autres façons de dire les choses sont «inventées» par les 
hommes. Elles relèvent de langues et de langages différents, qui ne sont pas 
naturels. Seule la vision de la chose méme est naturelle, et donc universelle. 

Mais ces verba sont encore des similitudes des choses car plus ils sont 
semblables aux choses plus ils sont vrais: «... aucun autre mot ne paraît si 
semblable à la chose dont il est le mot ni ne l’exprime tant, que cette 
similitude qui est exprimée dans la pointe de la pensée qui pense la chose 
méme»15. Anselme dit encore au chapitre 33 : «Quelle que soit la chose 
que la pensée (mens) désire penser (cogitare) véridiquement, soit par la 
représentation du corps, soit par la raison (de cette chose), elle s’efforce 


14 «Hae vero tres loquendi varietates singulae verbis sui generis constant. Sed illius 
quam tertiam et ultimam posui locutionis verba, cum de rebus non ignoratis sunt, naturalia 
sunt et apud omnes gentes sunt eadem. Et quoniam alia omnia verba propter haec sunt 
inventa : ubi ista sunt, nullum aliud verbum est necessarium ad rem cognoscendam; et ubi 
ista esse non possunt, nullum aliud est utile ad rem ostendendam» (Monologion 10, 
SCHMITT, éd., vol. 1, p. 25,10-15). 

15 «... nullum aliud verbum sic videtur rei simile cuius est verbum, aut sic eam 
exprimit, quomodo illa similitudo, quae in acie mentis rem ipsam cogitantis exprimitur» 
(Monologion 10, SCHMITT, éd., vol. 1, p. 25,19-21). 
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d’en exprimer la similitude, autant qu’elle peut, dans sa pensée méme 
(cogitatione). Plus elle le fait vraiment, plus elle pense vraiment la chose 
méme»16. On le voit, Anselme accorde à l’imaginatio une place éminente 
dans la connaissance, puisqu’elle est une méthode pour connaitre les 
choses mêmes, au même titre que |’ intellectus. 

Il y a pourtant deux passages d'une oeuvre d’Anselme qui atténuent 
cette conception maximaliste de l’imaginatio. Dans la Lettre sur 
l’incarnation du verbe (chapitres 1 et 4) Anselme fustige Roscelin de 
Compiégne au travers des «dialecticiens modernes». Il leur reproche deux 
choses en liaison avec l’imaginatio: 

- premiérement, que leur raison est empétrée dans des représentations 
corporelles: «Dans leurs ämes, la raison, qui doit être prince et juge de tout 
ce qui est dans l’homme, est tellement empétrée dans des représentations 
corporelles qu’elle ne peut s’en dépétrer et qu’elle ne peut en discerner ce 
qu’elle-méme, seule et pure, doit contempler»17; 

- deuxiémement, de ne rien vouloir croire qu’il ne peuvent saisir par des 
imaginationes: «Et s’il fait partie de ces dialecticiens modernes, qui croient 
que rien n'est sinon ce qu'ils peuvent saisir par des représentations. ..»18; 

Dans ces deux cas, les imaginationes sont des images produites par la 
capacité de représentation, qui empéchent tant une croyance orthodoxe 
qu'un exercice correct de la capacité rationnelle. Mais le domaine visé est 
ici les choses divines. Pour Anselme, les imaginationes sont dangereuses 
dans ce domaine, parce qu'elle aménent à penser le divin comme s'il 
s'agissait de choses corporelles. Les imaginationes deviennent alors des 
obstacles à la connaissance. L'imaginatio peut bien amener à la 
connaissance des choses mémes quand il s'agit de choses corporelles, il 
n'en va pas de méme quand il s'agit des choses divines. Il reste que la 


16  «Quamcumque enim rem mens seu per corporis imaginationem seu per rationem 
cupit veraciter cogitare, eius utique similitudinem quantum valet in ipsa sua cogitatione 
conatur exprimere quod quanto verius facit, tanto verius rem ipsam cogitat» (Monologion 
33, SCHMITT, éd., vol. 1, p. 52,15-19). 

17 «In eorum quippe animabus ratio, quae et princeps et iudex debet omnium esse 
quae sunt in homine, sic est in imaginationibus corporalibus obvoluta, ut ex eis non possit 
evolvere, nec ab ipsis ea quae ipsa sola et pura contemplari debet, valeat discernere 
(Epistola de incarnatione verbi 1, SCHMITT, éd., vol. 2, p. 10,1-4). 

18 «Quod si iste de illis dialecticis modernis est, qui nihil esse credunt nisi quod 
imaginationibus comprehendere possunt, ...» (Epistola de incarnatione verbi 4, SCHMITT, 
éd., vol. 2, p. 17,22-18,1). 
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représentation de la figure sensible et l'intellection de la raison sont les 
seules opérations susceptibles d’atteindre les choses mémes. 

Et c’est pourquoi, dans son Monologion, Anselme les prend comme 
terme de son analogie de la parole créatrice. Cette parole (verbum) 
introduit ensuite une pluralité dans la nature supréme et, avec l'amour, 
constitue la trinité dans l’unité de la nature supréme. Passage nécessaire 
dans l’introduction d'une pluralité dans l’unité, le chapitre 10 du 
Monologion est aussi un texte capital pour l’explicitation des fondements 
de la connaissance selon Anselme de Canterbury. 
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O CONHECIMENTO DE DEUS: ANSELMO E GAUNILO 


O presente estudo retoma a inesgotävel questäo do conhecimento de 
Deus em três textos incontomäveis da tradição filosófica medieval e 
ocidental: o texto do argumento anselmiano, Proslogion; o texto da crítica 
de Gaunilo, Quid ad haec respondeat quidam pro insipiente; e o texto da 
réplica de Anselmo, Quid ad haec respondeat editor ipsius libellil. Os três 
textos não versam propriamente sobre o alcance e os limites das 
faculdades cognitivas humanas no conhecimento de Deus. No entanto, a 
consideração do préstimo cognitivo do intelecto e da imaginação não é 
indiferente à divergência entre Anselmo e Gaunilo, na questão do 
conhecimento de Deus. Por um lado, ambos recusam uma intuição 
intelectual de Deus, mas Anselmo não nega que Deus seja de algum modo 
inteligível. Por outro lado, Gaunilo rejeita todo e qualquer contributo da 
imaginação espácio-temporal para o conhecimento de Deus, enquanto 
Anselmo releva, para o efeito, o papel de uma cogitação de possíveis, que 
superam os limites do espaço e do tempo. Será esta cogitação, função do 
intelecto ou da imaginação? Ponderaremos na resposta, através deste 
nosso estudo. 

Comecemos por aquilo que une Anselmo e Gaunilo: a negação de 
uma intuição intelectual de Deus. 

Segundo Gaunilo, uma tal intuição tornaria imediata a intelecção da 
existência de Deus, ou seja, a essência e a existência divinas seriam dadas 


1 Títulos dos textos, segundo a edição crítica: S. Anselmi Cantuariensis 
Archiescopi Opera omnia ad fidem codicum, F.S. SCHMITT (ed.), Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt, 
Friedrich Fromman Verlag (Günther Holzboog), 1968. Em todas as referências e citações 
dos textos mencionados, os títulos destes recebem a forma abreviada, respectivamente, de 
Pr., Pro ins. e Resp. No final de cada referência ou citação, acrescenta-se a indicação de 
volume, página e linha da edicào crítica. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 867-880. 
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a conhecer num mesmo acto intelectivo2. Mas tal não é o caso, como 
ilustra, para Gaunilo, o próprio argumento de Anselmo. Neste argumento, 
há dois momentos, um para a compreensão da noção anselmiana de Deus 
e outro para a conclusão da existência de Deus, pelo que esta conclusão 
não resulta imediatamente daquela compreensão3. A própria ocorrência do 
argumento acusa a necessidade de argumentar contra a possibilidade de 
negar a existência de Deus. Ora, nem esta negação seria possível nem 
haveria necessidade de argumentar contra ela, se uma intuição intelectual 
de Deus assegurasse de imediato o conhecimento da sua existências. 
Anselmo não dissente de Gaunilo sob esse aspecto, e dá conta disso 
em dois capítulos profundamente auto-críticos do Proslogion, os caps. 14 
e 15. Estes capítulos dão testemunho das interrogações e da insatisfação 
imensa de Anselmo com a teologia que vinha elaborando, e que incidia 
sobre a existência e a essência de Deus5. No cap. 14, Anselmo interroga-se 
acerca do ponto de chegada: foi ou não foi um encontro com Deus? Se não 
foi, como é que aquilo que Anselmo inteligiu se pode identificar com 
Deus? Se foi, por que é que Anselmo não sente aquilo que encontrou?6 


2 Caso em que seria preferível dizer que se pode inteligir ou ter no intelecto a 
noção anselmiana de Deus, a dizer que se pode cogitar ou ter no pensamento essa noção: 
«Nisi forte tale illud constat esse ut non eo modo quo etiam falsa quaeque vel dubia, habere 
possit in cogitatione, et ideo non dicor illud auditum cogitare vel in cogitatione habere, sed 
intelligere et in intellectu habere; quia scilicet non possim hoc aliter cogitare, nisi 
intelligendo id est scientia comprehendendo re ipsa illud existere». Pro ins. [2]; I, 125, 
17-21, 126, 1. 

3 «Sed si hoc est, primo quidem non hic erit iam aliud idemque tempore 
praecedens habere rem in intellectu, et aliud idque tempore sequens intelligere rem esse; ut 
fit de pictura quae prius est in animo pictoris, deinde in opere». Pro ins. [2]; 126, 1-4. 

4 Se, em especial, a noção anselmiana de Deus assegurasse o conhecimento da sua 
existéncia: «Deinde vix unquam poterit esse credibile, cum dictum et auditum fuerit illud 
istud, non eo modo posse cogitari non esse, quo etiam potest non esse Deus. Nam si non 
potest: cur contra negantem aut dubitantem quod sit talis aliqua natura, tota ista disputatio 
est assumpta?». Pro ins. [2]; I, 126, 4-7. 

5 Ou seja, nos capítulos anteriores do Proslogion, e mesmo, podemos nós 
acrescentar, no texto anterior do Monologion. 

6 «An invenisti, anima mea, quod quaerebas? Quaerebas Deum, et invenisti eum 
esse quiddam, summum omnium, quo nihil melius cogitari potest; et hoc esse ipsam vitam, 
lucem, sapientiam, bonitatem, aeternam beatitudinem et beatam aeternitatem; et hoc esse 
ubique et semper. Nam si non invenisti Deum tuum: quomodo est ille hoc quod invenisti 
et quod illum tam certa veritate invenisti? Si vero invenisti: quid est quod non sentis quod 
invenisti? Cur non te sentit, Domine Deus, anima mea, si invenit te?». Pr. 14; I, 111, 8-15. 
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Nestas interrogações, Anselmo não desmente ter atingido alguma 
inteligência acerca de Deus, mas não uma inteligência intuitiva, que lhe 
permitiria sentir isso mesmo que lograra inteligir. Anselmo exprime assim 
uma consciência lamentosa de não conseguir sentir Deus através do 
intelecto. 

No entanto, Anselmo não deixou de cultivar a teologia afirmativa, 
mesmo depois da auto-crítica expressa no Proslogion. Assim não seria, se 
a teologia anselmiana não assumisse certa inteligibilidade de Deus ou a 
possibilidade de algum conhecimento inteligível de Deus. Que 
conhecimento poderá ser esse? Não sendo um conhecimento directo por 
intuição intelectual, terá que ser um conhecimento indirecto ou mediato. 
Será um conhecimento mediado por algo semelhante, ou seja, um 
conhecimento por semelhança com algo directamente conhecido? Em 
resposta, Anselmo diverge decisivamente de Gaunilo. 

O opositor de Anselmo, para além de rejeitar uma intuição intelectual 
de Deus, nega também toda e qualquer possibilidade de um conhecimento 
de Deus por aproximação de semelhança. Deus não é semelhante a alguma 
espécie ou género de realidade cognoscível, pelo que nenhuma espécie ou 
género pode servir de mediação para o conhecimento de Deus”. Admitir 
tal mediação seria conceder, por exemplo, que na descrição gauniliana da 
ilha perfeita e perdida8 há alguma semelhança com a essência divina. Ora, 
essa descrição é uma caricatura da noção anselmiana de Deus, que visa 
denunciar ser esta uma noção relativa à ordem das espécies e dos géneros 
conhecidos e, desse modo, um ensaio de conhecimento impossível. Com 
efeito, o conhecimento de Deus é, segundo Gaunilo, impossível, pois está 
para além do domínio comum do conhecimento humano. 

Advirta-se, entretanto, de que, na sua filosofia implícita do 
conhecimento, Gaunilo parece privilegiar a imaginação relativamente ao 
intelecto. Com efeito, a possibilidade de um conhecimento por semelhança 
com espécies e géneros conhecidos seria inconcebível sem imaginação; a 
ilha perdida é uma ilha imaginária; e, por fim, conhecer Deus não é 
possível senão com base no seu nome, isto é, senão tentando figurar 


7 «Huc accedit illud quod praetaxatum est superius, quia scilicet illud omnibus 
quae cogitari possunt maius, quod nihil aliud posse esse dicitur quam ipse Deus, tam ego 
secundum rem vel ex specie mihi vel ex genere notam, cogitare auditum vel in intellectu 
habere non possum, quam nec ipsum Deum, quem utique ob hoc ipsum etiam non esse 
cogitare possum». Pro ins. [4]; I, 126, 29-31, 127, 1-2. 

8 Cfr. Pro ins. [6]; I, 128, 14-32. 
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(effingere) aquilo que o seu nome significa. S6 as palavras, que constituem 
os nomes divinos, servem de base de sustentacäo do conhecimento de 
Deus, segundo Gaunilo. Mas, como este reconhece também, as palavras s6 
por si não são firme base de apoio, para imaginar a referência 
desconhecida, pelo que seria bem de admirar que esse esforco de 
imaginagäo alguma vez acertasse no alvo e se convertesse de facto em 
conhecimento de Deus9. O agnosticismo de Gaunilo näo é, assim, alheio 
ao papel que este atribui A imaginacäo no conhecimento em geral. A 
imaginacäo cabe conceber a partir do dado: se o dado é um género 
conhecido, como o das ilhas, a imaginação pode conceber a ilha perfeita 
de Gaunilo; se o dado é apenas alguma palavra, sem o apoio de 
conhecimento genérico ou específico, a imaginação fica à deriva. 

Diversa é a postura de Anselmo. É certo que Gaunilo denuncia com 
alguma pertinência que Anselmo também não pode aceitar um 
conhecimento de Deus por semelhança com as espécies e os géneros 
conhecidos!0. De facto, já no Monologion, Anselmo se interrogava sobre 
a possibilidade de dizer algo acerca de Deus com palavras adequadas a 
outras realidades!!. Desta interrogação resultou, porém, não a inibição, 
mas a assunção do discurso teológico, na sua inelutável relatividade. Aqui 
Anselmo toma um caminho bem diferente do de Gaunilo. Anselmo parte 


9 «Nec sic igitur, ut haberem falsum istud [non esse hominem quem cogitarem] in 
cogitatione vel in intellectu, habere possum illud cum audio dici deus aut aliquid omnibus 
maius, cum quando illud secundum rem veram mihique notam cogitarem possem, istud 
omnino nequaquam nisi tantum secundum vocem, secundum quam solam aut vix aut 
nunquam potest illum cogitari verum; siquidem cum ita cogitatur, non tam vox ipsa quae 
res est utique vera, hoc est litterarum sonus vel syllabarum, quam vocis auditae significatio 
cogitetur; sed non ita ut ab illo qui novit, quid ea soleat voce significari, a quo scilicet 
cogitatur secundum rem vel in sola cogitatione veram, verum ut ab eo qui illud non novit 
et solummodo cogitat secundum animi motum illius auditu vocis effectum 
significationemque perceptae vocis conantem effingere sibi. Quod mirum est, si unquam 
rem veritate potuerit». Pro ins. [4]; I, 127, 10-21. «Ego enim nondum dico, immo etiam 
nego vel dubito ulla re vera esse maius illud, nec aliud ei esse concedo quam illud, si 
dicendum est esse, cum secundum vocem tantum auditam rem prorsus ignotam sibi conatur 
animus effingere». Pro ins. [5]; I, 128, 4-7. 

10 «Neque enim aut rem ipsam novi aut ex alia possum conicere simili, 
quandoquidem et tu talem asseris illam, ut esse non posse simile quicquam». Pro ins. [4]; 
I, 127, 2-3. 

l1 «Lam non immerito valde moveor quam studiose possum inquirere, quid omnium 
quae de aliquo dici possunt, huic tam admirabili naturae queat convenire substantialiter. 
Quamquam enim mirer, si possit in nominibus vel verbis quae aptamus rebus factis de 
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com a razão por guia, enquanto Gaunilo se deteve perante a falibilidade da 
imaginação. 

Retomemos o caminho de Anselmo pela análise da noção de Deus, 
presente e determinante nos caps. 2 e 3 do Proslogion. Trata-se da noção, 
a que nos referimos como noção anselmiana de Deus, e que é dita pelo 
nome perifrástico: id quo maius cogitari nequitl2. A elaboração deste 
nome náo pode deixar de nos causar perplexidade, desde logo, atendendo 
ao estilo da escrita anselmiana, maximamente concisa e sintética. Anselmo 
nunca diria por mais palavras aquilo que pudesse dizer por menos. Näo é, 
pois, nem por acaso nem por imperativo de estilo que Anselmo constrói 
esse nome perifrástico de Deus; € porque só esse nome diz a nogäo 
anselmiana de Deus. E que noção é essa? Mais do que um conceito 
determinável por mültiplos atributos divinos, ela é, a nosso ver, uma regra 
para pensar Deus, uma regra que nos impede de reduzir Deus a um 
possível menor entre as possibilidades do nosso pensamento. 

Näo bastaria, contudo, o próprio nome Deus, para nos impedir de tal? 
Não, porquanto o nome Deus é pensável sem sentido. Dada a disparidade 
dos discursos sobre Deus e a plurivocidade do próprio nome Deus, este 
torna-se facilmente separável de todo e qualquer sentido. Em 
contrapartida, o nome divino de Proslogion 2 e 3 nào é pensável sem 
sentido, mesmo para quem o nome Deus não tenha sentido13. E que 
sentido tem o nome anselmiano de Deus? Uma vez que a extensäo deste 
nome é motivo de embaraço, é difícil evitar a tentação de interpretar esse 
sentido através de uma expressäo abreviada. Gaunilo näo resistiu a essa 
tentacáo e nós também näo. Gaunilo abrevia o nome anselmiano de Deus, 


nihilo reperiri, quod digne dicatur de creatrice universorum substantia: tentandum tamen 
est, ad quid hanc indagationem ratio perducet». Mon. 15; I, 28, 3-8. 

12 Esta é a expressão mais sintética de algumas variantes do mesmo nome divino, 
empregues por Anselmo: aliquid quo nihil maius cogitari possit; aliquid quo maius nihil 
cogitari potest; id quo maius cogitari nequit; id quo maius cogitari non potest; aliquid quo 
maius cogitari non valet. Cfr. Pr. 2-3; I, pp. 101-103. 

13 «An enim rationabile est ut idcirco neget aliquis quod intelligit, quia esse dicitur 
id, quod ideo negat quia non intelligit? [...] Quare nec credibile potest esse idcirco 
quemlibet negare quo maius cogitari nequit, quod auditum aliquatenus intelligit: quia negat 
deum cuius sensum nullo modo cogitat. Aut si et illud, quia non omnino intelligitur 
negatur: nonne tamen facilius id quod aliquo modo, quam id quod nullo modo intelligitur 
probatur? Non ergo irrationabiliter contra insipientem ad probandum deum esse attuli, quo 
maius cogitari non possit, cum illud nullo modo, istud aliquo modo intelligerit». Resp. 
[VII]; I, 136, 25-31, 137, 1-5. 
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preferentemente, através da expressäo aliquid maius omnibusl4, que 
passaremos doravante a tomar pelo nome gauniliano de Deus. Nös 
preferimos traduzi-la de forma abreviada por «supremo pensävel»15, ou, 
retrovertendo literalmente para latim, summum cogitabile. Todavia, 
nenhuma destas versões é inteiramente fidedigna ao nome anselmiano de 
Deus. Tanto a versão gauniliana quanto a nossa revelam parcial 
incompreensão deste nome, cuja formulação, na sua fundamental 
estrutura, Anselmo não altera no texto de resposta a Gaunilo. 

Consideremos, pois, a inconformidade das duas versões, da de 
Gaunilo e da nossa, ao nome anselmiano de Deus. 

É, com efeito, em termos de maius omnibus, que Gaunilo mais 
frequentemente interpreta o nome anselmiano de Deusló. O Deus de 
Anselmo é assim, para Gaunilo, o maior do que todas as coisas ou, 
simplesmente, o supremo. Entretanto, Gaunilo sente necessidade de 
interpretar mais determinadamente o sentido da ordem subordinada à 
supremacia divina e fá-lo em duas reformulações mais extensas do nome 
anselmiano de Deus: aliqua superior, hoc est maior ac melior omnium 
quae sunt natural? e illud quod maius ac melius est omnibus!8. Em ambas 
estas expressões, Gaunilo acrescenta melhor a maior, como se quisesse 
evitar o equívoco de reduzir o sentido da supremacia divina a uma 
supremacia de ordem quantitativa. A supremacia divina é obviamente de 


14 Cfr. Pro ins. [4]; I, 127, 11-12. Só uma vez, no seu texto crítico, Gaunilo mantém 
fidelidade quase literal ao nome anselmiano de Deus, através da expressão aliquid quo 
maius quicquam nequeat cogitari (cfr. Pro ins. [3]; I, 126, 26-27). Logo a seguir, porém, 
Gaunilo altera decisivamente este nome perifrástico, reformulando-o através das 
expressões illud omnibus quae cogitari possint maius (cf. Pro ins. [4]; I, 126, 30) e aliquid 
maius omnibus quae valeant cogitari (cfr. Pro ins. [4]; 1, 127, 23). A alteração decisiva, que 
se dá, entre aquela e estas duas expressões, consiste no seguinte: enquanto a primeira é um 
nome negativo de supremo, tal como o nome anselmiano de Deus, porque omite a ordem 
de termos subordinados, dizendo explicitamente apenas a impossibilidade de pensar um 
termo superior, as duas expressões seguintes são já nomes afirmativos de supremo, dado 
que dizem explicitamente uma relação de supremacia com a ordem subjacente do pensável. 
Num aspecto, porém, estes dois nomes afirmativos de supremo mantêm-se afins do nome 
anselmiano de Deus: ambos dizem Deus na ordem do pensável. 

15 Cfr. M.L.L.O. XAVIER, Razão e Ser Três questões de ontologia em Santo 
Anselmo, Lisboa, Fundação Calouste Gulbenkian — Fundação para a Ciência e a 
Tecnologia, 1999, pp. 503-577. 

16 Cfr. Pro ins. [1] [5] [7]; I, 125, 9-12; 127, 26-27; 128, 3, 8, 12-13; 129, 5. 

17 Cfr. Pro ins. [7]; I, 129, 7-9. 

18 Cfr. Pro ins. [7]; I, 129, 10. 
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ordem qualitativa e, como consigna a primeira das duas expressöes, da 
ordem qualitativa das naturezas, de modo que Deus seja a natureza 
suprema. Recorde-se, porém, que esta acepção de Deus supõe que Deus 
seja cognoscivel por semelhanga com as naturezas conhecidas, isto é, com 
as espécies e os géneros, o que, como vimos, Gaunilo rejeita. 

Tal era, no entanto, a acepção de Deus no Monologion de Anselmo, 
mas não acriticamente. Já no cap. 15 do seu primeiro tratado, Anselmo 
procede a uma fina análise crítica do uso teológico da noção de supremo. 
De acordo com essa análise, esta noção não pode ser um atributo divino, 
antes de mais, por ser uma relação e, como tal, não qualificativa da 
essência divinal9, mas, sobretudo, por não satisfazer a regra de selecção 
dos atributos divinos. Segundo esta regra, só pode ser atributo divino, 
aquilo que é omnimodamente melhor ser do que não ser, no domínio dos 
predicáveis (para além dos relativos)20. Satisfazem esta regra, qualidades 
como a justiça ou a verdade21. Não satisfaz esta regra, a relação de 
supremacia, porque, caso nada existisse de tudo aquilo relativamente ao 
qual se afirma a supremacia divina, não ficariam por isso diminuídas a 
grandeza e a bondade essenciais de Deus22. Apesar de Anselmo aplicar à 


19 «Itaque de relativis quidem nulli dubium, quia nullum eorum substantiale est illi 
de quo relative dicitur. Quare si quid de summa natura dicitur relative, non est eius 
significativum substantiae. Unde hoc ipsum quod summa omnium sive maior omnibus 
quae ab illa facta sunt, seu aliud aliquid similiter relative dici potest: manifestum est 
quoniam non eius naturalem designat essentiam». Mon. 15; I, 28, 8-13. 

20 «Cum igitur quidquid aliud est [praeter relativa], si singula dispiciantur, aut sit 
melius quam non ipsum, aut non ipsum in aliquo sit melius quam ipsum: sicut nefas est 
putare quod substantia supremae naturae sit aliquid, quo melius sit aliquomodo non ipsum, 
sic necesse est ut sit quidquid omnino melius est quam non ipsum. Illa enim sola est qua 
penitus nihil est melius, et quae melior est omnibus quae non sunt quod ipsa est». Mon. 15; 
I, 29, 15-21. Neste ültimo período, esboca-se já o nome divino de Pr. 2 e 3, indicando que 
este nome foi elaborado de acordo com a regra de selecção dos atributos divinos. 

21 «Similiter omnino melius est verum quam non ipsum, id est quam non verum; et 
iustum quam non iustum; et vivit quam non vivit». Mon. 15; L, 29, 1-3. 

22 «Si enim nulla earum rerum umquam esset, quarum relatione summa et maior 
dicitur, ipsa nec summa nec maior intelligeretur: nec tamen idcirco minus bona esset aut 
essentialis suae magnitudinis in aliquo detrimentum pateretur. Quod ex eo manifeste 
cognoscitur, quoniam ipsa quidquid boni vel magni est, non est per aliud quam per 
seipsam. Si igitur summa natura sic potest intelligi non summa, ut tamen nequaquam sit 
maior aut minor quam cum intelligitur summa omnium: manifestum est quia summum non 
simpliciter significat illam essentiam quae omnimodo maior et melior est, quam quidquid 
non est quod ipsa». Mon. 15; I, 28, 13-22. f 
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saciedade o relativo supremo no Monologion, ele sabe que o faz 
impropriamente. Ora, esta impropriedade não deve ser ignorada na 
abordagem do Proslogion, que não é mera repetição abreviada do 
Monologion, mas expressäo de uma teologia mais depurada e apurada. 

Como o autor indica no Proémio deste opüsculo teolögico, era sua 
intenção encontrar um argumento único a favor da existência de Deus, isto 
é, um argumento auto-suficiente, que não necessitasse de algum outro para 
o efeito23. Como o mesmo indica no texto de resposta a Gaunilo, esse 
argumento único é o que é dito pelo nome divino de Proslogion 2 e 324. 
Paradoxalmente, este nome não é conciso nem simples. Não é um nome 
afirmativo de supremo, como seriam as expressões mais concisas summum 
ou summum omnium, ou mesmo o nome gauniliano de Deus, aliquid 
maius omnibus, porque nenhum nome afirmativo de supremo significa 
propriamente a essência divina. Um nome capaz de dizer a essência 
incondicionada de Deus tem de abstrair da relação de supremacia. É esta 
exigência, que o nome anselmiano de Deus satisfaz25, e que nem a versão 
de Gaunilo nem a nossa satisfazem, visto que estas são ambas nomes 
afirmativos de supremo. 

Mas, apesar de não ser um nome afirmativo de supremo, o nome 
anselmiano de Deus, id quo maius cogitari nequit, é um nome negativo de 
supremo. Não é um nome afirmativo de supremo, dado que não afirma 


23  «[...], coepi mecum quaerere, si forte posset inveniri unum argumentum, quod 
nullo alio ad se probandum quam se solo indigeret, et solum ad astruendum quia Deus vere 
est, [...], sufficeret». Pr. Prooemium; I, 93, 5-10. 

24 «Quid enim si quis dicat esse aliquid maius omnibus quae sunt, et idipsum tamen 
posse cogitari non esse, et aliquid maius eo etiam si non sit, posse tamen cogitari? An hic 
sic aperte inferri potest: non est ergo maius omnibus quae sunt, sicut ibi apertissime 
diceretur: ergo non est quo maius cogitari nequit? Illud namque alio indiget argumento 
quam hoc quod dicitur omnibus maius, in isto vero non est opus alio quam hoc ipso quod 
sonat, quo maius cogitari non possit». Resp. [V]; I, 135, 14-20. Daí a pertinéncia da 
distingäo entre argumento (argumentum) e prova (probatio, Beweis), segundo K. BARTH, 
na sua célebre interpretação de Pr.: cfr. Fides Quaerens Intellectum. Anselms Beweis der 
Existenz Gottes im Zusammenhang seines theologischen Programms (Gesemtausgabe. II. 
Akademische Werke), 2° ed., Zurique, Theologischer Verlag Zürich, 1986, pp. 9-10. 

25 «Credimus namque de divina substantia quidquid absolute cogitari potest melius 
esse quam non esse. Verbi gratia: melius est esse aeternum quam non aeternum, bonum quam 
non bonum, immo bonitatem ipsam quam non ipsam bonitatem. Nihil autem huiusmodi non 
esse potest, quo maius aliquid cogitari non potest. Necesse igitur est quo maius cogitari non 
potest esse, quidquid de divina essentia credi potest». Resp. [X]; 139, 3-8. 
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explicitamente uma relação de supremacia com uma ordem de termos 
subordinados, mas é um nome negativo de supremo, uma vez que, ao 
negar alguma relação a algum termo superior, não só supõe uma ordem de 
maior e de menor, como afirma implicitamente uma posição suprema 
relativamente a todos os restantes termos diferenciáveis. Deste modo, o 
nome anselmiano de Deus, não pretendendo ser, é ainda um nome de 
supremo, e não podia deixar de o ser, se ele diz algo ainda de algum modo 
cognoscível acerca de Deus. Na verdade, Anselmo não nega a 
possibilidade de um conhecimento de Deus na ordem do pensável, no 
âmbito da qual o nome anselmiano de Deus afirma implicitamente uma 
relação de supremacia. 

O que significa, então, a ordem do pensável na elaboração do 
argumento único do Proslogion, que é o nome anselmiano de Deus? Por 
que é que este nome vincula a supremacia divina com a ordem do 
pensável, e não com a ordem do inteligível, ou, simplesmente, com a 
ordem de todas as coisas? Anselmo dá expressamente as respostas a 
Gaunilo. Por um lado, considerar a supremacia divina em relação com a 
ordem de todas coisas, de acordo com o nome gauniliano de Deus, 
comporta duas possibilidades que limitam e diminuem o sentido dessa 
supremacia: a de pensar que o supremo não exista, tal como todas as coisas 
subjacentes são pensáveis como não existentes; e a de pensar algo acima 
do nível supremo dessa ordem, mesmo que não exista26. Estas duas 
possibilidades reduzem Deus a um supremo menor e a noção de um 
supremo menor não assegura da existência do próprio supremo, isto é, não 
constitui o argumento único ou auto-suficiente de Anselmo. Por outro 
lado, considerar a supremacia divina em relação com a ordem do 
inteligível, como o supremo inteligível, não permite destacar com a devida 
acuidade a ininteligibilidade exclusiva da negação da existência de Deus. 
Atendendo à tradicional circunscrição do inteligível ao domínio daquilo 
que é, que existe inclusive, e que é verdadeiro, não só a negação do 
supremo inteligível seria ininteligível, como também o falso e o 
inexistente. Deus pode ser o supremo inteligível, mas não é o único 
inteligível cuja negação é ininteligível. Em contrapartida, Deus é, para 
Anselmo, o único pensável cuja negação é impensável27. Porquê? 


26 Rever nota 24. 
27 «Quod autem dicis, quia cum dicitur, quod summa res non esse nequeat cogitari 
melius fortasse diceretur quod non esse aut etiam posse non esse non possit intelligi: potius 
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Observe-se, antes de mais, que a ordem do pensävel näo exclui as 
outras ordens a que aludimos, mas € mais abrangente do que qualquer 
delas, incluindo o ser e o não ser, o existente e o inexistente, o real e o irreal, 
o verdadeiro e o falso, o necessário e o contingente, o possível e o 
impossível. Diversamente da ordem do inteligível, a ordem do pensável 
inclui a dualidade dos contrários, de modo que a afirmação de um contrário 
não torna impensável a sua negação, ou a afirmação do seu contrário. Não 
basta, pois, pensar Deus como sendo, porque isso não toma impensável 
que não seja; ou como existente, porque isso não torna impensável a sua 
inexistência; ou como real, porque isso não toma impensável a sua 
irrealidade; ou como verdadeiro, porque isso não torna impensável a sua 
falsidade; ou como necessário, porque isso não toma impensável a sua 
contingência; ou como possível, porque isso não torna impensável a sua 
impossibilidade. Bastará, então, pensar Deus como supremo pensável, tal 
como nós propusemos, para que se tome impensável a sua negação? 
Também não, pela mesma ordem de razões: pensar Deus como supremo 
pensável não torna impensável a sua negação como supremo pensävel, isto 
é, a sua superação na ordem do pensável. O próprio Anselmo consigna esta 
possibilidade ao reelaborar o nome de Deus em termos de quiddam maius 
quam cogitari possit28, para dizer algo supra-pensável. Por conseguinte, a 
nossa noção de supremo pensável não só não coincide com o argumento 
único de Anselmo, como permanece deficitária relativamente ao alcance 
do nome anselmiano de Deus. 

Este é um nome afirmativo, não da supremacia divina na ordem do 
pensável, como na nossa versão, mas da insuperabilidade divina nessa 
ordem. Ora, é esta afirmação de insuperabilidade, que toma o nome 
anselmiano de Deus tão resistente a reformulações menos extensas. O 
Deus de Anselmo é mais do que o supremo pensável, é o insuperável na 


dicendum fuit non posse cogitari. Si enim dixissem rem ipsam non posse intelligi non esse, 
fortasse tu ipse qui dicis, quia secundum proprietatem verbi istius falsa nequeunt intelligi, 
obiceres nihil quod est posse intelligi non esse. Falsum est enim non esse quod est. Quare 
non esse proprium Deo non posse intelligi non esse. Quod si aliquid eorum quae certissime 
sunt potest intelligi non esse, similiter et alia certa non esse posse intelligi. Sed hoc utique 
non potest obici de cogitatione, si bene consideretur. Nam et si nulla quae sunt possint 
intelligi non esse, omnia tamen possunt cogitari non esse, praeter id quod summe est». 
Resp. [IV]; I, 133, 21-30. 

28 «Ergo Domine, non solum es quo maius cogitari nequit, sed es quiddam maius 
quam cogitari possit». Pr. 15; I, 112, 14-15. 
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ordem do pensävel. E esta nocäo de insuperävel que torna impensävel a 
sua negação. Como? 

Vejamos, para tal, como é que se obtém a noção anselmiana de 
insuperável na ordem do pensável. Na réplica a Gaunilo, o autor do 
Proslogion reassume a possibilidade de conhecimento de Deus do modo 
como a tinha já assumido na teologia do Monologion, a saber, como uma 
possibilidade fundada na ordem dos bens. De acordo com esta ordem, um 
bem que começa e acaba é superado por um bem que começa e não acaba, 
sendo este superado por um bem um que nem começa nem acaba, mesmo 
que seja um bem temporal, sendo este ainda por sua vez superado por um 
bem intemporal. Esta é a ordem que permite apurar a acepção de Deus 
como bem supremo, e não é com base senão nessa mesma ordem que se 
atinge a acepção de Deus, que confina com o argumento único do 
Proslogion29. Anselmo discrimina, aliás, para Gaunilo, os níveis que 
medeiam e preparam a concepção de Deus como algo maior do que o qual 
nada se pode pensar, ou seja, como insuperável na ordem do pensável. 
Esses níveis correspondem a propriedades dos bens temporais, como ter 
início, ter circunscrição espácio-temporal e ter partes, cuja negação 
permite esboçar a noção de insuperável na ordem do pensável. Com efeito, 
se este insuperável tivesse início, circunscrição espácio-temporal e partes, 
não seria o insuperável na ordem do pensável. Em qualquer dessas 
hipóteses, o insuperável seria pensável de algum modo como não sendo ou 
como não existindo: caso tivesse início, o insuperável seria pensável como 


29 «Item quod dicis quo maius cogitari nequit, secundum rem vel ex genere tibi vel 
ex specie notam te cogitare auditum vel in intellectu habere non posse, quoniam nec ipsam 
rem nosti, nec eam ex alia simili potes conicere: palam est rem aliter sese habere. Quoniam 
namque omne minus bonum in tantum est simile maiori bono inquantum est bonum, patet 
cuilibet rationali menti, quia de bonis minoribus ad maiora conscendendo ex iis quibus 
aliquid maius cogitari potest, multum possumus conicere illud quo nihil potest maius 
cogitari. Quis enim verbi gratia vel hoc cogitare non potest, etiam si non credat in re esse 
quod cogitat, scilicet si bonum est aliquid quod initium et finem habet, multo melius esse 
bonum, quod licet incipiat non tamen desinit; et sicut istud illo melius est, ita isto esse 
melius illud quod nec finem habet nec initium, etiam si semper de praeterito per praesens 
transeat ad futurum; et sive sit in re aliquid huiusmodi sive non sit, valde tamen eo melius 
esse id quod nullo modo indiget vel cogitur mutari vel moveri? An hoc cogitari non potest, 
aut aliquid hoc maius cogitari potest? Aut non est hoc ex iis quibus maius cogitari valet, 
conicere id quo maius cogitari nequit? Est igitur unde possit conici quo maius cogitari 
nequeat». Resp. [VIII]; I, 137, 11-28. Esta dilucidação de Anselmo dá razão àqueles que 
consideram que o argumento do Pr. nao € a priori, mas a posteriori. 
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podendo existir, sem existir, nomeadamente, antes do seu início30; caso 
tivesse circunscrição espácio-temporal, o insuperável seria pensável como 
nunca existindo em lugar algum, tal como é pensável como não existindo 
em algum tempo e lugar fora da sua circunscrição31; caso tivesse partes, o 
insuperável seria pensável como não existindo em todas as suas partes ou 
como um todo, tal como é pensável como não existindo em algumas das 
suas partes, quando e onde existem outras32. Ora, há contradição entre a 
noção de insuperável na ordem do pensável e a possibilidade de pensá-lo 
de algum modo como não sendo ou como não existindo33. Em virtude 
dessa contradição, esta possibilidade revela ser racionalmente uma 
impossibilidade, segundo a qual Anselmo conclui ser impensável a 
negação da existência do insuperável na ordem do pensável34. Impensável 
é, assim, aquilo que é logicamente contraditório e, portanto, intolerável 
para o pensamento racional. 

Mas, donde essa contradição? Ela não é imediatamente óbvia. Ela só 
aparece mediante a consideração do princípio de ordem de Proslogion 3. 
Esse princípio define dois níveis da ordem do pensável: um inferior, no 


30 «Nam quo maius cogitari nequit, non potest cogitari esse nisi sine initio. 
Quidquid autem potest cogitari esse et non est, per initium potest cogitari esse. Non ergo 
quo maius cogitari nequit cogitari potest esse et non est». Resp. [1]; I, 131, 2-4. 

31 «Procul dubio quidquid alicubi aut aliquando non est: etiamsi est alicubi aut 
aliquando, potest tamen cogitari numquam et nusquam esse, sicut non est alicubi aut 
aliquando. Nam quod heri non fuit et hodie est: sicut heri non fuisse intelligitur, ita 
numquam esse subintelligi potest. Et quod hic non est et alibi est: sicut non est hic, ita 
potest cogitari nusquam esse». Resp. [I], 131, 18-23. 

32 «Similiter cuius partes singulae non sunt, ubi aut quando sunt aliae partes, eius 
omnes partes, et ideo ipsum totum possunt cogitari numquam aut nusquam esse. Nam et si 
dicatur tempus semper esse et mundus ubique, non tamen illud totum semper aut iste totus 
est ubique. Et sicut singulae partes temporis non sunt quando aliae sunt, ita possunt 
numquam esse cogitari. Et singulae mundi partes, sicut non sunt, ubi aliae sunt, ita 
subintelligi possunt nusquam esse. Sed et quod partibus coniunctum est, cogitatione 
dissolvi et non esse potest. Quare quidquid alicubi aut aliquando totum non est: etiam si est 
potest cogitari non esse». Resp. [I], 131, 23-32. 

33 «At quo maius nequit cogitari: si est, non potest cogitari non esse. Alioquin si 
est, non est quo maius cogitari non possit; quod non convenit. Nullatenus ergo alicubi aut 
aliquando totum non est, sed semper et ubique totum est». Resp. [I]; I, 131, 32-33 e 132, 
1-2; «Dum ergo cogitatur quo maius non possit cogitari: si cogitatur quod possit non esse, 
non cogitatur quo non possit cogitari maius». Resp. [IX]; I, 138, 22-23. 

34 «Sic ergo vere est aliquid quo maius cogitari non potest, ut nec cogitari possit 
non esse». Pr. 3; I, 103, 1-2. 
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qual se situa tudo aquilo que € pensävel de algum modo como näo sendo 
ou como não existindo, ou seja, aquilo que é contingente ou que é 
necessário apenas sob algum aspecto; e um superior, no qual se situa 
apenas aquilo que de modo nenhum é pensável como não sendo ou como 
não existindo, ou seja, aquilo que é omnimodamente necessário35. Na 
verdade, este princípio de ordem distingue e ordena entre si dois níveis de 
necessidade: o nível inferior da necessidade relativa, segundo a qual algo 
é necessário apenas de algum modo, sendo necessário e contingente sob 
aspectos diferentes; e o nível superior da necessidade absoluta, segundo a 
qual algo é omnimodamente necessário. De acordo com este princípio de 
ordem das duas necessidades, só o nível superior da necessidade 
omnimoda ou absoluta é consistente com a noção de insuperável na ordem 
do pensável. Se o insuperável fosse apenas relativamente necessário, ou 
seja, de algum modo pensável como não sendo ou não existindo, então não 
seria insuperável na ordem do pensável, mas seria superável por algo 
pensável como omnimodamente necessário. O insuperável na ordem do 
pensável não pode pois ser senão absoluta ou omnimodamente necessário, 
de modo que a sua negação é impensável, isto é, contraditória com este 
nível superior de necessidade. O discemimento e a ordenação da 
necessidade omnímoda, como propriedade superior, que comporta a 
irrecusabilidade do ser, da existência inclusive, e que consiste com a noção 
de insuperável na ordem do pensável, é mesmo, a nosso ver, o momento 
mais relevante do processo de elaboração desta noção, que entendemos 
por noção anselmiana de Deus, e que constitui o argumento único do 
Proslogion. 

Dada a análise deste argumento, consideremos as faculdades de 
conhecimento nele envolvidas. Como é, afinal, pensável o insuperável na 
ordem do pensável? Através da imaginação ou através do intelecto? 
Através do intelecto, mas não sem imaginação. Recordemos a série de 
propriedades que provêem à constituição da noção de insuperável na 
ordem do pensável: não ter início; não ter circunscrição espácio-temporal; 
não ter partes. Estas propriedades são as negações de propriedades 
adequadas ao domínio espácio-temporal. Ora, não é possível efectuar 
essas negações senão com base no conhecimento deste domínio, que é o 


35 «Nam potest cogitari esse aliquid, quod non possit cogitari non esse; quod maius 
est quam quod non esse cogitari potest». Pr. 3; I, 102, 6-8. 
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dominio comum do conhecimento humano por via da sensibilidade e da 
imaginação. Esta pode ser uma faculdade de retenção, de síntese ou até de 
construção, mas, na medida em que actua com base na sensibilidade, é 
sempre relativa ao domínio espácio-temporal. A imaginação e a 
sensibilidade estão, pois, implicadas na negação de propriedades afectas 
ao domínio espácio-temporal. Como a superação deste domínio exige essa 
negação, as três propriedades negativas referidas — não ter início, não ter 
circunscrição espácio-temporal e não ter partes — não são pensáveis sem 
imaginação. Todavia, o discernimento de possíveis para além da ordem 
espácio-temporal exige a superação da própria imaginação. A ilha perdida 
de Gaunilo é ainda imaginävel36, mas a infinitude do omnimodamente 
necessário é supra-espácio-temporal, pelo que é supra-imaginável. Será, 
porventura, inteligível. Ao intelecto caberá, então, o discernimento de 
possíveis supra-espácio-temporais, entre os quais o insuperável na ordem 
do pensável, e para além dos quais o supra-pensável, ou seja, o 
supra-inteligível. O Deus de Anselmo é supra-imaginável com 
propriedades ainda imagináveis e supra-inteligível com propriedades 
ainda inteligíveis37. Pensar o Deus de Anselmo é desafiar os limites das 
nossas faculdades de conhecimento. Pensar Deus com Anselmo é nunca 
figurá-lo âquem desses limites. Nesta exigência anselmiana, reside, a 
nosso ver, O alcance perene do argumento do Proslogion. 


Universidade de Lisboa 


36 Cfr Pro ins. [6]; I, 128, 14-32. 

37 Daí que seja imaginável a limite, o supra-imaginável, inteligível a limite, o 
supra-inteligível, ou pensável a limite, o supra-pensável, tal como é dizível o inefável: 
«Sed et si verum esset non posse cogitari vel intelligi illud quo maius nequit cogitari, non 
tamen falsum esset quo maius cogitari nequit cogitari posse et intelligi. Sicut enim nil 
prohibet dici ineffabile, licet illud dici non possit quod ineffabile dicitur; et quemadmodum 
cogitari potest non cogitabile, quamvis illud cogitari non possit cui convenit non cogitabile 
dici: ita cum dicitur quo nil maius valet cogitari, procul dubio quod auditur cogitari et 
intelligi potest, etiam si res illa cogitari non valeat aut intelligi, qua maius cogitari nequit». 
Resp. [IX]; I, 138, 4-11. 
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LA PSYCHOLOGIE DE LA CONNAISSANCE CHEZ PIERRE 
ABELARD ARRIVE-T-ELLE A UNE IMPASSE? 


Pierre Abélard traite de la connaissance dans la partie de son ceuvre 
consacrée a la logique. Il en est surtout question au début de ses Gloses sur 
le Peri ermenias! d’Aristote, bien que le méme théme soit également 
abordé en relation au probléme des universaux dans ses deuxiémes et 
troisiémes Gloses sur Porphyre2. En outre, Abélard accorde une large part 
a la connaissance dans son Tractatus de intellectibus3, qui fait également 
partie de ses écrits dialectiques. Relativement aux gloses qui appartiennent 
à une période antérieure4, le Tractatus constitue une ceuvre de maturité 
dans laquelle nous trouvons, en quelque sorte, la position définitive 
d’Abélard au sujet de la connaissanceS. Toutefois, il ne suffit pas 
d’examiner uniquement ce dernier traité pour avoir une idée claire et 
distincte de la conception gnoséologique de Maître Pierre. La position à 


1 Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, in Die Logica ‘Ingredientibus’, 
B. GEYER (éd.), Münster, Aschendorff, 1927. 

2 Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Porphyrium, in Die Logica ‘Ingredientibus’, 
op. cit., 1919; Petrus Abaelardus, Glossulae super Porphyrium, in Die Logica ‘Nostrorum 
petitioni sociorum’, B. GEYER (éd.), Münster, Aschendorff, 1933. 

3 Petrus Abaelardus, La psicologia di Abelardo e il ‘Tractatus de intellectibus’, 
L.U. ULIVI (éd.), Roma, Edizione di Storia e litteratura, 1976; Abélard. Des intellections, 
P. MORIN (éd.), Paris, Librairie philosophique J. Vrin, 1994. 

4 Selon Marenbon, la Logica ‘Ingredientibus’ aurait été écrite entre 1118 et 1120. 
Cfr. J. MARENBON, The Philosophy of Peter Abelard, Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press, 1997, p.46; C. MEws, «On Dating the Works of Peter Abelard», Archives d’histoire 
doctrinale et littéraire du moyen äge, 52 (1985), p. 73-134. 

5 Le Tractatus de intellectibus aurait été composé, selon Mews, à l'époque du 
Paraclet (1122-1126), plus précisément vers 1124. Cfr. C. Mews, «On Dating the Works of 
Peter Abelard», op. cit., p.73-134 ; Abélard. Des intellections, op. cit., p. s16. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 883-894. 
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cet égard présentée dans le Tractatus ne peut véritablement être comprise 
sans que soit établie une comparaison avec celle défendue dans les gloses 
précédemment mentionnées. Les éléments épars et parfois équivoques 
relatifs à la connaissance qui y sont rencontrés rendent nécessaire la táche 
de suivre l'évolution de la pensée d'Abélard à ce sujet en considérant 
chronologiquement le contenu de chacun de ces quatre traités de 
dialectique. Il s'agit, en somme, de reconstituer la théorie de la 
connaissance d' Abélard et de la rendre intelligible, autant que faire se peut, 
en tenant compte de données disparates, voire à l'occasion contradictoires. 

Dans la présente étude, nous exposerons l'essentiel de la théorie de la 
connaissance chez Abélard prise au sens strict du terme. Il s'agit alors de 
suivre les principales étapes qui, du sensible à l’intelligible en passant par 
l'imagination, permettent d'expliquer le processus de la connaissance. 
D'une maniére plus précise, nous verrons que la conception de la nature 
de l'image sensible et la théorie intellective de l'abstraction constituent 
des cas significatifs du syncrétisme abélardien. Un tel examen ne peut 
cependant se soustraire à la fameuse question des universaux, notamment 
à ses implications directes avec la doctrine gnoséologique. Il ne s'agit pas 
d'exposer in extenso ce théme de prédilection chez Abélard, maintes fois 
présenté sous diverses formes. La question des universaux permet 
néanmoins de mieux comprendre le fonctionnement de certains 
mécanismes de la connaissance liés surtout à l'intellection. Nous 
découvrirons enfin que toute cette reconstruction de la théorie de la 
connaissance d'Abélard méne à un résultat passablement inattendu, à 
savoir qu'il existe apparemment une impasse insurmontable en ce qui a 
trait à la capacité humaine de connaître véritablement. Nous examinerons 
notamment l'étonnante réaction des principaux commentateurs qui tentent 
de minimiser la conclusion à laquelle arrive Abélard. 


LA CONNAISSANCE : SENSUS, IMAGINATIO, INTELLECTIO 
La théorie gnoséologique d' Abélard comprend trois stades distincts, à 
savoir la sensation (sensus), l'imagination (imaginatio) et l’intellection 


(intellectus)6. Au tout début du Tractatus, Abélard précise que ces trois 
degrés de la connaissance sont des passions ou des affections de l’äme 


6 Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. cit., p.317. 
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(anime passiones siue affectiones); il en nomme trois autres qui sont 
Vestimative (existimatio), la science (scientia) et la raison (ratio)?. 

Le point de départ de cette doctrine de la connaissance est la 
sensation, par laquelle nous ne faisons qu’effleurer les objets (sensu rem 
leviter attingimus)8. La perception sensible correspond 3 une puissance de 
l’äme distincte de l'acte d’intellection ; cette force, nous la partageons 
avec les animaux. Selon ce qu'affirme Aristote dans le De animal0, les 
sens recoivent les formes sensibles sans la matiére. Pour sa part, Abélard 
précise que la sensation utilise les organes sensoriels (corporea 
instrumenta) pour connaitre les corps individuels et leurs propriétés, 
comme la couleur ou la longueur!!. Bien qu'ils soient tournés vers les 
corps (circa corpus), les sens ne pergoivent pas les substances elles- 
mémes, mais uniquement leurs accidents. Par exemple, un corps blanc est 
pergu comme blanc et non comme un cheval ou une autre substancel2. La 
position d' Abélard à ce sujet se rapproche donc considérablement de celle 
d' Aristote, dans la mesure oü seuls les accidents sont connus directement 
par les sens13. 

L'imagination constitue un niveau de connaissance supérieur à la 
sensation. Sa principale fonction est «d'appliquer l'esprit sur une chose» 
(imaginari itaque est figere animum in re)!4 pour former des images 
sensibles!5. Dans ce cas, le point de départ de l'imagination est donc le 


7 Abélard. Des intellections, op. cit., p. 24. 

8 Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. cit., p. 317. 

9 «Praeterea sensus, quem Aristoteles perhibet semper cum sensato in animali 
consistere, quaedam vis est et potentia animae, intellectus vero actio est». Petrus 
Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. cit., p. 313. 

10 Aristote, De anima II, 12, 424a 17-19. 

11 «Denique sensus, ut exerceri valeant, corporeis indigent instrumentis et corpora 
tantum percipiunt sive corporum propria accidentia, ut visus colorem vel longitudinem, 
auditus sonum, qui in aére fit, gustus saporem, olfactus foetorem, tactus calorem vel 
asperum vel durum». Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. cit., p. 313. 

12 Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Porphyrium, op. cit., p. 95-96. | 
Aristote, De anima II, 6, 418a 14-16. 

Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. cit., p. 317. 

15 Nous distinguons l'image sensible ou fantasme, qui vient de l'imagination, de 
l'image intellective, qui provient de la raison. Dans le De Trinitate (VIII, 9), Augustin 
différencie l'image sensible remémorée, qu'il nomme phantasia, de l'image sensible 
imaginaire, appelée phantasma. Cfr. C. PANACCIO, Le discours intérieur. De Platon à 
Guillaume d'Ockham, Paris, Éditions du Seuil, 1999, p. 115. De son coté, Boéce nomme 
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méme que celui de la sensation, 4 savoir le monde sensible. Abélard le 
précise lorsqu'il signale qu'à l'instar de la sensation, l'imagination ne 
délibère de rien à partir de la raisonl6. Examinons, d'entrée de jeu, deux 
facettes de cette puissance intermédiaire de l'àme. En la présence de 
l'objet, l'imagination fixe son attention sur ce qui est senti. Il s'agit alors 
d'une fonction que nous partageons avec les bétes!7. L'objet peut 
également étre absent. Dans ce cas, le róle de l'imagination est de 
percevoir une image qu'elle a retenue de l'objet lorsqu'elle était en sa 
présence. L'imagination sert alors de récipient d'images ou de mémoire 
sensible. Il semble que les animaux possédent également cette fonction de 
retenir les images, bien que ce soit d'une maniére imparfaitel8. 
L'imagination percoit également des images de choses qui n'existent pas 
encore, à l'exemple de la représentation imaginaire de l'artiste. Par 
ailleurs, étant donné que plusieurs de nos pensées concernent des choses 
incorporelles, l'imagination forme aussi des images de telles substances, 
qu'il s'agisse de fictions comme la chimére ou de certaines propriétés de 
choses corporelles. Enfin l'imagination n'utilise pas, contrairement au 
sens, d'organes corporels pour fixer son attention, que ce soit en présence 
ou non de l'objet; il s'agit là d'une particularité qu'elle a en commun avec 
l’intellection19. 

Voyons maintenant d’un peu plus près la nature de cette image 
produite par l’imagination. Le point le plus important à ce sujet concerne 
le caractère confus et inachevé de l'image20. En effet, elle ne présente pas 
la substance, ni les propriétés des objets de manière claire et distincte. 
Nous verrons par la suite que cela revient plutöt ä l’intellection de 


imaginatio les images sensibles, alors qu’imago se réfère aux images intellectives ou aux 
concepts. Notons que ce dernier ne congoit pas les imaginationes comme une création de 
l'intellect, à l'instar d’Abélard. Cfr. J. MARENBON, The Philosophy of Peter Abelard, op. 
cit., p. 163, 165. 

16 «Ab imaginatione quoque clarum est intellectum disiungi, cum imaginatio 
quoque sicut et sensus nichil ex ratione deliberet (...)» Abélard. Des intellections, op. cit., 
p- 32. 
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Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. cit., p. 317. 
Ibid., p. 317-318; Abélard. Des intellections, op. cit., p. 32, 34-36. 
Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. cit., p. 313. 

20 «Estitaque imaginatio confusa anime perceptio sine sensu eius scilicet rei quam 
imaginamur; confusam dicimus, cum nichil ipsa ex ratione deliberet sicut nec sensus». 
Abélard. Des intellections, op. cit., p. 32. 
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distinguer la nature et les accidents des choses, bien que ce ne soit non plus 
d'une manière parfaite. Notons qu’ Aristote précise, dans le De anima?1, 
que la sensation est toujours vraie, alors que les images sont presque 
toujours trompeuses. Dans ses Gloses sur Porphyre22, Abélard signale que 
l'image est un équivalent (instar) et une copie de la chose (exemplar rei), 
alors qu'il précise, dans les Gloses sur le Peri ermenias23 d' Aristote, 
qu'elle est une représentation (effigies) de la chose. En cette dernière 
occasion, il cite le pseudo-Cicéron qui ajoute que l'image est une forme 
(forma), une marque (nota) ou une imitation (simulacrum) de la chose 
présente dans la mémoire. Cette fois-ci, l'image est tournée vers le passé. 
Mais elle peut également se diriger vers l'avenir, lorsque, par exemple, 
l'artisan se représente dans l'imagination une future production ; Abélard 
parle alors de providence ou mieux de prévoyance (prouidentia)24. Dans 
les deux cas, il s'agit de l'imagination en rapport à la chose absente. En la 
présence de l'objet, l'imagination est tournée bien sür vers ce qui est 
présentement perçu ou senti. En somme, cette conception de l'image 
comme représentation passée, présente et future semble compatible, 
précise Abélard, avec l'idée de l'image comme ressemblance de la chose, 
bien qu'Aristote préfére utiliser, ajoute-t-il, cette derniére expression 
(similitudo rei) pour se référer plutót au résultat de l'intellection, à savoir 
au concept25. 

Examinons un dernier point au sujet de la nature des images. Elles ne 
sont ni des substances, ni des accidents, précise Abélard26. En effet, les 
images ne sont pas le résultat d'une transformation qu'aurait subit l'áme, 
puisque cette derniére est indivisible et ne peut avoir, par conséquent, de 
dimensions27. En outre, l'áme peut recevoir en méme temps des 
représentations contraires, comme celles d'un objet en mouvement et d'un 
autre au repos. Dans un tel cas, comment pourrait-elle se transformer 
simultanément en ces deux déterminations opposées? On en arrive donc à 
la conclusion surprenante que les images ne sont absolument rien (nil 
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Aristote, De anima III, 3, 428a 11-12. 
Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Porphyrium, op. cit., p. 20. 
Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. cit., p. 314. 
Ibid.; Abélard. Des intellections, op. cit., p. 88-90. 
Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Porphyrium, op. cit., p. 21; Abélard. Des 
intellections, op. cit., p. 88-90. 
26 Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Porphyrium, op. cit., p. 20. 
27 Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. cit., p. 314. 
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penitus)28. Il faut alors comprendre, semble-t-il, cette ultime affirmation 
de la méme manière qu'il faut saisir, dans un autre contexte, ce qu’ Abélard 
affirme au sujet de certains effets qui proviennent de causes qui ne sont, 
en réalité, rien; il s’agit du probléme des causes qui ne sont pas des 
choses29. 

Dans le cadre de la discussion sur les universaux, Abélard signale que 
méme si des individus particuliers ne partagent pas une méme essence ou 
une nature commune, ils ont cependant des ressemblances communes, 
qu’il nomme des «états» (status), qui servent de fondement aux 
universaux. Maitre Pierre insiste sur le fait que ces états ne sont rien, c’est- 
à-dire qu’ils ne sont pas un quelque chose (res)30; il faut plutöt les voir 
comme des quasi-choses (quasi res), ce qui nous rapproche des natures 
incorporelles (incorporeae naturae) ou des ressemblances non sensibles 
' (insensibiles similitudines) de Platon31. Or, comment ces ressemblances 
ou ces états qui ne sont rien peuvent étre la cause de l'imposition des noms 
universels? La réponse d' Abélard est claire à ce sujet. Il existe bel et bien 
des causes qui ne sont pas des choses, comme lorsque nous disons: il a été 
puni parce qu'il ne voulait pas se présenter à la cour32. Dans ce cas, la 
cause de sa punition est une non-volonté, qui n'est certes pas une chose. 
De la même façon, l'état (status) des choses est la cause de l'imposition 
des universaux, bien qu'il ne soit rien. De m&me, les images ne sont ni des 
substances, ni des accidents. Elles peuvent permettre à l'áme de recevoir 
des déterminations contraires et peuvent méme étre la cause 


28 Ibid., p. 314-315. 

29 «Saepe autem causae nomine ea quoque quae res aliqua non sunt, appellamus, ut 
cum dicitur: Verberatus est, quia non vult ad forum. Non vult ad forum, quod ut causa 
ponitur, nulla est essentia». Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Porphyrium, op. cit., p. 20. 

30 Ibid. 

31 Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. cit., p. 315. Selon Alain de 
Libera, l'interprétation des status comme quasi res illustre bien le caractére anti-réaliste de 
la théorie des universaux d’Abelard. Cfr. A. DE LIBERA, La querelle des universaux. De 
Platon à la fin du moyen áge, Paris, Éditions du Seuil, 1996, p. 149. Cette conception va à 
l'encontre de la position défendue par certains spécialistes d'Abélard, à laquelle nous 
souscrivons, qui prétendent que la question des status démontre au contraire les tendances 
ontologiques de nature platonicienne d'Abélard. S'il est considéré comme anti réaliste, 
c'est au sujet d'autres problémes. Cfr. J. JoLIVET, Abelard ou la philosophie dans le 
langage, Fribourg/Paris, Éditions universitaires/Éditions du Cerf, 1994, p. 77; D.E. 
LUSCOMBE, «Peter Abelard», in P. DRONKE (éd.), A History of Twelfth-Century Western 
Philosophy, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1988, p. 201. 

32 Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Porphyrium, op. cit., p. 20. 
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d’intellections, mais il n’en reste pas moins qu’elles ne sont ni l’äme elle- 
méme, ni les propres intellections. Nous pouvons méme ajouter que les 
images ne sont pas ce que nomment les mots, ni ce que l’esprit connaît, 
car, dans ces deux cas, c’est des choses qu’il s’agit et non pas des images. 
En bref, les images ne sont tout simplement pas des choses (aliqua)33. Dit 
d'une maniére positive, l’image est, comme nous l’avons vu 
précédemment, un équivalent (instar) ou une copie de la chose (exemplar 
rei) construit ou imaginé par l’esprit (confingit animus) en l’absence de 
cette méme chose. 

Passons maintenant à la dernière étape du processus de la 
connaissance qui est l’intellection. Précisons d’abord que les intellections 
sont des représentations des choses et non des représentations de 
représentations. Autrement dit, l’intellection se sert effectivement des 
ressemblances formées par l'imagination, mais elle n'en constitue pas 
pour autant une représentation de cette ressemblance de la chose. Comme 
le signale Abélard, l'intellection est une représentation de la chose à 
travers la représentation imaginaire et non pas une représentation de la 
représentation imaginaire (non de figmentis, sed tantum per figmenta)34. 
Ce qui importe pour la vérité ou la fausseté d'une intellection, c'est 
l'attention portée sur l'objet à travers l'image et non la disposition ou la 
forme de l'image elle-méme35. L’explication a son importance, 
notamment en ce qui concerne la question de l'objet de la science ou du 
savoir (doctrina). En effet, il importe de défendre, pour Abélard, l'idée 
selon laquelle le savoir porte effectivement sur les objets et non pas sur 
leur représentation, comme l'affirme Platon36. Il en va de méme pour les 
mots (voces) institués pour se référer aux choses elles-mémes et à leur 
intellection, et non pas pour exprimer les images de ces choses et les 
ressemblances de ces intellections?7. En somme, l'intellection est une 


33 «Si quis autem quaerat, utrum ipsae imaginariae formae, secundum quas 
imaginatio sive intellectus habentur, aliquid sint, negamus. Non enim vel substantiae sunt 
vel formae a substantiis sustentatae». Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. 
cit., p. 314. 

34 Ibid., p. 315. 

35 Ibid., p. 328-329. 

36 Ibid., p. 315. 

37 «Non enim propter similitudines rerum vel propter intellectus similitudinem 
voces repertae sunt, sed magis propter ipsas res et earum intellectus, ut videlicet de rerum 
naturis doctrinam facerent, non de huiusmodi figmentis, et intellectus de rebus 
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ressemblance de la chose 4 travers la représentation phantasmatique en 
l’absence, ex hypothesi, de cette méme chose représentée ; en sa présence, 
l’intellection passe auparavant par les sens. 

Nous savons qu’il ne peut y avoir d’intellection sans sensation ou 
imagination, sauf ä de rares exceptions38. Ces deux dernières puissances 
de l’äme poursuivent, en effet, leur mouvement durant l’acte intellectif. 
Par ailleurs, nous avons vu que la sensation ne fait qu’effleurer les objets, 
alors que l’imagination ne produit que des perceptions et des images 
imprécises et confuses. Il ne peut donc y avoir de connaissance véritable 
sans le pouvoir de la raison qui seule engendre l’intellection39. Cette 
dernière permet, en effet, de connaître la nature et les propriétés des 
choses, qui échappent aux sens et à l'imagination40. Contrairement à ces 
deux dernières facultés, qui n'ont pas le pouvoir de délibérer, la raison ou, 
selon le cas, la rationalité4! ne considère plus, par l'intermédiaire de 
l’intellection, l'objet comme tel, qui peut ou non étre présent, mais son 
essence et ses accidents42. 

Examinons enfin la relation qui existe entre l'intellection et 
l'universel. Il nous faut, pour cela, revenir encore une fois sur la notion 
d'image sensible. Par delà la sensation restreinte à la perception du 
particulier43, l'imagination congoit déjà, en plus des images propres 


constituerent, non de figmentis, sed tantum per figmenta, quando pro rebus absentibus ipsa 
constituimus quasi quaedam intersigna rerum». [bid. 

38 Abélard. Des intellections, op. cit., p. 38-40. 

39 «Ubi vero sensus est et nondum sit ratio, potest imaginatio esse, non intellectus. 
Quippe intellectus quasi effectus rationis est». Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri 
ermenias, op. cit., p. 313. 

40 «Ubi vero attendit naturam aliquam rei vel in eo quod res est vel ens vel 
substantia vel corpus vel alba vel Socrates, intellectus dicitur, cum quidem de confusione 
quae imaginationis erat, ad intellectum per rationem ducitur. (...) Imaginari itaque est figere 
animum in re, intelligere vero non est rem ipsam, sed aliquam ipsius naturam vel 
proprietatem attendere». Ibid., p. 317. 

41 Sur la distinction entre rationalitas et ratio, cfr. Abélard. Des intellections, op. 
cit., p. 30. 

42 «Est autem ratio potentia discernendi, id est attendendi et deliberandi, apud se 
aliquid quasi in aliqua natura vel proprietate consistens, veluti si aliquis rem aliquam vel in 
eo quod est res, vel in eo quod est substantia vel corporea vel sensibilis vel colorata penset 
vel quasi in aliqua natura vel proprietate excogitet ipsam, etsi ipsa non sit, sicut hircocervus 
vel dies crastina vel lapis risibilis». Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. 
cit., p.313. Cfr. Abélard. Des intellections, op. cit., 813, p. 32. 

43 Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Praedicamenta Aristotelis, in Die Logica 
‘Ingredientibus’, op. cit., 1921, p. 142. 
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(imagines propriae) qui renvoient à des individus déterminés, des images 
communes (imagines communes) qui se réfèrent en même temps à 
plusieurs singuliers44. Ces derniéres images sont confuses, comme nous le 
savons déja, bien qu’elles constituent une étape antérieure indispensable ä 
l’intellection de l’universel. En effet, l’intellection du singulier se rapporte 
au particulier via l’image propre, alors que celle de l’universel correspond 
à l'image commune qui renvoie à différents individus. 

L'intellection des universaux est formée par le processus 
d'abstraction, au sens abélardien du terme; il en est de méme pour 
l’intellection du singulier. Le résultat de ce mécanisme permet de ne 
considérer qu'une particularité d'une chose qui, en réalité, n'en est pas 
séparée, ni séparable. Alors que les intellections qui ne représentent qu'un 
seul individu sont particuliéres et détaillées, celles qui évoquent 
l'ensemble des individus appartenant à une catégorie précise produisent 
des conceptions confuses et générales. Les conceptions particuliéres sont 
évoquées dans l'esprit par des noms propres comme «Socrates», tandis 
que les conceptions confuses le sont par des noms communs. Les termes 
«homme» et «blancheur» font naitre, par exemple, une notion confuse et 
générale de certaines formes. Précisons qu'une telle intellection confuse, 
qui résulte du processus d'abstraction, n'est pas fausse (cassus), ni vide 
pour autant, méme si les choses perques sont distinctes de ce qu'elles sont 
réellement45. En effet, si je ne pense qu'à la corporéité ou la rationalité de 
l'homme, je n' intellige certes pas l'homme en sa totalité, mais un aspect 
qui en fait véritablement partie. Dans ce cas, Abélard explique que le mode 
d'intelliger n'a pas à étre, et n'est pas, de fait, le méme que le mode d'étre 
(aliud modus est intelligendi quam subsistendi), distinction à l'origine du 
mouvement intellectuel médiéval connu sous le nom de «Grammaire 
spéculative». La fausseté apparait, en somme, uniquement si je considére 
comme existant en soi et réellement séparé ce qui n'est, en fait, que 
dissocié et isolé par le processus d'abstraction. 

En conclusion, nous sommes en contact avec les véritables étres 
individuels par l'intermédiaire de la sensation. Mais nous n'atteignons par 
les sens que superficiellement les objets. Nous ne pouvons donc en avoir 


44 Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. cit., p. 316; Petrus 
Abaelardus, Glossae super Porphyrium, op. cit., p. 21. 
45 Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Porphyrium, op. cit., p. 25-26. 
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une intellection simple, claire et distincte, sauf en de rares exceptions. 
Nous savons, par ailleurs, qu’il ne peut y avoir d’intellection sans image, 
qui est considérée comme une ressemblance d'une chose présente, absente 
ou inexistante. En la présence de l'objet, l'homme ne possède le plus 
souvent que des intellections confuses, c’est-ä-dire qu’il n’a pas une 
connaissance compléte de la nature ou des propriétés de la chose. Dans le 
cas des formes imaginaires que l’esprit conçoit pour penser les substances 
incorporelles ou insensibles, comme l’äme ou la chimére46, ou des formes 
intrinseques, comme la rationalité ou la mortalité, c’est-ä-dire de ce qui 
n’a pas été saisi par les sens, Abélard signale que nous en avons non pas 
une intellection, mais plutöt une opinion47. Le principe est clair: tota 
humana notitia a sensibus surgit ou homines qui per sensus tantum res 
cognoscunt. Dieu seul connait la véritable nature des choses d’une 
manière claire et distincte, car il n’a pas a passer par les sens et possède 
surtout les formes exemplaires de toute chose, formes qui constituent la 
base objective 4 partir de laquelle se juge la vérité48. Cette idée du divin 
rappelle bien sûr la théorie augustinienne de |’ illumination qui a laissé des 
traces évidentes dans la doctrine gnoséologique d’Abelard. Il résulte de 
tout cela que l’intellection de l’universel, qui concerne nécessairement 
quelque chose de non pergu par les sens, n’est pas comme telle une 
connaissance, mais une opinion. Et étant donné qu’il n’y a de 
connaissance que de l’universel, selon le fameux principe aristotélicien, il 
faut donc en conclure qu'on en arrive, chez Abélard, à une impasse en ce 
qui concerne la capacité humaine de connaitre véritablement. 

Ce résultat est inattendu et surprenant à premiére vue. Il est minimisé 
par certains commentateurs comme Jolivet qui affirme qu'il ne faut pas 
trop prendre au sérieux cette conclusion, car le reste de la philosophie 


46 Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super Peri ermenias, op. cit., p. 313. 

47 «Unde bomines in his quae sensu non attractaverunt, magis opinionem quam 
intelligentiam habere contingit, quod ipso experimento discimus. (...) Ita etiam credo de 
intrinsecis formis quae ad sensus non veniunt, qualis est rationalitas et mortalitas, 
paternitas, sessio, magis nos opinionem habere». Petrus Abaelardus, Glossae super 
Porphyrium, op. cit., p. 23. 

48 «Deus vero cui omnia per se patent, quae condidit, quique ea antequam sint, 
novit, singulos status in se ipsis distinguit nec ei sensus impedimento est, qui [solam] solus 
veram habet intelligentiam». Ibid. Cfr. J. JOLIVET, Abélard ou la philosophie dans le 
langage, op. cit., p. 60 sqq. 


LA PSYCHOLOGIE DE LA CONNAISSANCE CHEZ PIERRE ABELARD 893 


d’Abelard présuppose la nécessité de la connaissance humaine49, ce qui 
semble, à tout le moins, contradictoire. De son côté, Morin ne parait pas 
du tout préoccupé, dans son analyse du Tractatus, par cette issue50, alors 
que Marenbon ne souléve méme pas la question dans son récent ouvrage 
consacré à Abélard51. Ces réactions ne sont certes pas satisfaisantes et 
laissent le lecteur dans une position inconfortable, puisqu'il s'agit là d'un 
dénouement qui mérite trés certainement une tentative d'explication si 
nous ne voulons pas, aprés tout, classer Abélard parmi les penseurs 
sceptiques52. On peut proposer, par exemple, l'idée selon laquelle Maitre 
Pierre utilise dans un sens particulier le terme «opinion» qui implique, un 
peu comme dans le cas de la connaissance sensible chez Augustin, un 
certain degré de connaissance, inférieur certes à la connaissance 
intelligible, mais tout de m&me une connaissance vraie et suffisamment 
certaine pour permettre à l'évéque d'Hippone, comme dans le Contra 
Academicos, de contrer le scepticisme. En outre, il faut préciser que la 
véritable connaissance est, aux yeux d'Abélard, une perfection et 
constitue, ce faisant, une exclusivité divine; devant recourir aux sens, 
l'homme ne posséde nécessairement qu'une connaissance imparfaite. De 
toute facon, Maítre Pierre ne dit pas stricto sensu que l'homme n'a que des 
opinions, mais bien qu'il a une connaissance des formes universelles qui 
se rapproche davantage de l opinion que de l’intelection (magis opinionem 
quam intelligentiam). En bref, nous croyons qu'il faut chercher la solution 


49  «(...) (Abélard) conclut en fait à l'impuissance de la connaissance humaine. Cela 
convient mal avec l'esprit de sa logique, qui suppose une nécessité concevable. (...) I] vaut 
mieux ne pas accorder à sa psychologie de la connaissance plus d'importance que n'en 
mérite un simple essai marginal, intéressant certes mais qui ne peut étre comparé à la 
grande masse de l’œuvre d’Abelard (...)» J. JOLIVET, Arts du langage et théologie chez 
Abélard, Seconde édition augmentée, Paris, Librairie philosophique J. Vrin, 1982, p. 374. 

50 «Les incursions d’Abélard dans le domaine de la connaissance intellectuelle, sa 
«psychologie», ne sont-ils que de (nécessaires) à-cótés ayant pour seul but d'expliquer sa 
théorie du langage et de bonifier la pratique dialectique? On se gardera d'étre trop 
tranchant». Abélard. Des intellections, op. cit., p. 127. 

51 Nous faisons référence au livre de J. MARENBON, The Philosophy of Peter 
Abelard, op. cit. 

52 «La véritable intellection serait celle de l'individuel, si elle était possible: mais 
elle ne l'est pas. Abélard est ici tout proche du scepticisme; pourtant ce logicien traite 
ailleurs de diverses sortes de raisonement et de leur nécessité». J. JOLIVET, Abélard ou la 
philosophie dans le langage, op. cit., p. 66. 
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a ce probléme dans cette direction et non pas en prétendant que ce 
qu’affirme Abélard n’est pas important — ce qui va contre le principe de 
charité — et encore moins en ignorant la question. La fusion des doctrines 
aristotéliciennes et platoniciennes, notamment néo-platoniciennes, 
complique certes la compréhension de la théorie psychologique de la 
connaissance d’ Abélard, mais elle illustre en même temps l'indépendance 
d’esprit et la créativité intellectuelle de son auteur. 
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IMAGINATION AND COGNITION OF INSENSIBLES 
IN PETER ABELARD 


Cognition, especially the cognition of insensibles is a key element in 
Abelard’s semantics: words signify items by generating understandings of 
these items. If we could not form an act of understanding an item we could 
not use a word to signify the item. Each of Abelard’s discussions of the 
semantics of universal terms are accompanied by an account of the 
cognition of insensibles. In brief, the cognition of a particular insensible 
nature or property is a necessary intermediate step to the formation of a 
universal understanding. We must understand the particular insensible 
nature, this-humanity, before having the pure universal act of 
understanding humanity. To use Abelard’s own terms an understanding 
must be sola and nuda before it can be pura. Abelard made at least two 
attempts to explain the initial cognition of particular insensibles. But, 
ultimately he was not content with either. His final pronouncement on the 
topic is to claim that, whatever the cognitive process, our cognition of 
insensibles is sufficient to provide a semantics for universal terms. Abelard 
expresses little confidence in this claim and even this slight confidence 
may be unwarranted. Abelard is committed to 3 theses, which I will 
explain below and that present a seemingly insurmountable obstacle to the 
initial cognition of particular insensibles. 

On Abelard’s account of cognition an act of understanding occurs 
when reason focuses the mind’s conscious attention on a nature or 
property of some item. When the item is present and sensed the gaze of 
reason focuses directly on the extra-mental item. When the item is absent 
or insensible the item must be imagined. Reason focuses on the image. The 
problems that arise in Abelard’s account stem from three theses that 
Abelard is committed to. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.}, Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Medievale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 895-902. 
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1) To quote a claim Abelard repeats «Any human notions arises from 
the senses»1. (T 77, LI De In 331.3) The claim is clear but significant. As 
Irene Rosier has begun to demonstrate, Abelard’s philosophy of mind is 
greatly influenced by Augustine. Abelard must have been aware of 
Augustine’s use of the doctrine of illumination. Specifically, in The 
Teacher Augustine had argued that illumination is necessary for humans to 
have any understandings of insensibles and that these illuminated 
understandings are required for the use of words naming insensibles2. 
Abelard was aware of the potential semantic problems he might face in 
claiming that sensation is the only source of information. 

2) All mental images are iconic representations of the sensible world. 
«We are so attached to the use of the senses that we never, or hardly ever, 
understand something which is not imagined as corporeal or subject to 
corporeal properties». (T 20) Imagination has a productive power, we can 
imagine things we have not sensed. But imagination cannot transcend the 
sensible. An image is needed for reason to form the act of understanding 
an insensible and this image must depict the insensible item as sensible. 

3) Inaccurate images result in inaccurate understandings. Abelard 
often expresses this point as a limiting dependence on sensation, claiming 
that we can better understand those sensible items that we can better 
represent in an image. (LI Cat 224.32). Still Abelard maintains that the 
understandings of insensibles are sound. «The experiences of the senses 
compel us to think of insensible items as if they were sensible», but if this 
makes such understandings unsound, «what understanding should not be 
called unsound?» (T 77) 


1 In citing Abelard’s texts I have adopted the following conventions. Citations of 
Abelard’s Logica Ingredientibus commentaries on Porphyry’s Isagoge and Aristotle’s 
Categories and De Interpretatione refer to Geyer’s edition. Peter Abelard, Peter Abaelards 
Philosophische Schriften, B. GEYER, (Beiträge zur Geschicte der Philosophie und 
Theologie des Mittelalters 21,1-3) Munster, 1919-1927. I have referred to the 
Ingredientibus commentary on Porphyry as «LI Por» followed by the page and line number 
in the edition. Similarly I have used «LI Cat», «LI De In». Citations of Abelard’s Logica 
Nostrorum Petitioni Sociorum also refer to Geyer’s edition and are abbreviated with 
«LNPS». Citations of Abelard’s Tractatus De Intellectibus refer to Patrick Morin’s edition. 
Peter Abelard, Abelard Des Intellections, P. MORIN, Paris 1994. I have abbreviated this text 
«T». The edition lacks line numbers. References are to paragraph numbers. 

2 Augustine, The Teacher, Corpus Christianorum Series Latina tom. XXIX, Daur, 
Klaus-Detlef, Brepols, Tumholti, 1970, Chapter 12 section 40. 
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In making these claims Abelard often uses examples that suggest he 
is only worried about the secondary problems that arise when we 
understand God as having a body or the soul as having a color: an 
otherwise sound understanding of the insensible item being contaminated 
because we conceive of the item as having a sensible form. But there is 
also the primary problem, the initial cognition of the insensible item to 
begin with. If all information comes through the senses, all images are 
iconic, and inaccurate images result in inaccurate understandings, Abelard 
has the exceedingly difficult task of explaining how we initially form a 
sound understanding of the insensible, and he must explain this for his 
semantic project to be complete3. This is the relationship between 
cognition and semantics developed by Augustine. 

Abelard’s best known attempt to address this problem is found in his 
Ingredientibus commentary on Porphyry. Abelard states that if we want to 
form an understanding of a particular lion we form an image of that 
particular lion. In his example the lion limping and wounded by Hercules’ 
spear. (LI Por 22.12)When we want to form an universal understanding of 
lion-ness we must imagine a lion with no distinguishing characteristics. 
We must form a general image. Abelard calls this general image a res ficta 
and the common form. (LI Por 20.31,24.25) The image is iconicaly 
representative of the sensible world, but not of any discrete item in the 
sensible world. Reason then supervenes on this general image to have an 
act of understanding the nature depicted. 

This view has its problems. The very possibility of such truly general 
iconic images seems doubtful. Such an image of a lion would have to be 
of indeterminate size, shape, color, smell, feel, etc.. For the image to depict 
a determinate characteristic, other than those shared by all lions, would be 
potentially to depict a determinate individual. Since the image must be 
iconically representative it seems impossible for it to depict only the 
insensible nature. If we start with an image of a particular lion and then 
strip off the distinguishing features, as Abelard suggests, it is not clear we 
would ever arrive at an image of the insensible nature. 


3 This might be a minor problem if the only important insensibles were God and 
the soul, but there are many more items which we cannot sense and must imagine 
inaccurately; insensible items like the soul, and angels; insensible natures, like humanity, 
as well as its constituent properties rationality, and mortality; relational properties such as 
paternity; even properties like sitting are not accessible to sense. (LI Por 23.18, 95.20; 
LNPS 542.5; T 77). 
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This view presents Abelard’s account of divine cognition but is not 
applicable to humans. God’s imagination is not limited by sensation, so his 
images would not necessarily be iconic representations of the sensible 
world. More importantly God does not come to know things by 
experience. God knows the nature lion-ness because he made lions, not 
because he went on safari. For these reasons Abelard claims that the 
common form, the truly accurate general image, is found in the divine 
mind and not the human mind. This point is important because it 
represents the real consequence of human dependence on sensation. We 
cannot form the non-iconic images which would be truly representative of 
insensibles, and we must come to know created items through sensory 
experience. The only human cognition comparable to God’s is an architect’s 
cognition of artifacts. Where the architect designs the item and works only 
with sensible materials he can form a truly accurate image. (LI Por 23.3) 

Abelard drops the wounded lion view as an account of human 
cognition. It is mentioned briefly in his Ingredientibus commentary on the 
De Interpretatione where he quickly moves on to a different attempted 
solution. One which employs images the human mind is able to create. 

In this second view the metaphor Abelard uses is the statue of 
Achilles. (LI De In 315.24) When we see a statue of Achilles we think of 
Achilles. We use the statue as a sign. We do not think of the statue itself. 
The statue is iconically representative of someone but certainly it is not 
Achilles. Nonetheless we think of Achilles, not the person actually 
depicted. Applying this metaphor Abelard writes: 


When we attend the nature and properties of insensible things, e.g. spirits or qualities 
we do not sense, some construct one image and others another, yet each nevertheless 
correctly attends the nature. When another person and I each think about rationality, 
(attending to rationality in its producing in the mind the ability to discern), then the 
attentions are each the same and true, even though we constitute diverse images; 
each of us employs some sign and should institute this sign as he pleases. (LI De In 
329.3-10) 


This view is, on its face, more plausible than the previous. No doubt 
Abelard is correct that when each of us right now thinks about rationality 
the image that comes to mind is irrelevant as long as we are each having a 
sound act of understanding rationality. This move allows Abelard to avoid 
the problems of positing general but iconic images. Whatever image is 
employed is iconically representative of something, but the item depicted 
in the image is not the intentional object of the act of understanding. 
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But there is still a problem, a sort of chicken and egg problem. To use 
the image as a sign of some insensible item, we must have a rational grasp 
of that insensible item. The only rational grasp Abelard describes is an act 
of understanding. But any act of understanding an insensible requires an 
image on which reason focuses. We must already know what we are going 
to use the image as a sign of before we use the image as a sign. If the 
Achilles view is to work, we must already understand what we are going 
to understand before we have the act of understanding it. This is troubling. 

In one suggestive passage Abelard addresses this problem, he 
suggests that this initial grasp of insensible items is accomplished by an 
act of perception that is distinct from sensation but not an act of reason. 
We do not sense insensible natures and properties, the mind perceives 
them via the senses. 


Sense seems to present us with many things which, although the item is perceived, 
sense does not touch. (Multa quoque sensus videtur certificare, quae tamen ipse 
percipiendo non attractat). (LI Por 95.12-15) 


If someone were to say that, along with accidents, the subject is also sensed (cum 
accidentibus etiam subjeicta sentiri), we would not deny that sight, penetrating color, 
perceives (percipio) the nature of the subject body. What is strange if through color 
we were to see body? One often penetrates inside the substance of a body so that 
some judgment might be made about a subject body. We cognize (cognosco) the 
subject body as if through a window. (LI Por 95.33-38) 


Sight perceives (percipio) but does not sense (sentio) the nature of the 
subject body. Because insensibles are perceived via sense thesis 1 is 
preserved. I have unsuccessfully tried to read other passages as 
incorporating this distinction between sentio and percipio but Abelard 
frequently makes important distinctions only in the context in which they 
are immediately important. This leaves a fairly brief and isolated passage 
from the commentary on Porphyry as the only place where he draws this 
distinction. 

Any understanding of this passage is complicated by Abelard’s 
insistence, in this passage, that each sense has its proper object and senses 
nothing else. (LI Por 95.20). What Abelard may want to claim is that 
although sight sees only color, we do not see just a yellow patch. We do 
not see color, we see colored horses and colored lions. Abelard describes 
sensation as a direct and unmediated mental grasp of an extra-metal item 
so perhaps he might have developed such a view (see also, LI De In 
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313.35; LNPS 542.5)4. This may be the beginning of a an account of either 
a common sense or an estimative sense. There is no explicit discussion in 
Abelard’s works of these two or in fact any of the internal senses usually 
ascribed to the human soul. A common or an estimative sense might 
provide the initial cognition of insensibles. The common sense, by uniting 
sensory experience could provide cognition of insensibles like sitting, and 
an estimative sense could provide cognition of insensible intentions 
perhaps rationality. However, there is only one enigmatic passage in which 
Abelard develops this kind of perception. 

Abelard’s confidence that we somehow cognize insensibles is never 
shaken, although in the Treatise, his last work on the subject, he concludes 
that we do not do it very well. I have already quoted his claim about the 
soundness of such understandings: If these are unsound then what 
understandings would not be unsound. The obvious answer might be «all 
of them». Abelard has a bigger problem than he acknowledges. 

His stated reason for being unconcerned is that he is not interested a 
deep true grasp of natures and properties. This is the realm of physics not 
dialectic and anyway such intelligence is only had by God. He is 
concerned to describe our use of language. To this end he does consistently 
claim that opinion is sufficient for the imposition and use of words. (LI Por 
23.20) In fact, the imposer of a word can be «completely ignorant» of the 
nature or property the word signifies and yet still successfully impose and 
use a word. (LI Cat 122.5) An «I know it when I see it» criterion may be 
sufficient for the use of word’s like «stone», but for word’s like 
«rationality», how do I see rationality in the first place? 

Abelard must have been aware that his inability to provide an account 
of our cognition of insensibles undercuts his semantic project. Augustine 
had confronted a similar problem and proposed illumination as a solution 


^ Perception of insensibles does not involve any reasoning process. We do not start 
with understandings of those items we can sense and then infer those items we cannot 
sense. Abelard talks as if we can perceive the insensible item in a single experience, and so 
perception would not be inductive. Nor is perception deductive. That we sense a color does 
not allow us to deduce the presence of a body that is colored. If color were able to be 
sustained by anything other than body, Abelard believes we would be able to perceive this 
other item through sense also. Si vero color in alio quam in corpore posset esse, credo 
equidem eum sensu percipi, LI Por 96.3. Abelard simply believes that reason is able to form 
acts of understanding insensibles because we perceive wholly insensible natures and 
properties and other items. 
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(12.40). Augustine argues that there are many items we cannot cognize via 
the senses but without cognition of these items we cannot talk about these 
items. Abelard would accept that the use of language requires 
understandings. But Augustine’s argument, in its strongest form, concludes 
that without illumination we cannot even talk about insensible items. 
Abelard does not accept Augustine’s solution, but he must have been aware 
of the problems he now faced. Without providing some account of our basic 
cognition of insensibles his semantic project is in jeopardy. 

I think that Abelard lost interest in this question when he hit upon an 
example that allowed him to make his semantic point without solving the 
problems inherent in his account of mental images. In his Ingredientibus 
commentaries Abelard tries to explain how we form understandings from 
our experience of particular items. He seems to think that if he can explain 
the process of forming the understanding, especially universal 
understandings, the semantic questions will fall into place. We will know 
what is signified and how it is signified if we know the process of forming 
understandings from the images of insensibles. In the Treatise and the 
Nostrorum, two later works, his approach changes. The example used in 
the later works is the sentence, «I want a hood». (LNPS 531.9; Trac 88) 
Without discussing images at all, he argues that there is no particular 
individual hood which is the intentional object of this desire for a hood. 
The change in example allows Abelard to argue that a universal 
understanding need not be of a given particular item. He does not explain 
how we form the images reason supervenes on to have the act of 
understanding in the first place. He shows that there need not be a 
determinate item as the intentional object of an act of understanding and 
so he can discuss the semantic function of understandings without 
explaining the formation of understandings. In the earlier works he had 
attempted to explain the semantic function of understandings by 
describing the process of forming these understandings. He changes from 
an attempt to explain how we form universal understandings to an account 
of how we use universal understandings, leaving the process of formation 
unresolved. 

Abelard’s ultimate position may be simply the belief that there is a 
process by which we cognize insensibles via the senses. He writes in the 
passage about sensing and percieving: «If color were able to be in 
something other than body, I believe (credo) that this also would be 
perceived by sense. (Si vero color in alio quam in corpore posset esse, 
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credo equidem eum sensu percipi, LI por 96.3)». The process of cognition 
is a bit of a mystery, the understandings that result are not very complete 
or accurate, but Abelard believed that they were sufficient for his 
semantics to work. 
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THE TRINITY AND THE HUMAN MIND. ANALOGIES IN 
AUGUSTINE AND PETER ABELARD* 


As is well known, one of the major topics of Augustine’s De trinitate 
is a philosophical analysis of the human mind, the aim of which is to make 
intelligible the Christian doctrine of the Trinity. Hence books VIII to XIV 
are concerned with the search for triadic structures, which can be detected 
in reflection on the human soul, and which should help man to believe and 
to imagine the Trinitarian structure of the divine being. 

The aim of the present paper is to compare this Augustinian discus- 
sion with the images Peter Abelard uses in his explanation of the Trinity. 
The Augustinian influence on Abelard in this case seems to be weak, if we 
follow the observations of Constant Mews in the introduction to his 
edition of Abelard’s Theologia ‘Summi Boni’: «One central aspect of 
Augustine’s argument in the De trinitate Abelard avoids completely. 
Rather than seek analogies of the Trinity within the human soul (memory, 
intelligence and will) he takes his analogies from aspects of God’s 
relationship to creation — his power, his wisdom and his benignity or 
goodness»1. This relationship of the Abelardian triad to creation is also 
stressed by Dominique Poirel, who, however, also remarks a resemblance 
between Augustine’s and Abelard’s Trinitarian imagery: «Les ressem- 
blances entre les triades augustiniennes et celle de Hugues ou d’ Abélard 


* [thank Constant Mews and John Magee for many useful suggestions and 
corrections of my English, and Ralf Stammberger, Jórn Müller, and Gerhard Rexin for 
providing me with recent literature. 

1 C.J. Mews, «Theologia ‘Summi Boni’. Introduction», in Petri Abaelardi Opera 
theologica 3, cura et studio E.M. BUYTAERT, C.J. Mews, Turnhout 1987 (CCM 13), 49. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 903-913. 
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sont indéniables»2. In what follows I want to discuss this topic, not only 
as concems the Theologia ‘Summi Boni’, but also according to the 
subsequent versions of Abelard’s Theologia, which allow us to follow the 
development of his Trinitarian theory through to the end of his career. To 
start with the results, I want to show that Abelard’s Trinitarian imagery too 
involves an analogy taken from the human mind, by means of which 
Abelard explains the goodness of God, which in turn in his views makes 
us trust in the goodness of creation. 

I agree with Constant Mews, that there are fundamental differences 
between Abelard and Augustine: Not only are the concepts Abelard uses 
foreign to the Augustinian conception of the human and of the divine 
mind, but the same holds true for the methodological function of the 
analogy in Abelard’s Trinitarian doctrine and for the picture he draws of 
God with the help of the analogy taken from the human soul. These 
differences are due to the different philosophical presuppositions and 
backgrounds of both authors, from which, despite partially overlapping 
terminologies, very different theological and philosophical ideas result. 

In the first part of what follows, I shall sketch briefly the Augustinian 
comparison between the human and the divine mind. Then I shall give an 
account of Abelard’s argumentation conceming this topic; finally, I will give 
an overview of the differences in terminology and in the methodological role 
of the analogies in both authors, and I will try to explain the historical and 
systematic reasons which moved them to take their different positions. 


I. AUGUSTINIAN IMAGES 


Having collected the biblical evidence and the dogmatic conditions 
for a correct understanding of the divine Trinity, Augustine turns to the 
human mind. At the beginning of Book IX, he informs us that he does not 
yet speak about the divine Trinity, but about its incomplete image, which 
is man, because he wants to start from a familiar point of investigation and 
because it is easier to understand3. Then he starts his famous «diatribe», in 
the course of which he reveals triadic relations familiar to human beings 


2 D. POIREL, Livre de la nature et débat trinitaire au XIIe s. Le De tribus diebus de 
Hugues de Saint Victor, Turnhout 2002 (Bibliotheca Victorina 14), 358. 
3 Augustinus, De trinitate (from now on: trin.) 9, 2 (CCL 50, 294, 58-61). 
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from their own soul: firstly he hints at the structure of love, consisting of 
the lover, the beloved, and love itself. Than he restricts himself to a 
discussion of the mind without treating the other parts of the human 
being4. Also in this case the structure of love holds its value for the 
explanation of the Trinitarian problem of unity and diversity in one thing: 
When a mind loves itself, there exists in the one mind a duality between 
the mind and its love of self. If we take into account that every love 
presupposes cognition of the object beloved, we have necessarily to 
assume a third entity in the mind, that is, the mind’s self cognitionS. In this 
way Augustine detects a first triadic structure consisting of the mind, its 
self-cognition and its love. In the next paragraphs he shows that all these 
three entities are equal to each other and that they are not accidents but 
constituents of the substance itself, and that each of them retains its 
identity also within the unity of the mind6. He further shows that 
cognition is a direct effect of its object, so that the mind’s self-cognition 
can be called a proles of the mind — an attribute which doesn’t fit love, but 
which can be characterized as an appetite to know without knowing. This 
way the human mind gives a relatively exact picture of the inner- 
Trinitarian relationships between the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit: 
the close relationship between the mind and its self-cognition renders 
understandable the generation of the Son by the Father, whereas a similar 
close relationship of the Holy Spirit towards the Father or the Son does not 
exist, as is expressed by the description of this relationship as a processus?. 

Augustine develops these relationships further in the tenth book of 
De trinitate, where he inquires about the knowledge which has to be the 
foundation of all love, but which cannot be identical with the complete 
knowledge of an object, which is a consequence of love. In the course of 
the investigation he detects the immediate knowledge which every human 
being has of his own self, which in itself is not dependent on corporeal 
entities and is not necessarily linked with them. This way Augustine 
reaches a new description of the self’s inward conditions, which he now 


Augustinus, zrin. 9, 2 (CCL 50, 295, 18-21). 
Augustinus, trin. 9, 3 (CCL 50, 295, 44-296, 20). 
Augustinus, zrin. 9, 4-8 (CCL 50, 297-301). 
7 Abelard stresses the differences between generation and procession to develop 
his own dynamic picture of the trinity; see below. 
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defines as memory, intelligence and will. According to these three mental 
activities even young people are already judged intelligent or stupid, good 
or bad, and consequently one can state here a mental triad formed by the 
most basic faculties in the intellect. By the virtue of this it becomes clear, 
that three different entities can be one mind, one life and one substance, 
whose unity and diversity are coeternal with the existence of the mind 
itself — as the Christian faith believes the Trinity to be. 

I shall not pursue any further the Augustinian pattern of thought here, 
but I want to resume shortly some points which are both constitutive of the 
Augustinian Trinitarian analogies taken from the human mind and relevant 
for the comparison with Peter Abelard. Of course, I cannot go in any detail 
here, and I do not pretend to name the most essential points of the 
Augustinian theory itself while stressing some aspects which are crucial 
for the comparison with Peter Abelard. 

1) Augustine’s starting point is a discussion of the human mind, which 
is regarded as familiar to all human beings, so that by the explanation of it 
the unfamiliar and divine Trinity can be better understood. Here we can 
discern the antique and especially Neoplatonic assumption that nothing is 
more familiar to an individual than his soul or mind, which is developed 
by Augustine to his famous doctrine of a mind which is constantly aware 
of itself. 

2) Augustine’s reflections concern primarily the theoretical 
intelligence as a whole. He stresses especially the close link between 
cognition and love, each of which presupposes the other. Self-love is also 
an important point, but there exists in the discussion of the Trinity no 
special treatment of love as the leading principle of outward actions. 

3) A salient point is the self-reference of the mind in cognition and 
love. This point has its importance both as to the equality of the three 
faculties which constitute the mind and as to the eternity of the relations 
within the one subject. 

4) The argument takes the form of a process of seeking: Augustine is 
not content with preliminary answers, but presses the analysis for more. 
He develops different triads and discusses their suitability for a better 
understanding of the divine; there is no single triad which is exhaustive of 
the analogical potency. 


8 Augustinus, trin. 10, 17 (329, 1-5). 
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II. THE ABELARDIAN IMAGE 


Peter Abelard too attempts to make the Trinity understandable by 
adducing an analogy taken from the human mind. This does not become 
clear immediately, if we look only to his formulations at the very 
beginning of the first version of his major theological work, the so called 
Theologia ‘Summi Boni’. Here Abelard declares: «To call God three 
persons, that is the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, amounts to 
saying that the divine substance is potent, wise, benign, or again that it is 
potency (potentia) itself9, wisdom (sapientia) itself, benignity (benignitas) 
itself»10. In the subsequent versions of his Theologia Abelard becomes 
more cautious in his formulations and embeds his terminology in a broader 
framework of Trinitarian theology; he is especially concerned to stress that 
each of the three faculties is the specific attribute of one person, though all 
three are equally omnipotent, wise, and benevolent!!. Nevertheless, he 
continues until the very end of his career to explain the Trinity’s persons 
by way of the concepts of potency, wisdom, and benignity. 

As has been noted, the Abelardian triad of concepts does not give at 
first sight the impression of being an analogy taken from the human mind. 
If we look at the history of the notions he uses we find their origin in a 
theology of creation, which can be traced back to Irenaeus of Lyon and 
Middle Platonic discussions at his time!2. And this precisely is the sense 
in which the concepts are used in Hugh of Saint Victor’s De tribus diebus, 
the other major work of the early 12th century to discuss the triad 


9 The translation of the Latin potentia in Abelard’s Trinitarian doctrine is quite 
difficult, because Abelard unifies in this term the idea of God’s power and the Aristotelian 
notion of dynamis, which could be rendered as «possibility». The term potency tries to give 
a compromise, which allows to discern both senses of the Abelardian term; with the same 
aim I will use in my German translation of the Theologia ‘Scholarium’, which is in 
preparation, the word «Mächtigkeit». 

10 «Tale est ergo deum esse tres personas, hoc est patrem et filium et spiritum 
sanctum, ac si dicamus divinam substantiam esse potentem, sapientem benignam, immo 
etiam esse ipsam potentiam, ipsam sapientiam, ipsam benignitatem». Abaelardus, 
Theologia ‘Summi Boni’ (from now on: 7sum) 1, 2 (CCM 13, 87, 21-24). 

11 Cfr. e.g. Abaelardus, Theologia ‘Scholarium’ (from now on: Tsch) 1, 43 (CCM 
13, 335, 462-474); a similar argument can be found in Hugo De Sancto Victore, De 
sacramentis christianae fidei 1, 3, 26 (PL 176, 227D-228A). 

12 J. WHITTAKER, «Proclus and the Middle Platonists» in Proclus Lécteur et 
interpréte des anciens, Paris 1987, pp. 282-287; Poirel, o. c. 345-368. 
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mentioned by Abelard. In this work which was composed at nearly the 
same time as Abelard's Theologia ‘Summi Boni',13, we can observe how 
Hugh starts his discussion of potentia, sapientia, and benignitas by 
describing the greatness of creation and ends up by defining the three 
notions as appropriations of the divine Trinity14. So, it is not evident that 
these three concepts can form a triad which is made understandable by an 
analogy taken from the human mind. 

But this is exactly the way which Abelard himself chooses for the 
explanation of the triad: He explains the three concepts by comparison 
with the structure of an acting being, as it is familiar to humans by their 
own experience: «Because if someone who is potent does not know how 
to perform what he can according to the measure of reason, his potency is 
destructive and pernicious. But if he is wise and intelligent in acting, but 
is not able, he runs short of efficacy. If someone is both potent and wise, 
but in no way benign, he proves so much the more inclined to harm, in that 
he is the more emboldened, owing to his potency and smartness, in 
performing what he wants to»15. Obviously, Abelard uses here man’s 
experience of his own acting to make understandable the three persons. 
So, he follows Augustine in relating the Trinity to man’s own inward 
structure. But by stressing its comprehensibility via the experience which 
a human being has of its own mind, Abelard applies his own scientific 
method, which consists in an analysis of language: Starting from the 
common understanding of the notions of potentia, sapientia, and 
benignitas, he can explain, why God is good and why we consequently can 
trust in the goodness of creation. 

In order to understand better the importance which Abelard attaches 
to the explanation by way of potency, wisdom, and benignity, we have to 


13 POIREL, o. c. 376; M. PERKAMS, «The origins at the trinitarian attributes potentia, 
sapientia, benignitas», in Archa Verbi J (2004), in print. 

14 Cfr. Hugo De Sancto Victore, De tribus diebus (CCM 177, 3, 5-5, 32 and 64, 
1131f.); Poirel, o. c., 318-327. 

15 «Qui enim potens est, si id quod potest iuxta modum rationis conducere nescit, 
exicialis est ac perniciosa eius potentia. Si autem sapiens sit et discretus in agendo, sed 
minime possit, efficacia caret. Quod si et potens sit et sapiens, sed nequaquam benignus, 
tanto ad nocendum fit pronior, quanto ex potentia et astutia sua ad efficiendum quod vult 
est securior». Tsum 1, 3 (CCM 13, 87, 27-32) = Theologia christiana (from now on: Tchr) 
1, 5 (CCM 12, 74, 61-64). 
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notice that he sees them not only as a description of the Trinity, but also as 
the best way to describe what summum bonum means. This implies, not a 
theoretical characterization of this Highest good, but a description 
according to the rules of an acting human being.16 

That Abelard is inspired to draw such a picture by a reflection on the 
moral structure of the human mind becomes still more clear, when he 
describes in the Theologia ‘Scholarium’ and again in his Expositio in 
Hexaemeron!? the sense in which man can be said to be an image of God: 
he states that it is his power (potestas), his wisdom, and his love which 
make man more suited than all other creatures, among which is included, 
by the way, also woman, to be an image of God. According to the 
commentary in Genesis the potency lies in the immortality of the human 
soul, and its rationality implies the possibility to take part in the love of 
God, whose cognition a creature can only get by reason. 

The parallels between the Trinity and the human soul become still 
clearer when Abelard comes to define benevolence as the specific property 
of the Holy Spirit. Whereas he understands wisdom as a special form of 
potency and explains this way the close connection between the Father and 
the Son, benevolence is seen as a unique case. On the one hand it is not a 
potency but will, and because of that it is unable to do anything without 
the help of a potency. On the other hand, it is love, the wish to transcend 
one’s own interest for the sake of others. Abelard develops a univocal 
concept which is as valid for the definition of human as it is for the divine 
love: No matter what the circumstances may be, a loving person doesn’t 
regard his own advantage but directs himself towards the Good of the 
others. Although Abelard refers explicitly to Augustine’s De trinitate18 to 
justify the description of the Holy Spirit as God’s charity, he propounds a 
very different understanding of this term: While in Augustine it represents 
especially the self love of God or the mutual love within the Trinity, 
Abelard stresses God’s love for his creatures. He mentions the Augustinian 


16  Abaelardus, Tsum 1, 3 (CCM 13, 87, 27-32) = Tchr 1, 5 (CCM 12, 74, 61-67). 

17 Abaelardus, Tsch 1, 39 (CCM 13, 333, 424-437); Expositio in Hexaemeron, V. 
Cousin (ed.), Petri Abaelardi Opera Omnia 1, Paris 1849, 657. 

18 Augustinus, trin. 15, 19, 37 (CCL 50A, 513, 137-143) in Abaelardus, Tsch 1, 66 
(CCM 13, 344, 722-728); 2, 181 = Tchr 4, 152 (CCM 13, 496, 2628-2634 = CCM 12, 341, 
2402-2408). 
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view, in the Theologia christiana and ‘Scholarium’, and ascribes to it a 
certain importance, because only the mutual love in God can guarantee the 
eternity of the divine love. But he adds immediately, that one can conceive 
the love towards others as a necessity within the godhead also when there 
doesn’t exist any other creature. We can conclude that according to Abelard 
one could reach a consistent description of God’s love also without 
understanding the Holy Spirit as the mutual love within the Trinity. 

A last important point for the understanding of the Abelardian theory 
of the divine will emerges in the third book of the Theologia 'Scholarium', 
where Abelard intends to explain the unity and trinity of God “by probable 
and most honest reasons” (verisimilibus et honestissimis rationibus)19. 
Those arguments are according to Abelard different from necessary 
reasons, but self evident to the mind of any good person, who is not 
hindered by any malice to see the universe in the best way (nulli 
invidus)20. The other way around, «there’s no one to whom the reason of 
his own conscience does not suggest»21 these arguments, which «are 
delightful in themselves and attract us immediately to themselves by their 
own force»22. Obviously, Abelard is convinced, as is Immanuel Kant, that 
arguments do exist, which a human being cannot not believe, because he 
is by his very reason a moral being. That's why man can also get insight 
in the moral structure of the divine mind, which is constituted in the same 
way as the human one: Abelard stresses that God acts for the sake of the 
Good without following his own will (which, in this context, means to 
pursue any act which is not recommended by reason), and establishes this 
by stressing the obligation common to all rational beings to act well 
according to the knowledge of their reason; when he says in this context 
«everyone», the pronoun includes God and every human being23. The 


19 Abaelardus, Tchr 5, 1 (CCM 12, 347, 8) = Tsch 3, 1 (CCM 13, 499, 5f.). 

20  Abaelardus, Tchr 5, 15 (CCM 12, 353, 231-233) = Tsch 3, 15 (CCM 13, 505, 
215-506, 217). 

21 «nullus est cui proprie ratio non suggerat conscientie», Abaelardus, Tchr 5, 15 
(CCM 12, 353, 242) = Tsch 3, 15 (CCM 13, 506, 225f.). 

22 «praesertim cum quae honesta sunt, per se placeant atque nos statim ad se sua vi 
quadam alliciant.», Abaelardus, Tchr 5, 15 (CCM 12, 353, 237-239) = Tsch 3, 15 (CCM 13, 
506, 221-223). 

23 «Hoc autem modo (ie. in the way God acts in chosing always the good) 
unusquisque voluntatem suam sequi prohibetur». Abaelardus, Tsch 3, 34 (CCM 13, 514, 
467f.). 
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same tendency to judge both divine and human actions according to a 
single principle can be seen in Abelard’s discussion of liberum arbitrium 
in the same book?4. 

A last point I wish to hint at is the aim of this psychological analogy: 
Already in the Theologia ‘Summi Boni’ Abelard writes that the description 
of the divine Trinity as representing God’s power, wisdom, and 
benevolence can attract people to true religion and bring them to the two 
forms of correct behaviour before God, that is, fear, which is influenced by 
his power and wisdom, and love, which is provoked by the benignity we 
can see in God25. Another reason is, however, that this description can 
recommend God’s works, whose goodness will be beyond doubt when he 
is seen as someone who acts always according to perfection. This reason 
Abelard adds at the beginning of the Theologia ‘Scholarium’ to the one 
just cited26, and the new third book of this work, a revised version of the 
Theologia christiana’s fifth book, can be seen as a more concrete 
explanation of this idea. 

In this way, Theologia’s last version brings to fruition the opening 
motive of its original progenitor: The theory of the summum bonum is 
completed by a philosophical treatment of how God acts perfectly. This is 
a very important point for our overall understanding of Abelard’s ethical 
thinking: Man is by his reason able to understand that God is the highest 
good, that is to say, that he is a being that acts perfectly. This knowledge 
of God is also a necessary condition for man’s ability to act morally: His 
understanding of the highest good implies recognition of the moral rules, 
dictated by reason, which lead God to act in the way he really acts. Man’s 
love of God as provoked by the divine love towards man leads to the actual 
recognition of the precepts of love every human being knows from his 
conscience, which is the law of his nature. 


24 Generaliter itaque ac verissime liberum arbitrium dicitur, cum quislibet quod ex 
ratione decreverit, voluntarie ac sine coactione adimplere valebit. Que quidem libertas 
arbitrii tam deo quam hominibus eque indubitanter inest, quicumque recte voluntatis 
facultate privati non sunt. Abaelardus, Tsch 3, 90 (CCM 13, 537, 1200-1204). 

25 Abaelardus, Tsum 1, 4 (CCM 13, 87, 39-88, 46) = Tchr 1, 6 (CCM 12, 74, 76- 
84); similarly Tsch 1, 34 (CCM 13, 332, 365-374). 

26 Abaelardus, Tsch 1, 35 (CCM 13, 332, 378-389). 
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I want now to explain a few conclusions from this view on Abelard’s 
theory of the Trinity. 

1) It has become clear that Abelard draws heavily on analogies taken 
from the human soul to describe the Trinitarian nature of God. His most 
important and most constant image for the divine Trinity is clearly 
elucidated by observations which he has formed about the human soul. 

2) The most basic difference to the Augustinian theory is that Abelard 
describes the Trinity according to the structure of a practical, not 
theoretical, intellect. Abelard’s God is essentially an acting creature, 
whose implicit structures tend to transcend the mind’s own limits and to 
direct themselves towards creation. This does not mean that Abelard’s God 
is not in itself eternal: His power, his wisdom, and his benignity do not 
presuppose the existence of created objects, though benignity tends by its 
nature to create them. 

3) Methodologically Abelard starts from a picture not only of an acting, 
but of an ideal acting mind; he doesn’t discuss at length different triadic 
structures within the human mind, but presents at the beginning one ideal triad, 
from which he draws his conclusions and deduces his different arguments. 

4) This is due to the function which the psychological analogies have 
in Abelard’s Trinitarian theory: In the Theologia ‘Scholarium’, at any rate, 
it becomes very clear that the images taken from the human soul are not, 
as was the case in Augustine, the analogies by which Abelard explains the 
unity and diversity of the Trinity; for this purpose he uses logical analyses 
and certain other images, such as the famous metaphor of the bronze seal. 

5) In spite of this, the psychological imagery has a very important 
function in the broader context of Abelard’s ethico-theological system: It 
makes understandable to all human beings, not only to Christians, why and 
in which respect God is the highest Good, worthy of human love, and whose 
will is the decisive criterion of all human action. So the knowledge about and 
the trust in God’s Trinitarian nature enables man to develop the love, by the 
help of which he can live according to the rules of his reason. 

To conclude, I would like to reflect on why Abelard did not exploit 
extensively the Augustinian discussion of mind. The Augustinian 
argumentation, which draws heavily on a metaphysically rooted Neoplatonic 
philosophy of mind must have seemed to him of no use: While the proof that 
unity and diversity can exist in one thing is a logician’s task, a positive 
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explanation of the Trinity's importance can, in Abelard’s view, start only from 
ethical considerations, from which conclusions can be drawn also about the 
nature of God. A theory of self-reflection and self-love was not suited to 
satisfy his ethical interest. I do not think that he, lacking the Neoplatonic 
background which made a link between being and being cognized, could 
have seen any theological relevance in such an enterprise27. 


Friedrich-Schiller-Universität Jena 


27 S.P. BONANNI, Parlare della trinità. Lettura della Theologia Scholarium di 


Abelardo, Rome 1996, shows that Abelard understands the Trinity in a dynamic way and, 
in doing so, is influenced also by the Timaeus. Anyway, we should note that Abelard uses 
the Timaeus primarily to give an example of a pagan conception of the Trinity and develops 
his own Trinitarian doctrine independently of this dialogue; hence the use Abelard makes 
of Plato (and Macrobius) seems in itself not sufficient to call Abelard’s theory «Platonist». 
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FAITH AS EXISTIMATIO RERUM NON APPARENTIUM: 
INTELLECT, IMAGINATION AND FAITH IN THE 
PHILOSOPHY OF PETER ABELARD 


At the outset of the Theologia ‘Scholarium’ Peter Abelard introduces 
a definition of faith that some of his contemporaries found rather alarming: 
«Faith is estimation (existimatio) of things that do not appear, that not 
apparent to the bodily senses»!. Both William of Saint-Thierry and 
Bernard of Clairvaux considered this definition to contradict that 
attributed to St Paul (Hebrews 11:1): «Est autem fides sperandorum 
substantia rerum argumentum non parentum» (Faith is the substance of 
things hoped for, the argument for what does not appear. If, like William 
and Bernard, we look only at that bare sentence at the outset of his 
Theologia about faith as existimatio of things unseen, without any 
knowledge of Abelard’s theory of language, we might well remain 
similarly puzzled at this bare definition of faith. How is it connected to 
Abelard’s broader understanding of language, intellect and imagination, 
themes of this congress? 

Faith, at least in a Christian context, is often considered to lie outside 
the realm of philosophical enquiry. The originality of Abelard’s definition 
is not examined by John Marenbon, in his otherwise very helpful analysis 
of the philosophy of Peter Abelard, in which he argues that there is a 
significant rupture between his critique of ontological realism in logic, 


1 Theologia ‘Scholarium’ [TSch] 1.1, BAM BUYTAERT and C.J. Mews (eds.), 
Corpus Christianorum Continuatio Mediaeualis [CCCM] 13, Turnhout 1987, p. 318. 

2 William of Saint-Thierry, Disputatio Adversus Petrum Abaelardum, PL. vol. 
180, c. 249; Bernard of Clairvaux, Letter 190, Sancti Bernardi Opera, Rome 1957-77, 
8:78. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 915-926. 
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dominant in the earlier part of his career, and the ethical interests that 
underpin his theological writings, composed after he became a monk at 
Saint-Denis in 1117/183. I would argue, however, that his logic is 
concerned not so much with ontology as with analysis of discourse, in 
particular with the theory of argument, and that he considered his 
reflection on language to be in complete continuity with his analysis of 
theological discourse. Abelard’s understanding of fides encapsulates the 
fundamental continuum between his logic and his theology. 

Abelard first raised the issue of how we are to understand fides in the 
initial question of the Sic et Non (c. 1121), by quoting Gregory the Great: 
«faith in anything does not have any merit for which reasoning provides 
proof»4. Abelard then supplies a series of less well known patristic texts 
casting a different perspective. Many texts draw on I Peter 3:15 about the 
importance of supplying reasoning (ratio) to defend faith. Yet it is only in 
the early 1130s, when he starts to draft the Theologia ‘Scholarium’, that 
Abelard first expands on his understanding of faith. He argues that what 
Gregory the Great said about faith not being comprehended by reason is 
consistent with our need to give reasoning for what is held by faith5. 
Abelard insists on the distinction between understanding and believing, 
knowing something and it being fully revealed. Faith, he explains, is «the 
estimation of things that do not appear», while knowledge (cognitio) is a 
deeper experience of those things through their very presence, quoting 
Gregory the Great: «Clearly because faith is the argument for those things 
which cannot appear. For those things that are apparent do not generate 
faith, but knowledge»6. Abelard sees faith not as something fixed and 
immutable, but as an argumentum about what is not apparent to the senses. 
While it was absurd to think that the prophets never understood what they 
were talking about, they did not necessarily have full knowledge. 

Abelard provides more detail about his understanding of faith in 
lectures recorded by a student in the Sententiae Parisienses sometime in 
the 1130s. He emphasizes that faith is not the same as knowledge 


3 J. MARENBON, The philosophy of Peter Abelard, Cambridge, Cambridge 
University Press, 1997. 

^ Gregory, Homiliae in Evangelia II 26, P.L. vol. 76, c. 1197C; Abelard, Sic et Non 
1.1, B. BOYER and R. McKeon (eds.), Chicago 1976-77, p. 113. 

5 TSch IL. 49, p. 432. 

6 Gregory, Homilae in Evangelia II 26.8, PL. 76, c. 1202A; TSch 11.49, pp. 432-433. 
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(cognitio); faith is rather understood pro existimatione. «Just as when I 
estimate the king to be in Paris, that is faith, because it is about an invisible 
thing, not perception of the senses. For if Isaw him, it would not be faith, 
but knowledge. And note that faith is as much about good as bad things; 
according to this, I believe I will receive a reward for good or evil 
according to [my] merits. Faith is also as much about the past as about the 
present or about the future: because we believe that something has been, 
or now is, or is to be»7. Abelard understands faith as a philosophical 
concept rather than as a specifically theological virtue. Whereas in 
Hebrews 11:1, faith is described as both the substantia of things hoped for, 
and the argumentum of what did not appear, Abelard emphasises that it is 
primarily an argumentum about what is not evident to the senses. This 
gives a provisional cast to knowledge held by faith about God or the 
person of Christ. In order to understand Abelard’s conception of fides as a 
provisional understanding, we must consider what he had to say in his 
writing on topics, the principles that underpin every argumentum. 
Through Boethius, Abelard was fully aware of Cicero’s definition that 
argument is reasoning making for faith in an uncertain thing «ratio faciens 
fidem rei dubiae», and that a topic is the seat of that argument. He 
questioned, however, whether an argument ever referred to a specific res. 
In order to grasp the significance of Abelard’s definition of faith as 
existimatio, we need to look more closely at the interaction of his ideas 
about dialectic, rhetoric and theology. The criticisms made by Bernard of 
Clairvaux about the subjectivity of Abelard’s definition, echo a significant 
philosophical difference between Bernard’s great mentor, William of 
Champeaux, and Abelard in relation to Peter Abelard in relation to topics. 
Abelard inherited from Boethius the Ciceronian definition of logica 
as the science of discourse «ratio disserendi», which involved both the 
finding «inventio» and the judgement «judicium» of these arguments?. The 


7  Sententie Parisienses, A. LANDGRAF (ed.), Ecrits théologiques de l'école 
d’Abelard, Louvain, 1934, p. 3. 

8 Cicero, Topica 8, referred to by Boethius, De differentiis topicis I, PL. 64, c. 
1174D; Boethius’s De topicis differentiis, trans. E. Stump, Ithaca, Cornell University Press, 
1978, p. 30. 

9 De differentiis topicis I, c. 1173C; trans. Stump, p. 29; N.J. GREEN-PEDERSEN, 
The Tradition of the Topics in the Middle Ages. The Commentaries on Aristotle’s and 
Boethius’ Topics, Munich- Vienna, Philosophia Verlag,1984, p. 41. 
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science of discovering the underlying topic of an argument was essential 
for understanding the validity of an argument, either in dialectic or 
rhetoric. Understanding a topic more abstractly than Aristotle, Boethius 
considered a topic to be a philosophical axiom or self-evident truth behind 
an argument, such as «whatever is predicated of a predicate, is also 
predicated of its subject»10. The truth of any argument was determined by 
the truth of its maximal proposition (propositio maxima). Both dialectic 
and rhetoric examine propositions that may or may not be true: dialectic, 
however, deals only with a thesis, unrelated to circumstances, whereas 
rhetoric discusses hypotheses, questions hedged by specific 
circumstances. «If dialectic ever does admit circumstances, such as some 
deed or person, into the disputation, it does not do so for their own sake, 
but it transfers the whole force of the circumstance to the thesis it is 
discussing»11. These comments underpin the common assertion of early 
medieval writers that rhetoric and dialectic are both parts of logica. While 
Cassiodorus mentioned that logica was also known to the peripatetics as 
dialectic, it was far more common in the early Middle Ages to hold that 
rhetoric and dialectic were both parts of logical2. 

Some measure of William of Champeaux’s prestige as an early 
theorist of topics is provided by John of Salisbury’s comment that he had 
defined the science of the Topics «even if imperfectly» as about finding 
the middle term implicit in any argument and thereby allowing a valid 
inference be drawn13. William defined a topic in Boethian fashion as «the 
thing with which the argument deals and which is signified by one of the 


10 Stump discusses these differences in Boethius’s De topicis differentiis , pp. 159- 
214; GREEN-PEDERSEN, The Tradition of the Topics, pp. 21-24. 

11 PL. 64, c. 1206C; trans. Stump, De topicis differentiis, p. 79. 

12 Cassiodorus, Institutiones, praef. 4 and 2.2, R. MYNORS (ed.), Oxford, 1961, p. 
91. On this theme, see von P. Moos, «Dialektik und “civilis scientia" in Hochmittelalter», 
in Dialektik und Rhetorik im frühen und hohen Mittelalter. Rezeption, Überlieferung und 
gesellschaftliche Wirkung antiker Gelehrsamkeit vornemlich im 9. und 12. Jahrhundert, J. 
FRIED (ed.), (Schriften des Historischen Kollegs. Kolloquien 27) Munich, R. Oldenbourg 
Verlag, 1997, pp. 137-138 and Y. IWAKUMA, «The Division of Philosophy and the Place of 
the Trivium from the 9th to the Mid-12t Centuries», in Medieval Analyses in Language 
and Cognition. Acts of the symposium The Copenhagen School of Medieval Philosophy 
January 10-13, 1996, S. EBBESEN and R.L. FRIEDMAN (eds.), C.A. COPENHAGEN, Reitzels 
Forlag, 1999, pp. 165-89, esp. 166. 

13 John of Salisbury, Metalogicon 3.9, J. HALL (ed.), CCCM 98, Turnhout, 1991, 
p. 129.45. 
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terms»14. He held that the maximal proposition or general principle 
underlying an argument «produces the senses of all the arguments to 
which it may be applied»15. We find a similar view in a commentary on 
the De inventione attributed to William, in which it is asserted that a 
rhetorical statement like «Verres stole a horse» refers to a specific thing16. 
William is someone for whom rhetoric is as much part of logica as 
dialectic, and deals with things as much as words. 

In the Historia calamitatum, Abelard explains that it was while 
following classes in rhetoric that he forced William to modify his opinion 
that two identical individuals were the same essentially, by admitting that 
they were the same non-differently!7. The argument highlights Abelard’s 
sense that William in rhetoric had not taken sufficient account of an issue 
raised in dialectic. This was only one of a series of arguments with William 
raised by Abelard in his Dialectica, composed probably between 1112 and 
111718. Abelard’s persistent concern in that treatise is not with ontological 
issues as such, but with the principles behind the imposition of discourse, 
the impositio vocum. In any statement like «Socrates is a man», homo does 
not refer to any specific thing, but is rather a predicate applied to Socrates, 
that makes a statement about him. A similar logic underpins Abelard’s 
criticism of William of Champeaux for maintaining that in hypothetical 
statements, not only necessary, but even probable assertions are true, in so 
far as truth relates not to «the essence of the thing» but to opinion or what 
is probable!9. «It is true or false according to the estimation (existimatio) 
of the listener: for many things are seen which do not exist and many 
things exist that are not seen»20. Abelard voices his awareness that what 
we may imagine something to be true, even if it has no basis in reality. We 
have here in the Dialectica our first insight into the way Abelard defines 
faith in his Theologia. The truth of a statement refers not to some quasi- 


14 GREEN-PEDERSEN, The Tradition of the Topics, p. 165. 

15 Ibid., p. 166. 

16 K.M. FREDBORG, «The Commentaries on Cicero's De inventione and Rhetorica 
ad Herennium by William of Champeaux», Cahiers de l'Institut du Moyen Age Grec et 
Latin 17 (1976) 1-39, esp. 34. 

17 Abelard, Historia calamitatum, J. MONFRIN (ed.), Paris, 1959, p. 65. 

18 Peter Abelard, Dialectica [D], L.M. DE Ruk (ed.), 2nd ed., Assen, 1970. 

19 D, pp. 271.35-272.3 

20 D, p. 272.3-5. 
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metaphysical thing existing outside of language, but to our estimation or 
approximation of what the speaker holds to be true. The truth of a 
conditional statement like «if it is a body, it is corporeal» is determined by 
reference not to any external thing, but to the internal logic of the phrase, 
itself dependent on the correct imposition of words. He insists that in 
conditional statements, the truth of the consequence is established not by 
its expressing some external thing, but by its being contained within the 
antecedent2!. John of Salisbury found this particular argument of Abelard, 
with its radical claim that hypothetical arguments were only valid if the 
consequence was contained in the antecedent difficult to swallow22. 

By the time that Abelard started to work on his Logica 
‘Ingredientibus’ (c. 1117-20) Abelard had become much more familiar 
with Cicero’s De inventione and with rhetorical theory in general. In the 
Dialectica, the De inventione is not mentioned at all, while there is only 
the slightest of indirect allusions to Boethius’ Jn Topica Ciceronis. By 
contrast, Cicero’s authority is frequently invoked in his Ingredientibus 
commentary on Porphyry, in which he develops the theme that logica is 
about the art of finding and judging arguments23. Unlike William of 
Champeaux, Abelard treats logic and dialectic virtually as synonyms. 

One of the new themes that emerges in the commentaries on the 
Categories and Periermeneias is that words and phrases signify through 
translatio, by being applied from one context to another24. The phrase 
«the fields laugh» (prata rident) is not an incorrect expression, but rather 
signifies a state of affairs that simply has no literal base. This extends his 
earlier criticism of William’s teaching that figurative phrases were strictly 
speaking «not true». Abelard develops the theme that figurative phrases do 
not refer to specific things which might or might not exist, but are 
rhetorical constructions. In his gloss on the Periermeneias he develops the 


1 D, p. 285.4. 
2 Metalogicon 3.6, Hall (ed.), p. 122.24. 

23 Abelard, Logica «Ingredientibus» , Super Porphyrium [sup. Por], B. GEYER 
(ed.), Peter Abaelards Philosophische Schriften, Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie 
und Theologie des Mittelalters 31.1-3, Miinster, 1919-27, pp. 1-5. 

24 I. ROSIER-CATACH, «Prata rident», in Langages et philosophie. Hommage à Jean 
Jolivet, A. DE LIBERA, A. ELAMRANI-JAMAL and A. GALONNIER (eds.), Paris, Vrin, 1997, pp. 
155-76, and «La notion de translatio, le principe de compositionalité et l’analyse de la 
prédication accidentelle chez Abélard», in Langage, sciences, philosophie au XIIe siècle, 
J. BIARD (ed.), Paris, Von, 1999, pp. 125-64. 
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notion that the meaning of a proposition lies not in its intellectus, but in its 
dictum — something that was never a specific thing25. 

Abelard takes these ideas further in relation to argument in his 
commentary on the De differentiis topicis. He holds that knowledge of 
arguing is not the same as logica itself, the science of composing 
arguments and of analysing them: «No one can be a logicus who is not 
discerning in finding and judging arguments, unless he knows why 
arguments are found and once found can be proven, should anyone doubt 
about whether they are strong or weak»26. Avoiding the Ciceronian 
definition of argument as about a res dubia, he holds that argumentation 
exists only for the sake of the argument, intended to make a dubious 
proposition certain. An argument leads to faith and belief in a 
conclusion27. Abelard repeats his earlier theme that what was said by a 
proposition (the dictum propositionis) was not a thing or essence (226.12), 
but develops its implications for understanding a maximal proposition, the 
underlying basis of an argument. In the Dialectica he had repeated rather 
briefly the notion also enunciated by William of Champeaux, that a maxim 
contains the senses of all those specific arguments to which it applied28. 
Even though Abelard questioned William’s teaching on other matters, it 
seems that here he was still dependent on his master, from whom he 
clearly learned much more than he admits in the Historia calamitatum29. 
By the time he writes Super Topica Glossae, however, Abelard moves 
away from any notion that a maximal proposition contains a meaning in 
itself. He explains that its potential meanings are dependent entirely on the 
terms of the arguments to which it is applied30. The truth of a maxim can 
only be preserved in relation to specific consequences31. Instead of 
interpreting maxims as self-evident truths, as Boethius had done, Abelard 
emphasises that they are themselves the product of human imposition, 


25 K. JAcOBI, C. STRUB, and P. KING, «From intellectus verus/falsus to the dictum 
propositionis: The Semantics of Peter Abelard and his Circle», Vivarium 34.1 (1996) 15- 
40. 

26 Super Topica Glossae [sup. Topica], in Pietro Abelardo. Scritti di Logica, M. 
DAL PRA (ed.), Milan, La Nuova Italia, 1967, p. 209.24-27. 

27 Sup. Topica, pp. 222.38-223.2. 

28 D pp. 317.37-318.1. 

29 GREEN-PEDERSEN, Tradition of the Topics, pp. 166-67. 

30 Ibid, p. 170; Sup. Topica, pp. 231.26-232.40. 

31 Sup. Topica, p. 234.34. 
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applied variously in different situations. They employ pronouns whose 
meaning depends on the specific application of the pronoun. Just as a 
predicate is always an utterance (vox) rather than a thing (res), so a general 
statement like «every man loves» or «every man loves himself» does not 
generate a multiplicity of meanings about different individuals32. 

While Abelard never says explicitly that the older authors were wrong 
in their discussion of topics, he does claim that they sometimes spoke 
«more according to opinion than according to truth». This is particularly 
the case with topics, «which deal only with probability, and which consist 
in opinion, rather than in truth»33. Abelard explains that Boethius 
sometimes identifies as maxims propositions that are clearly not maximal 
«for the sake of stretching the reader». Abelard then refers to a treatise on 
argument, presumably an allusion to a work that he elsewhere titles as his 
Rhetorica34. Abelard questions whether any statement can ever signify a 
thing as a clear, self-evident truth. He recognises that while some 
propositions can be certain in one context, in another they can be 
uncertain. 

This leads Abelard to interrupt his commentary on the second book of 
De differentiis topicis with a discussion of rhetorical disputation, inspired 
by his reading of Cicero’s De inventione35. He explains that both 
dialectical and rhetorical argument deal with what is uncertain. They differ 
only in that rhetoric is based around a specific person or activity36. He then 
analyses different types of statement that might be made about a person, 
and that are effective in formulating a rhetorical argument37. He 
‘understands rhetoric in very pragmatic terms, related more to persuasion 
than to assertion about external things. 

Abelard criticises «our teacher William and his followers» for 
claiming that the grammatical, or strictly literal sense of a proposition, was 
different from its dialectical sense. Abelard rejects his interpretation of 


32 Sup. Topica, pp. 235.7-236.6. 

33 Sup. Topica, p. 242.20-22. 

34 Sup. Topica, p. 242.27-37; see also pp. 263.25 and 267.15. 

35 For a new edition of this passage, see K.M. FREDBORG, «Abelard on Rhetoric», 
in Rhetoric and Renewal in the Latin West 1100-1500, C.J. Mews, C. NEDERMAN and R. 
THOMSON (eds.), Turnhant, Brepols, 2003, pp. 62-80. 

36 Sup. Topica, p. 257.10. 

37 Sup. Topica, pp. 257.12-258.39. 
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«Socrates is white» as about some linking of the essence of Socrates with 
the essence of whiteness38. «We do not ever want dialecticians to consider 
one sense in any construction, grammarians another»39. There cannot be a 
multiplicity of meanings to a phrase, one dialectical, the other 
grammatical. While he recognises that there are those who subordinate 
both grammar and rhetoric to logic, he does not accept that grammar and 
rhetoric deal with the same issues as logic40 He sees the question, for 
example, of whether Verres stole a horse, «as a civil, that is a rhetorical 
question» (290.11), an allusion to Cicero’s definition of rhetoric as «civil 
science». He was here criticising William of Champeaux’s sense that both 
rhetoric and dialectic concerned the domain of «things». Far from 
devaluing rhetoric as a discipline, Abelard was really making a point about 
its character as social discourse rather than as about the world of things. 
Abelard devotes much attention to refining Boethius’s definition of an 
argument as «reasoning making for faith in a thing that is uncertain». He 
juxtaposes two views about the nature of an argument. The position he 
supports is that an argument is not a proposition, but the inzellectus or 
conception of the proposition, which has no meaning unless through a 
mental conception. The contrary view, which he opposes, is based on a 
literal application of Boethius’ definition, namely that the argument is not 
the proposition or its conception, but those res (things) or terms of the 
proposition. In this view, the argument is the Topic or locus behind the 
proposition4!. Again he is targeting William of Champeaux. Abelard’s 
point is that the specific words constructed in an argument do not relate to 
logic, or the science of discourse (ratio disserendi), but to other, more 
practical disciplines. Abelard is openly critical of many arguments that 
Boethius puts forward «which are arguments more according to opinion 
than to the truth of the matter. ... We call reasoning a type of argument, 
that is something rationally induced to create faith, not according to the 
truth of the matter, but according to the quality of mind and estimation of 
the person to whom it occurs»42. Although Boethius speaks of a res that is 
uncertain, Abelard explains that this in fact means «uncertain 


38 Sup. Topica, pp.,271.38-272-38. 

39 Sup. Topica, p. 273.37-39. 

40 Sup. Topica, p. 290.2-7. 

41 Sup. Topica, pp. 294.21-31, 296.4-41. 
42 Sup. Topica, pp. 299.40-42, 300.21-23. 
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proposition». The dictum propositionis could never itself be defined as a 
thing43. 

This line of thinking had important implications when applied to 
argumentum in the context of religious belief. Abelard applies his analysis 
of rhetoric most fully to sacred authors in the prologue to the Sic et Non, 
dating from same the period as the discussion of topic. Here he extends 
these principles to specific arguments put by Fathers of the Church. 
Acutely aware of the rhetorical structure of both scriptural and patristic 
assertions, he considers that such statements belong, like the topics 
themselves, to the realm of the probable, and have to be analysed as such. 
It is the task of dialectical enquiry to question these assertions, which like 
all propositions are dubia or uncertain, not to demolish their meaning, but 
in order to move to greater certainty. Drawing on Cicero’s De inventione, 
Abelard observes that all human language is invented according to specific 
situations, and to meet specific needs. No single proposition can ever be 
identified as a final definition of truth. All an assertion can do is provide 
an approximation (existimatio) of truth. This is the direct application to 
theology of a principle first raised in the Dialectica. 

In the De intellectibus, perhaps written in the 1120s at about the same 
time as his revision of the gloss on Porphyry, the Logica «Nostrorum 
petitioni», Abelard develops what he had formulated in his gloss on the 
Periermeneias about the difference between imagination and 
understanding44. The images that we might see in the mind’s eye are 
figments of the imagination, not images of things45. Imagination is «a 
confused perception of the soul, a perception without sensory awareness 
of the thing which we imagine»46. Imagination is thus based on the senses 
about things that are absent. Following Aristotle, Abelard teaches that our 
understandings (intellectus) can never be without imagination47. He 
understands this to mean that in the process of understanding we can never 
do without imagination, even though this was simply the vehicle through 
which the mind rising to understanding, which (unlike imagination) is 


43 Sup. Topica, p. 301.25-28. 

^4 Abelard, Logica ‘Ingredientibus’. Super Perermeneias [sup. Per], ed. GEYER, 
pp. 312-18 (as n. 23) 

45 Sup. Per., p. 315. 

46 Sup. Per, p. 316; Tractatus de intellectibus, P. Morin (ed.), Des intellections, 
Paris, Vrin, 1994, p. 32. 

47 Sup. Per., p. 319; Tractatus de intellectibus, p. 36. 
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never a confused perception of the soul. This process of understanding 
(intelligere) is often used to refer to estimating or thinking (existimare): 
«Estimation is very much the same as what understanding seems to be, 
because often we say ‘understand’ for ‘estimate’, and the name of opinion, 
which is the same as estimation, is sometimes transferred to 
understanding. But they differ, as estimating is believing, and estimation 
is the same as what is credulity or faith. ... There is no estimation except 
about what a proposition is said to contain, that is about some conjunction 
or separation of things. So it can never be held without understanding of a 
proposition»48. True knowledge (scientia), which is a certainty of the 
spirit, is thus distinct from an understanding, which always must remain 
provisional. 

Abelard’s exposition of understandings (intellectus) develops a theme 
already present in his glosses on the Periermeneias, that a statement such 
as «I understand a chimaera» is a figurative expression, that cannot refer 
to any thing, as a chimaera by definition does not exist. In the Theologia 
‘Summi boni’, Abelard develops the idea that many people, whether 
prophets or philosophers, apply words metaphorically to the supreme 
good, namely that the supreme good, or God, is powerful, wise and kind. 
This does not mean that each of the three persons is a separate res or thing, 
as Roscelin had taught. These understandings, whether prophetic or 
philosophical, are nonetheless provisional, and can never be understood as 
a final knowledge, as God’s nature ultimately surpassed all human 
understanding. 

Abelard opened his commentary on St Paul’s Epistle to the Romans 
with the claim that «all scripture intends to warn or teach us in the manner 
of rhetorical speech»49. By intepreting the writings of Scripture, and in 
particular of St Paul, as an exercise in rhetoric, he was saying that their 
true significance did not lie at the level of specific truths or things. In itself 
this was fully in accord with traditional exegetical theory about the 


48 Tractatus de intellectibus, p. 43. 

49 Abelard, Commentarium in Epistolam ad Romanos, BM. BUYTAERT (ed.), 
CCCM 11, Turnhout, 1969, p. 41; Rolf Peppermuller provides the more acceptable 
readings of monere and monet rather than mouere and mouet in his edition and German 
translation, Expositio in Epistolam ad Romanos, Fontes Christiani 26, 3 vols (Freiburg: 
Herder, 2000), p. 62. 
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multiple levels of meaning of Scripture. This perspective allowed him to 
read the letters of St Paul, as indeed of any scriptural author, as texts 
written first of all to persuade and inspire us to greater love of wisdom, and 
of God himself. The words of Christ himself were not statements about 
true things, but as rhetorical expressions, transmitted by the evangelists, 
that lead us to the wisdom which Christ embodied as Son ofthe Father and 
demonstrated for us through dying on the Cross. There may be errors in 
the way the words of Christ were transmitted either by copyists or 
translators; this did not lessen, however, the truth value of Scriptures that 
were inspired. 

Faith is thus not an abstract gift, a form of knowledge quite distinct 
from human knowledge. Abelard’s understanding of faith as an estimation 
of what not appear to the senses is necessarily shaped by his understanding 
that what is said by a proposition is never a thing or res in itself, with some 
extra-linguistic existence. All statements that we make about some 
understanding that we have are necessarily provisional, and do not 
necessarily fall into the category of being either true or false. For this 
reason, theological statements which might seem to contradict each other 
might in their own way both shed light on an issue, without being 
necessarily right or wrong. The careful student of the Scriptures and the 
Fathers has to be careful about how language was being used. Faith is 
ultimately a provisional form of knowledge, an estimation of what is not 
apparent to the senses. Ultimately faith will give way to a knowledge that 
is beyond all imagination, and that will endure. 


Monash University, Australia 


SHIMIZU TETSURO 


THE PLACE OF INTELLECTVS IN THE THEORY OF 
SIGNIFICATION BY ABELARD AND ARS MELIDVNA 


The main concern of the present paper is with some theories of 
significatio in the 12th century, and how intellectus and imaginatio play a 
role in them, but not in others. In the present paper, I shall restrict my 
attention to Abelard and Ars meliduna, hoping to contrast them. 


ABELARD’S THEORY OF SIGNIFICATION 


As for Abelard’s theory, I will make some comments concerning the 
present subject, with a summary of the conclusions that I have described 
elsewherel. In Glosse super Porphyrium (‘Ingredientibus’), Abelard’s 
theory of signification bound up with his explanation and revision of the 
vocalist theory of a universal. He starts with the definition of the universal, 
which involves the idea of impositio and nominatio, and so far the theory 
contains the name-things relationship only. Abelard, however, also shows 
its difficulties, by raising the two cardinal aspects of signification: the first 
concerns nominatio, or significatio in the broader sense, while the second, 
the intellectus that a name produces in the hearer, and this act of a name is 
significatio in the strict sense. Then he tries to solve the difficulties and 
presents his revision of the theory regarding each of the two aspects2. 


1 T. SHIMIZU, «From Vocalism to Nominalism: Progression in Abaelard’s Theory 
of Signification», Didascalia, 1,15-46. 


2 Abaelardus, Glossae super Porphyrium, B. VON GEYER (hrg.), Peter Abaelards 
philosophische Schriften 1,1933: 16, 25-30; 18,4-19,20. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 927-939. 
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I. causa communis and status 


Regarding the first aspect, which is concerned with the name-things 
relationship, the problem is: What is a universal vocal word the name of? 
Or: How can a name be common to many things? If Abelard admitted the 
realist theory, he could answer by referring to a universal thing (res) that 
is common to certain singulars. As a vocalist, however, rejects this answer, 
and tries to find another one. 

His reply is that there is something common to those things of which 
a universal vocal word is the name, and that this something common is the 
cause of the imposition of a common name, though this something is not 
a thing (res), but a fact such as that each of them is a man. It is in this 
context that Abelard introduces the term status, which is the common 
cause of a name’s imposition. For instance status hominis is just esse 
hominem (being a man) and is the common characteristic that can be 
predicated of all men. By this, he rejects the theory that a res, i.e. man, is 
common to all men3. 

At this point I should like to add one point in detail concerning the 
passage in dispute between scholars4 that is the last sentence of his 
explanation of the common cause of a name’s imposition: «Statum quoque 
hominis res ipsas in[‘'non’ in MS] natura hominis statutas possumus 
appellare, quarum communem similitudinem ille concipit, qui vocabulum 
imposuit». John Marenbon, in his comprehensive book on Abelard, 
translates it thus: «We can also call status those things set up [statutas] in 
the nature of man, the common likeness of which was grasped by the 
person who imposed the word «man»», meaning by «those things» the 
particular mortalities, rationalities and so on. 

Iagree with Geyer and Marenbon's reading of the text as «in (instead 
of ‘non’ in the MS.) natura hominis». I cannot agree, however, with 
Marenbon's explanation of «res ipsae». In my view, after explaining status 
as esse himinem, Abelard is referring here to another possibility of what 
we can accept as the status hominis (quoque ... possumus appellare), i.e., 
res ipsae, which I think are individual human beings themselves, so that 


3 Id, ibid, 19,21-22,14 

4 MM. TWEEDALE, Abailard on universals, 1976, 207. R.M. DE RIK, «Martin M. 
Tweedale on Abailard. Some criticisms of a fascinating venture», Vivarium 23(1985), 94- 
5. J. MARENBON, The Philosophy of Peter Abelard, 1997, 192, n.45. 
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the possible referents of «status» should be distinguished from the former 
referent, i.e., esse hominem. That is, all individual men as a whole 
constitute the status hominis and it can be said the common cause of the 
name’s imposition, for the person who imposed the word did it on the basis 
of apprehending the common likeness of those individuals. If so, those 
individuals were the cause of the name’s imposition. This, I believe, is the 
context in which Abelard refers to the common likeness here. 

I would add that the first referent corresponds to the identity theory as 
a subspecies of indifference theory on the side of realism, and Abelard 
makes use of the phrase prompted by the identity theory with some revision, 
when he says, «singuli homines convenient...non in homine, sed in esse 
hominem»5. While the second (possible) referents correspond to another 
realist theory, i.e., the collectio theory. Abelard never admits, however, that 
the totality of men is the universal thing (res), but singular men themselves 
(res ipsae) as a whole can be called the status. This interpretation may be 
confirmed by Abelard’s own account of the collection theory6, where he 
refers to «a thinking collected from a substantial likeness of individuals», 
which is similar to «res ipsae..., the common likeness of which was 
apprehended by the person» in the present context. 

It is presumable that Abelard uses the term «status» generally with 
the meaning that which exists on the side of reality and is the cause of the 
structure of language”. He is now trying to explain how a name is common 
to some things but not to others, so that the common cause Abelard is now 
referring to should be a fact in the world, i.e., «status of X» refers to the 
fact in the world that is common to everything called «X». I agree with 
Marenbon so far as he explains «status rerum» as «how things are», «the 
condition of things», but I hesitate to accept his explanation of common 
conceptions of God in terms of the status of things, which are as a result 
connected with human conceptions’. Thus my claim is concerned with his 
interpretation of status as a whole; I hope to discuss the point in detail 
elsewhere. 


5. Abaelardus, ibid., 19, 24-25. cfr. 14, 2-6; 18-21. 
6 ld. ibid., 14, 7-17. 


7 cfr. ld., ibid., 17,14-21:«....quantum quidem ad manifestandum intellectum, non 
quantum ad ostendendum rei statum... .... ad rerum naturam pertinet et ad veritatem status 
earum demonstrandam». 

8 MARENBON, op.cit., 193-5. 
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II. significatio intellectus 


Regarding the second aspect, i.e. in respect of significatio intellectus, 
the problem is as follows: when we hear a statement that contains the word 
«man», it is very often the case that we cannot understand who is referred 
to by the statement. Thus «man» does not produce an understanding of any 
individual in the hearer’s mind. Understanding, however, cannot be 
without its object; every understanding is an understanding of something. 
Therefore, «man» cannot produce any understanding in the hearer. 

Replying to this objection, Abelard claims that it produces the 
understanding which «conceives the common likeness of things» and tries 
to explain this in detail. 

(1) imaginatio theory. First he interprets intellectus in terms of mental 
images, saying that the intellection produced by a universal word, e.g., 
«man», is directed toward an imaginary likenesxs, or a form, which is 
common to all men and not peculiar to any man9. Thus we can call this the 
«imaginatio theory» of signification. 

(2) formae in God before creation. Secondly Abelard admits that the 
form towards which the understanding is directed can be said to be the 
object of signification as well. In the argument Abelard refers to 
conceptions in God’s mind before creation, interpreting a passage from 
Priscian10. 

(3) abstractio theory as an addition. Thirdly Abelard introduces a 
theory of abstraction in addition to the preceding two points. Here, an 
intellectus of a universal is saïd to result by the act of abstraction, by which 
for instance «man» is understood as a rational mortal animalll. 

The difference between imaginatio and abstractio theory is apparent. 
Both are concerned with what results when I hear «man», but the former 
says that a certain figure which is common to all men and not peculiar to 
any man rises in my mind, while the latter, that I have the conception of a 
rational mortal animal. Abelard, however, says nothing about the 
relationship between these two modes of intellect, and thus both modes are 
only put side by side in the Glosse. In addition, at this stage significatio is 


9  Abaelardus, ibid., 20,18-22,24. 


10 Id., ibid., 22,25-24,31. cfr. Priscianus, Inst. Grammat, XVII, c.44., KEIL. (ed.), 
TH, 135. 


l1 Abaelardus., ibid., 24,38-27,34. 
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still a temporary act in that it exists only when someone hears a vox uttered 
by someone else, and correspondingly, also intellectus is a temporary act 
produced in the hearer. 


III. sermo established with respect to intellectus as an abstract entity 


Abelard’s later theory shown in the Glossule super Porphyrium is 
different from that in the Glosse not only in that now it is a sermo, and not 
a vox, that is a universal, but also in that the sermo has been established 
(instituta) with respect to intellectus, while in the Glosse a nomen has been 
imposed, or invented, with respect to things (res)12. Also, words and their 
signification are no longer temporary; he claims that the sermo exists even 
when no one utters it13. For it exists in the sense that the relationship 
between sermo and intellectus has been established. Thus, although a 
sermo is a vocal entity, nevertheless its existence is independent of the 
vocal entity. Correspondingly an intellectus seems also to exist 
independently of someone’s actual act of understanding. Again, an 
intellectus is not explained in terms of imaginatio theory any more, but 
exclusively in terms of abstractio theory. 


ARS MELIDUNA 


The second text that I shall examine is from the latter half of the 12th 
century, namely the Ars Melidunal4, which, in my view, shows a 
remarkable contrast with Abelard’s theory. Its theory of signification has 
been discussed already by scholars15, nevertheless I hope to add a few 
points to their reports, by putting my focus on the role of intellectus around 
vocal words (voces). 


12 Abaelardus, Glossulae super Porphyrium. Geyer, op.cit.,11,1973:513,15-19. 


13 Id.,ibid., 524.21-24: «sciendum est genera et species nullo loquente non minus 
esse». 

14 DE Bus has analysed it, giving excerpts from the whole work: Logica modernorum 
II-1, Assen,1967, chaps. 6-10. Iwakuma Yukio is now preparing a complete edition of the 
MS. I express my thanks to him for allowing me to use parts 1 and 2 of his draft, from 
which I take the readings in this article. 


15 H.A.G. BRAAKHUIS, «Signification, Appellation and Predication in the Ars 
Meliduna», in J. JOLIVET et al. (eds.), Gilbert de Poitiers et ses contempotains, Napoli, 
Bibliopolis, 1987, 107-120. J. BIARD, «Semantique et Ontologie dans l'Ars Meliduna», in 
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I. intellectus and causa institutionis vocum 


The anonymous author shows the role of intellectus in terms of causa 
institutionis vocum. The reason why vocal language has been instituted is 
for the sake of being able to manifest a speaker’s thinking (intellectus) to 
a hearer, so that the structure of vocal language reflects that of thinking in 
the mind: as there are «two main parts in intellectus, i.e., suppositum and 
that which is said of the suppositum», so correspondingly, «two kinds of 
parts of speech have been invented: names and verbs»16. Thus it is the 
speaker's point of view, and not the hearer's, from which the author argues 
the subject. 

He goes on to insist that the institution of words has been made for the 
sake of performing appellatio, and not significatio, and that «names call 
(appellant) those things, and for the sake of placing these things as 
subjects (propter quas supponendas) these names have been instituted» 17. 
From these phrases, we can tell that appellatio is a name's function of 
referring to some things and making them the subject of speech, and that 
appellatio is the function that manifests the suppositum in the speaker's 
thought. Thus appellatio is connected to intellectus, while significatio is 
cut off from it. 

As for the place of significatio in this respect, the author adds: 
«though vocal words have signification besides appellation, they have 
caused signification by deducing it from appellation, or from the 
institution made for the sake of appellation»18. So far significatio seems to 
be a subordinate or secondary function based on appellatio. 


A 


ibid.121-144. Id., «Le langage et l'incorporel. Quelques réflexions à partir de l'Ars 
meliduna», in id. (ed.), Langage, sciences, philosophie au Xlle Siécle, Paris, 
J.Vrin,1999.217-234. 

16 Ars Meliduna, Oxford, Digby 174, 213ra55-57: «Causa institutionis vocum fuit 
manifestatio intellectus, id est ut haberet quis quo alii intellectum suum manifestaret. 
Ideoque sicut intellectu duo principaliter comprehendimus, suppositum scilicet et quod de 
eo dicitur, ita quoque inventa sunt duo genera dictionum, nomina scilicet et verba, ...». 

17 Ibid. 2131b1-7: «Notandum tamen quod institutio vocum non fuit facta ad 
significandum, sed tantum ad apellandum, quippe cum appellatio vocum magis sit 
necessaria ad loquendum de rebus subiectis quam significatio. ...... Appellant ergo nomina 
res illas propter quas supponendas fuerunt instituta». 

18 Ibid. 213rb7-9 :«Licet autem ad appellandum tantum fuerint institutae voces, 
tamen praeter appellationem habent etiam significationem; sed hanc ex appellatione 
contraxerunt, sive ex institutione facta ad appellandum». 
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IL. status as the object of signification 


As for significatio, the anonymous author shows theories concerning 
what vocal words can signify. Three theories are rejected without 
examination as belonging to ancient or old scholars, and the other two are 
recognized and examined as those current among modern scholars, «inter 
modernos», of which he admits the second one alone, i.e., the status 
theory. 

The theory claims that «words signify common or unique status, i.e., 
being able to be participated by only one or by many». E.g., the name 
«man» signifies a special status, «animal» a general status, «Socrates» a 
status unique to one, and «verbs also signify common status»19. Thus 
status is explained in its relationship to things, i.e., a status is something 
that can be participated (participabilis) by singular things or a singular 
thing. By the term «participabilis» we can suppose that it is not necessary 
for a status to be participated by singular things actually. From this we can 
safely say that a status, the object of signification of a word, should be 
related as participabilis to singular things that are the objects of 
appellation of the word, and thus the realm of status and that of singular 
things are distinguished. The relationship «participabilis» also suggests 
the relationship between signification and appellation, which can be 
consistent with the preceding claim that signification is subordinate to 
appellation. According to rerum natura, or the order of creation, expressed 
as «participabilis», status seem to be prior to things, nevertheless it is the 
order of words’ institution the author is referring to now. 


III. Priscian grammar as an authority for the status theory 


In order to confirm the status theory, the anonymous author appeals to 
Priscian’s grammar, trying to interpret it in two ways. First, referring to the 
phrase: «a common name is naturally common to many, which connects 


19 Ibid., 213rb57-va3:«...fatetur dictiones significare communes status vel 
privatos, id est participabiles ab uno solo vel a pluribus, ut hoc nomen ‘homo’ significat 
specialem statum, id est participatum tantum a rebus unius speciei; ‘animal’ vero 
generalem,...; ‘Socrates’ vero privatum statum, id est ab uno solo partici<pa>bilem. Verba 
quoque communes status significant, ut hoc verbum ‘legit’ quoddam accidens participatum 
ab omni re legente». 
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one and the same general or special substance, quality, or quantity», and 
interprets it: «the one and the same substantial szatus signified by the 
common name ... connects those many things»20. Thus there are many 
kinds of status, and not only the one that corresponds to the category of 
substance; for instance, there should be a status that corresponds to the 
name «white (thing)». 

Also there are status that correspond to proper names. Referring to 
another phrase of Priscian: «a proper name naturally signifies something’s 
unique (privata) substance and quality», the anonymous author interprets 
thus: «this means, someone’s unique status, whatever it is, determining 
some certain quality concerning it (determinando circa illud aliquam 
certam qualitatem)»21. He seems not to recognize any qualitative status 
that corresponds to a «unique quality», nor a proper name under the 
category of quality, by contrast to common names so that he needs another 
explanation for «signifies ... substance and quality». The interpretation, 
«determinando ... qualitatem», apparently reflects a phrase from the 
anonymous Glosule on Priscian from the latter half of the 11th century22. 
This interpretation, however, is not compatible with the next 
interpretation, as will be shown in the following. 

The second way of interpreting Priscian is, in the anonymous author’s 
view, in accordance with his contemporary grammarians’ interpretation23. 


20 Ibid., 213va5-8: «Hanc autem opinionem confirmat Priscianus, ubi loquens de 
nominibus dicit quod 'appellativum naturaliter commune est multorum, quos eadem 
substantia sive qualitas sive quantitas generalis vel specialis iungit’, id est quos iungit idem 
substantialis status per appellativum significatus aut idem status significatus qualitativo vel 
quantitativo vocabulo, hoc est qualitatem vel quantitatem copulante,» Cfr. Priscianus, 
op.cit. II, c.24, 11,58.14-16. 


2 . i a ; a ` t 
* Ars meliduna, 213va8-10: « proprium vero naturaliter uniuscuiusque privatam 


substantiam et qualitatem significant’, id est privatum statum alicuius, quicquid sit illud 
determinando circa illud aliquam certam qualitatem.» Cfr. Priscianus, op.cit., II, c.25, 
11,58.25-26. 


22  Glosule super Priscianum, ad II 18, 1502 edition(e) 24v, cfr. K 13rb in, C. MEws, 
«Nominalism and Theology before Abaelard: New Light on Roscelin of Compiégne», 
Vivarium 30-1,1992: 4-33, 17,n.37; DE RIK, Logica Modernorum YI-1, 228n.: «Notandum 
est tamen quod nomen non significat substantiam et qualitatem insimul nuncupatiue, .... 
sed substantiam nominat tantum, quia ei fuit impositum, qualitatem uero significat non 
nuncupatiue, immo representando et determinando circa substantiam; ...». 

23 Ars meliduna 213val3-20:«grammatici aliter et communius accipientes 
significare,... ponunt omne nomen significare substantiam cum qualitate, quia omne facit 
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He introduces their viewpoint as that they accept a name’s signification in 
a broader sense and, admit that aname signifies both substance and quality 
in the sense that «every name signifies a substance with a quality, for each 
makes a suppoitum understood with any property». This also reflects the 
view of the Glosule, according to which, «significare substantiam» is the 
act of nominatio based on the name’s imposition, while «significare 
qualitatem» is done by representing properties conceming the subject of 
naming24. For instance, «man» names things that are men, and 
simultaneously represents mortality, rationality, animal, etc. 

The anonymous author tries to make this interpretation by the 
grammarians consistent with his status theory: «Perhaps a name can be 
said to signify a status instead of a quality, e.g. ‘man’ signifies a species, 
‘animal’ a genus, ‘Socrates’ an individual». This means that, first, a name 
signifies a substance: this corresponds to the name’s relationship to the 
subject thing (suppositum), and signification is said to be used here in the 
broader sense. Secondly, the name signifies a status, which is a quality, 
and this is what the author intends to present as significatio in the strict 
sense. 

The author, however, shows some evidence of unease with this 
interpretation. First, though status is referred to by the word «quality», it 
is not a being that belongs to the category of quality. Secondly, according 
to this interpretation, by one word «significat» in Priscian’s phrase «a 
name signifies substance and quality», two kinds of signification are 
involved, but this should not be accepted in the sense that there is one 
signification under one supposition (sub una suppositione). This 
expression is remarkable, for the two types of suppositio, namely the act 


intelligi suppositum cum quacumque proprietate. Posset tamen fortasse dici nomen 
significare statum pro qualitate, ut ‘homo’ speciem, ‘animal’ genus, ‘Socrates’ individuum; 
necessario tamen aliquod universale vel individuum erit qualitas, nam qualitas nominis non 
est qualitas, sicut nec qualitas propositionis est qualitas, ....... Item non erit reci pi'endum 
secundum hoc sub una suppositione nomen significare substantiam et qualitatem, cum 
significare dissimiliter. Nec fortasse recipienda relatio cum verbo ad essentiam 
pertinentem, ut ‘hoc nomen significat qualitatem quae est vel non est’, sed ‘quam 
significant'. Sed haec sententia minus videtur probabilis quam praedicta». 

24 Glosule super Priscianum, ad II 18, e 24v: «Proprium est nominis significare 
substantiam .... et est sic exponendum: proprium est nominis substantiam cum qualitate 
significare...» cfr. T. SHIMIZU, «Words and concepts in Anselm and Abelard», in BIARD 
(ed.), op.cit., 179, n.7. See also note 22 above. 
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of placing subject things, seem to be recognized, corresponding to the two 
ways of signification. This means that not only the suppositum by 
appellatio, but also the object of signification, namely status, can be a 
suppositum depending on the context. Thirdly, the author refuses to say, 
«this name signifies the quality which exists or does not exist», but says 
instead, «this name signifies the quality which it signifies». That is, a 
status has no relationship to existence of individual things, so that a status 
is not such an entity that sometimes exists and sometimes does not exist, 
but rather it always exists as the object of a name's signification. 

After thus interpreting and trying to justify it, the author expresses his 
preference for the first way of interpreting Priscian. This must mean that 
he thinks it necessary to distinguish clearly between the two kinds of 
semantic relationship, appellatio and significatio25, but the Glosule 
interprets a word’s signification as if the two kinds are mixed, so that he 
prefers the first interpretation, which interprets Priscian’s passage as 
exclusively concerned with the act of signifying status. 


IV. cutting off intellectus from the theory of signification 


The three theories referred to as belonging to ancient scholars take 
imaginatio, formae in God before creation, and intellectus as the object of 
signification respectively26. It is remarkable that, though the Ars meliduna 
distinguishes these theories as if they belong to different scholars, these 
three as a whole correspond to Abelard’s presentation I have surveyed in 
the preceding part. Again, the Ars refers to the questions falling under the 
third intellectus theory: i.e., whether the vocal word «man» signifies 
exclusively one understanding, or this thing’s or that thing’s 


25 This strategy of the author can be recognized also in his negative examination of 
the first theory among modern scholars, which explains significare in terms of appellare. 

26 Ars meliduna 213rb10-18: «Plerique enim Veterum arbitrati sunt voces 
significare imaginationem, eo quod voce prolata aliquid imaginamur, ... Alii ideas, formas 
scilicet quasdam quae in mente divina constiterunt ab aeterno intelligibiliter antequam in 
corpore prodirent; hoc inde sibi persuadentes quod desinente re appellata manet vocis 
significatio, sed nihil potest manere nisi forma per ipsam significata. Alii vero intellectum. 
A quibus quaeri potuit utrum haec vox ‘homo’ unum solum significet intellectum; et utrum 
intellectum huius vel illius; et qualiter ibi accipiatur intellectus, utrum scilicet pro illa vi 
animae, an pro actu intelligendi, vel pro passione rei intellectae, an etiam pro modo 
intelligendi ...». 
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understanding? Or how intellectus should be accepted, as a mental ability, 
or as an act of understanding, or as a passion in mind of the thing 
understood, etc.? But Abelard, too, treated these points during his 
explanation of significatio intellectus. Moreover, the Ars refers to the 
possibility of signification of a vocal word when the object thing of its 
appellation ceases to exist, as belonging to the second theory, which 
nominates the ideas or forms in God as objects of signification. But how 
can this reference be appropriate in such context? We can understand the 
context only when we put Abelard as its background. For Abelard refers to 
forms in God for the sake of supporting the idea that the object form of our 
intellection can be taken as an object of signification as well, so that forms 
in God when nothing existed can correspond to significatio intellectus of 
a name, for instance, «rose» when there is no rose. From these points I 
conclude that there must be Abelard in the background and the author 
expresses his attitude toward Abelard, when he regards these theories as 
old-fashioned, and puts them aside without examining them. 

Since the anonymous author rejects intellectus etc. as the object of 
significatio, this should show his attitude towards Aristotle’s De 
interpretatione. For it was used as a main authority, when Abelard as well 
as Anselm introduced intellectus and imaginatio into the theory of 
signification27. In fact, the author refers to Aristotle’s famous passage that 
explains the relationship between vocal sounds and passions, or 
intellectus, in mind, and also to Boethius’ comment on it and tries to make 
them consistent with his status theory28. According to him, it is the causa 
impositionis, and not the significatio, that Aristotle was concerned with 
there. That is, «vocal words are imposed on things», but it is «not on 
account of the things themselves», but «on account of interpreting 
understandings that are held about the things». This means that, though 
impositio is made in the relationship between vocal word and things, it is 
intellectus, and not the things, that requires words to be imposed. 


27 SHIMIZU, art.cit.; 177-197. 


28 Ars meliduna, 213va20-23: «Aristoteles tamen, causam impositionis ipsarum 
vocum recipiens, dixit eas esse notas earum passionum quae sunt in anima, id est 
intellectuum; voces enim impositae sunt rebus non propter ipsas res...., sed propter 
intellectus habitos de rebus interpretandos. Magis proprie tamen dicerentur interpretari vel 
constituere intellectus quam significare». Cfr. Aristotle, De int., 1, 1623-4. 
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If it is the causa impositionis that Aristotle explains by referring to 
intellectus, we need not explain it in terms of signification. Thus the author 
goes on to separate intellectus from significatio: «The vocal words are 
properly said rather to interpret or to produce understandings than to 
signify them». Though «constituere intellectus» is used by Abelard, as 
well as by Anselm, to explain significare29, nevetheless the author of the 
Ars meliduna uses this notion in the reverse sense, that «constituere 
intellectus» is different form «significare intellectus» and Aristotle admits 
the former, but not the latter, «properly», i.e., in the proper use of the 
terms. 

The author presents a similar argument in relation to Boethius’ 
explicit claim that vocal words signify mainly understandings, and 
secondly things30. He explains the former as that «vocal words are 
imposed for the sake of signifying, or expressing understandings», while 
the latter as «appellant», and the reason why it is said to be «secundario» 
is that «when they signify things, they do so....for the sake of 
understandings», i.e. «in order that we interpret or expose intellectus». 
Thus also the word «significare» explicitly used by Boethius is evaluated 
as an improper use, and replaced by other terms «exprimere», «appellare», 
or explained as an abridged expression of other sentences which do not 
include any idea of signifying understandings. Thus the author intends to 
cut off intellectus from the context of significatio and place it in the 
context of causa impositionis. 


CONCLUSION 


In sum, we can contrast Abelard and the Ars meliduna as for how 
intellectus are treated with reference to signification. For both of them, a 
status is some thing or some fact in the world, independent of intellectus, 


29 Abaelardus, Glossae, 19,7-9. etc. Anselmus, De grammatico, SCHMIDT, I, 
160.29-31. 


30 Ars meliduna, 213va23-27: «Boethius quoque, ipsam causam impositionis 
considerans, ait eas principaliter significare intellectus, secundario vero res; principaliter, 
inquit, significant intellectus, id est cum significent intellectus propter ipsos significandos 
sive exprimendos sunt impositae; secundario vero significant res sive appellant, quia cum 
significent res, propter aliud eas significant, scilicet propter intellectus. Ad hoc quippe, ut 
interpretemur, id est intellectum exponamus, significamus, non autem e converso.» Cfr. 
Boethius, In librum de interpretatione, editio secunda, PL 64, 409B-C. 
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though it might be an object of intellectus, but by no means a mental entity. 
This is the only point on which both will agree. To begin with, they oppose 
each other as for what is the status. For Abelard, status is causa 
impositionis, while for the Ars meliduna, it is the object of signification. 
On the contrary, intellectus is the object of signification for Abelard, while 
it is the causa impositionis for the Ars meliduna. Abelard thinks of 
intellectus from the hearer’s point of view basing himself on Aristotle’s De 
interpretatione, so that he attends to the act of producing intellectus in the 
hearer, while the Ars meliduna thinks of intellectus from the speaker’s 
point of view, basing itself on Priscian’s grammar, so that it attends to the 
vocal words as revealing the speaker’s intellectus. Thus the Ars meliduna 
insists on the reverse of what Abelard insisted on31. 


Tohoku University 


31 I deeply appreciate Charles Burnett for his help in preparing the English draft. 
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DIE VIELHEIT DES WISSENS UND DAS NEUE KONZEPT 
VON WISSENSCHAFT. 
ZU DEN EPISTEMOLOGISCHEN VORAUSSETZUNGEN DER 
WISSENSREVOLUTION IM 12. JAHRHUNDERT 


Seit den bahnbrechenden Arbeiten von Charles Homer Haskinsl, von 
Robert Benson und von Giles Constable2 besteht in der mediävistischen 
Geschichtswissenschaft der Konsens, dem 12. Jahrhundert die Rolle der 
Wiederentdeckung, ja der «Renaissance» der Wissenschaften auf vielen 
Gebieten des menschlichen Wissens zuzusprechen. Diese Feststellung 
koinzidiert mit der philosophiegeschichtlichen Bestimmung der 
«Scholastik» als einer Übersetzung der traditionellen Gestalten von 
Theorie in die Form der Wissenschaft3. Dieser Prozess einer 
Verwissenschaftlichung des überlieferten Wissens ergreift alle Bereiche 
der überlieferten Wissenskultur und beschränkt sich nicht nur auf die 
spekulativen Gestalten des menschlichen Wissens wie etwa die der 
Philosophie oder Theologie4. Richard Southern spricht denn auch von 
einer von den Hohen Schulen? ausgehenden «intellektuellen Revolution», 


1 Vd. Ch.H. Haskıns, The Renaissance of the Twelfth Century, Cambridge Mass. 
1927; id., Studies in the History of Mediaeval Science, 2. Auflage, Cambridge Mass. 1927; 
id., Studies in Mediaeval Culture, Oxford 1929. 

2 Vd. Renaissance and Renewal in the Twelfth Century, R. BENSON, G. CONSTABLE 
(eds.), Oxford 1982. 

3 Vd. J. Koch, Art. «Scholastik» in Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart, 
Tübingen 1956-65, 3. Auflage, Band V, Spalte 1994-98. 

^  Vd.P. WEIMAR, (ed.), Die Renaissance der Wissenschaften im 12. Jahrhundert, 
Zürich 1981. 

5 Vd. die Studie von P. CLAssENS, Die hohen Schulen und die Gesellschaft im 12. 
Jahrhundert in Archiv für Kulturgeschichte 48 (1966), pp. 155-180 sowie J. FRIED (ed.), 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. II, pp. 943-953. 
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die im 12. Jahrhundert einsetzt und zu tiefgreifenden Veränderungen in der 
lateinischsprachigen Wissenskultur des Mittelalters führt®. 

Um die Frage nach den epistemologischen Implikationen dieses 
Wandels beantworten zu können, ist es nötig, sich zunächst ein Bild vom 
Selbstverständnis der Organisation des Wissens zu machen, wie es den 
früheren mittelalterlichen Schulbetrieb bestimmt hatte. Ich greife zu 
diesem Zweck auf die für diese Frage einschlägigen, weil die Ordnung der 
Disziplinen und Wissenschaften betreffenden Reflexionen der 
frühmittelalterlichen Philosophen Alkuin und Johannes Scotus Eriugena 
zurück (1.). Danach gehe ich auf die Veränderungen im Wissenskonzept 
der «artes liberales» ein, wie sie sich im Umfeld der Debatten über die 
Rolle der «Dialektik» am Beispiel von Abaelard abzeichnen (2.), um von 
hier aus einen kurzen Blick auf die epistemologische Neubestimmung des 
Aufbaus des menschlichen Wissens im 12. Jahrhundert im Anschluss an 
die Kommentare zur Wissenschaftseinteilung bei Boethius zu werfen (3.). 
Diesen Überblick über wichtige Neuaufbrüche in der Wissenskultur des 
12. Jahrhunderts fasse ich abschließend unter den systematischen 
Begriffen einer neuen Vielheit des Wissens und einer philosophischen 
Suche nach einem neuen Konzept von Wissenschaft zusammen (4.) 


1. Alkuin, im Jahre 782 von Karl dem Großen aus der Schule von 
York an die fränkische Hofschule berufen, skizziert in seinem Dialog 
«Disputatio de vera philosophia»7 die Ordnung der aus der spätantiken 
Bildungstradition überlieferten «septem artes liberales» als den Kanon der 
Fächer, die der Schüler durchlaufen muss, der im Reich Karls zu leitender 
Funktion im Staat, in der Gesellschaft bzw. in der kirchlichen Hierarchie 
aufsteigen soll. Die im Unterschied zu den handwerklichen Künsten, den 
«artes mechanicae», «artes liberales» genannten Künste — «frei», weil sie 
nicht nur von den in dieser Gesellschaft «Freien» erlernt werden, sondern 
auch weil diese Künste selbst nicht in Anpassung an ihren Gegenstand, 
sondern mit ihm frei, d.h. nach Kriterien der Vernunft umgehen — werden 
in ihrer Gesamtheit mit dem Namen der «Philosophie» bezeichnet. Ziel 


Schulen und Studium im sozialen Wandel des hohen und späten Mittelalters, Sigmaringen 
1986; ip. (ed.), Dialektik und Rhetorik im früheren und hohen Mittelalter, München 1997. 
6 RW SOUTHERN, Scholastic Humanism and the Unification of Europe, Vol. 1, 
Oxford 1995, insb. p. 31, sowie Vol. II, Oxford 2001. 
7 Alkuin, Disputatio de vera philosophia, PL 90. 
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des Curriculums ist es, eine Weisheitseinsicht («sophia» bzw. «sapientia») 
zu erreichen, die jenseits der «artes liberales» steht und auf die die «artes» 
hin angelegt sind. Der Weg zur Einsicht in das weisheitliche Wissen aber 
führt den Schüler, wie Alkuin in deutlicher Aufnahme von Motiven der 
neuplatonisch geprägten Erkenntnislehre von Augustinus sagt, «nicht nach 
außen, sondern nach innen»8, also zu einer Selbsterkenntnis. Wenn er 
vermittels der «septem artes liberales» zu dieser «Einkehr in sich selbst» 
angelangt ist, vermag er im Anschluss an diesen Weg dank der sich nun 
anschließenden Reflexion der Texte der Heiligen Schrift auch zu der 
gesuchten weisheitlichen Einsicht zu gelangen: Diese ist für Alkuin in den 
biblischen Texten enthalten, und in einem richtigen Umgang mit der 
Heiligen Schrift erschließt sich dem Menschen die wahre Weisheit als ein 
von Gott gestiftetes geistliches Wissen, das sich vor dem weltlichen 
Wissen der «artes liberales» auch dadurch auszeichnet, dass es ewiges 
Leben vermittelt, weil (es) auf einem inhaltlich affirmativen Wissen um 
das Weltganze beruht9. Dieses oberste und transzendente Wissen nennt 
Alkuin wie auch bereits vor ihm Augustinus «vera philosophia», «wahre 
Philosophie»10. 

Dieses relativ einfache Ordnungsschema der Kiinste und Disziplinen 
erfährt bereits ca. sechzig Jahre später bei Martin von Laon, dem Leiter 
der dortigen Kathedralschule, und seinem intellektuellen Ratgeber 
Johannes Scotus Eriugena eine deutliche Erweiterung und Modifikation. 
Beiden liegt die berühmte Schrift des Martianus Capella «De nuptiis 
philologiae et Mercurii»!! vor, in der dieser in einer mythologisch- 
literarischen Form die sieben freien Kiinste: Grammatik, Dialektik und 
Rhetorik sowie Geometrie, Arithmetik, Astronomie und die 
Harmonielehre der Musik in weiblicher Gestalt als Dienerinnen der 
Philologia auftreten lässt. Eriugena erkennt in der Gestalt der Dialektik die 
Vertreterin der antiken Philosophie wieder, die mit dem Mittel der 
logischen Prüfung der menschlichen Rede, d.h. genauer der Prädikabilien, 


8 Alkuin, ibid. 851 A - 852 B. 

9 Ibid., 852 D - 853 A. 

10 Vd. L. HONNEFELDER, «Christliche Theologie als ‘wahre Philosophie’» in 
Spätantike und Christentum. Beiträge zur Religions- und Geistesgeschichte der griechisch- 
römischen Kultur und Zivilisation der Kaiserzeit, C. COLPE, L. HONNEFELDER, M. LUTZ- 
BACHMANN (eds.), Berlin 1992, pp. 55-76. 

11 Martianus Capella, De nuptiis philologiae et Mercurii, J. WiLLIS (ed.), Leipzig 
1983. 
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der Lehre vom Satz, vom Aussagesatz und vom Urteil als Ergebnis eines 
syllogistischen Beweises, den Schlüssel zur Einsicht in die Wahrheit in 
Händen hält. So ordnet auch Eriugena in seinem Vorschlag zur Gliederung 
der «artes liberales» der Dialektik die Kunst der Grammatik unter, indem 
er diese als einen «Arm der Dialektik» bezeichnet. Alle wahre Einsicht 
wird von Eriugena jetzt als Resultat der Logik, also der «ars dialectica», 
bestimmt. In seinem «Annotationes in Martianum Capellam», seinem 
Kommentar zu Martianus Capella, schreibt er: «Die Logik ist die 
Untersuchung der Wahrheit einer jeden Aussage über die Welt»12. 

Diese nicht inhaltlich, sondern formal begründete Vorordnung der 
«artes liberales» führt auch zu einer veränderten Verwendung des Begriffs 
der Philosophie sowie zu einem neuen Verhältnis des Weltwissens der 
«artes liberales» insgesamt gegenüber der Heiligen Schrift. Wir begegnen 
dieser verglichen mit Alkuins Vorschlag veränderten Ordnung der Künste 
und Disziplinen des menschlichen Wissens im «Prooemium»13 zu 
Eriugenas Stellungnahme im Prädestinationsstreit des Jahres 848. 
Ausgehend von seiner Gleichsetzung der Philosophie mit der «ars 
dialectica» nennt er hier die Philosophie eine «disciplina», also eine lehr- 
und lernbare, methodisch verfasste Erkenntnisform, der er die Aufgabe 
zuspricht, das gesamte begriffliche Wissen zu organisieren. In ihren vier 
Teilen: der Dihairetike und der Oriothike — der Einteilung der Begriffe 
nach Prinzipien logischer Allgemeinheit und deren abschließender 
Definition — sowie der Apodiktike und der Analytike — der Beweisführung 
und der Urteilsfindung in einem den Beweis abschließenden Urteil — 
umgreift die Philosophie bei Eriugena das gesamte Wissenschaftskonzept 
der platonischen und aristotelischen Tradition. Der Philosophie, 
verstanden als die allgemeinste Disziplin, deren Aufgabe Eriugena in der 
Prüfung der «ratio omnium rerum», der «Begriffe von allen Dingen» sieht, 
steht die «pia et perfecta doctrina» gegenüber. Eriugena versteht darunter 
die christliche Lehre von Gott und dem Heilsweg zu ihm. Doch die 
Philosophie ist bei ihm nicht einfach verstanden, wie noch bei Alkuin, als 
ein Weg der Rückkehr des Menschen in sich und des Aufstiegs zur 
transzendenten Weisheit Gottes; sie wird vielmehr verstanden als eine 


12 Johannes Scotus Eriugena, Annotationes in Martianum Capellam, C.E. Lutz 
(ed.), Cambridge Mass. 1939. 

13 Johannes Scotus Eriugena, De divina praedestinatione liber I, Turnhout 1978, 
Caput I, 1-2. 
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Disziplin, die die «pia doctrina» auf ihre formal-logische Konsistenz als 
eine «doctrina», somit ihren Wissenschaftscharakter und ihren Anspruch 
auf wahre Einsicht, rational überprüft. Die Philosophie bedient sich dabei 
der Mittel der Logik: d.h. der Kontrolle der Einteilung und Definition der 
Begriffe sowie der vorgelegten Beweisverfahren. Der Anspruch der «pia 
doctrina» auf eine höhere, weil gottgegebene Wahrheit ist für Eriugena 
nicht wie bei Alkuin epistemologisch aufgrund deren Stellung im Gefüge 
des Wissens als der obersten Weisheit gesichert, sondern wird von der 
Philosophie vermittels ihrer logisch-rationalen Prinzipien allererst 
überprüft. Und nur wenn diese Begriffs-«konstitution», wie Eriugena 
schreibt, gelingt, kann von einer Konvergenz von «vera philosophia» und 
«vera religio» die Rede sein. 


2. Diese Einschätzung der Rolle der Philosophie, verstanden als 
logisch-vernünftige Prüfung und Grundlegung des «modus» der «pia et 
perfecta doctrina» des Glaubens als einem sicheren Wissen, wie sie von 
Johannes Scotus Eriugena in seinem «Prooemium» entworfen ist, ist von 
den nachfolgenden Vertretern der artes und der Schulen des friihen 
Mittelalters nicht aufgenommen und weiterentwickelt worden. Statt 
dessen hat die Epistemologie eines Alkuin deren Selbstverständnis 
nachhaltig bestimmt. In den epistemologischen Debatten des 12. 
Jahrhunderts können wir beginnend mit den Auseinandersetzungen über 
die Rolle der Dialektik jedoch erste Veränderungen im Aufbau des Künste 
und Disziplinen erkennen, in denen sich die neue Konzeption von 
Erkenntnis und Wissenschaft zu Wort meldet, von der eingangs bereits die 
Rede war. Die das überlieferte Wissenskonzept zentral betreffenden 
Auseinandersetzungen über die Rolle der Dialektik im System der «artes 
liberales» und im Verhältnis zur «sacra doctrina» bilden auch einen 
Schwerpunkt in den Reflexionen des vielleicht wichtigsten Philosophen 
und Theologen des 12. Jahrhunderts, nämlich des Petrus Abaelardus. 
Eingeschlossen in seine Reflexionen zur Trinitätstheologie, die unter dem 
Titel der «Theologia summi boni»14 stehen, treffen wir auf Reflexionen, 
die, wie er sich ausdrückt, die «scientia dialecticae», die «Wissenschaft 
der Dialektik», betreffen. Nicht ihr gilt seine Kritik, sondern wie bereits 
bei Platon, auf den sich Abaelard auch beruft, der «Trugkunst der 


14 Petrus Abaelardus, Theologia ‘Summi Boni’, U. NiGGL1 (ed.), Hamburg 1997. 
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Sophistik», der «fallacia sophisticae». Die «Dialektik» dagegen wird mit 
den Worten von Augustinus!5 gelobt als «disciplina disciplinarum»16, da 
sie das Lehren und Lernen lehrt. In der Dialektik «zeigt sich die Vernunft 
selbst», wie Abaelard Augustinus zitiert «und eröffnet, was sie ist und was 
sie intendiert. Sie weiß das Wissen» («scit scire»), und allein sie ist ihm 
zufolge in der Lage, wahre Einsicht herzustellen. Daher kommt der 
Dialektik auch die Aufgabe zu, als Kunst der Disputation sich auch «aller 
Arten von Fragen zu stellen, die sich in den Hl. Schriften finden». Nicht 
die Wissenschaft der Dialektik, die Abaelard mit dem Namen der 
Philosophie belegt, ist ein Übel, das kritisiert werden muss, sondern nur 
der schlechte Gebrauch der Dialektik. «Wäre aber irgendeine 
Wissenschaft schlecht», schreibt Abaelard, «dann wäre es eine 
entsprechend schlechte Sache, gewisse Dinge zu erkennen — und 
namentlich Gott, der alles weiß, könnte nicht mehr von Schlechtigkeit 
freigesprochen werden; denn allein in ihm, dessen Gabe jede Wissenschaft 
ist, ist die Fülle aller Wissenschaften»17. Daher sind alle Wissenschaften 
gut zu nennen, da ihre Aufgabe in der «comprehensio veritatis rerum», der 
«Erfassung der Wahrheit der Dinge» besteht. Dies gilt auch von der 
obersten Wissenschaft, der Wissenschaft der Wissenschaften, der 
Dialektik genannten Wissenschaft der Logik, da sie den epistemischen 
Erkenntnisanspruch der anderen Wissenschaften überprüft. Keine 
Wissenschaft ist Abaelard zufolge schlecht, wohl aber gibt es einen 
schlechten Gebrauch von ihr, der aber nicht gegen die Wissenschaft oder 
die Dialektik als solche eingewandt werden darf, sondern nur gegen 
diejenigen, die aus einem Mangel an Einsicht oder aus der Haltung einer 
Untugend heraus wie etwa der «superbia», der Überheblichkeit, einen 
schlechten Gebrauch von ihr machen!8. 


3. So aufschlussreich diese programmatischen Äußerungen über die 
Aufgabe der Wissenschaften und die Vorrangstellung der Dialektik 
gegenüber den anderen Disziplinen, Künsten und Wissenschaften, auch 
gegenüber dem Studium der Texte der Heiligen Schrift sind, von diesen 
Debatten über die «Dialektik» — wie sie beispielhaft zwischen Abaelard 


15 Augustinus, De ordine 1.2 c. 13 n. 38, CSEL 63, p. 174. 
16 Ibid., p. 66. 

17 Petrus Abaelardus, op. cit., pp. 68-70. 

18 Ibid., p. 70. 
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und Bernhard von Clairvaux ausgefochten werden — führt kein direkter 
Weg zu einer neuen, das Selbstverständnis der «intellektuellen 
Revolution» begleitenden Epistemologie. Dies ändert sich, wenn wir 
unseren Blick auf weitere Autoren des 12. Jahrhunderts und die 
Fragestellungen wenden, mit denen sie sich beschäftigten. Hier begegnen 
wir im Umfeld der Schulen von Chartres und Paris einer lebhaften 
Diskussion über die Einteilung der Wissenschaften, die nicht ihren 
Ausgangspunkt bei der Bestimmung der Aufgaben der «artes liberales» 
nimmt. Vielmehr steht ein Beitrag im Zentrum der Diskussion, der 
innerhalb des Logik-Unterrichts rezipiert wurde und Anlass gab, seine 
Aussagen auf die neuen, von dem Unterricht der «artes liberales» nicht 
gedeckten wissenschaftlichen Fragen der Zeit zu beziehen. Die Rede ist 
von einer Einteilung der Wissenschaften, wie sie in der kleinen Schrift des 
Boethius mit dem Titel «De Trinitate» fast beiläufig vorgenommen 
worden warl9. Mit ihr setzen sich im 12. Jahrhundert Gelehrte 
unterschiedlicher Fächer und an verschiedenen Orten intensiv 
auseinander. Zu nennen sind hier beispielhaft Thierry von Chartres oder 
Clarenbald von Arras, Gilbert von Poitiers oder der in Toledo arbeitende 
Dominicus Gundissalinus20. Doch Boethius beschäftigt nicht nur mit 
seiner Wissenschaftseinteilung aus «De Trinitate» die an Fragen der 
Epistemologie interessierten Gelehrten des 12. Jahrhunderts, er wirkt nicht 
weniger über seinen Beitrag zur «Metaphysik»21 sowie über seine 
wissenschaftsmethodischen Ausführungen in «De hebdomadibus»22, die 
beispielsweise von Nikolaus von Amiens23 aufgenommen werden und bei 
ihm zu einem epistemologisch radikal neuen Konzept von Theologie als 


19 A.M.S. Boethius, De Trinitate, H.F. STEWART, E.K. RAND (eds.), 
Cambridge/London 1978, pp. 8-12. 

20 Vd. A. FIDORA, «Die Rezeption der boethianischen Wissenschaftseinteilung der 
Dominicus Gundissalinus» in «Scientia» und «Disciplina». Wissenstheorie und 
Wissenschaftspraxis im 12. und 13. Jahrhundert, R. BERNDT, M. LUTZ-BACHMANN, u.a. 
(eds.), Berlin 2002, pp. 209-222. 

21 Vd. die Beiträge in Metaphysics in the Twelfth Century. On the Relationship 
among Philosophy, Science and Theology, M. LUTZ-BACHMANN, A. FIDORA, A. 
NIEDERBERGER (eds.), Turnhout 2004. 

22 Boethius, De hebdomadibus, op. cit., pp. 38-50. 

23 Vd. M. DREYER, «'..rationibus...malitiam impugnare’. Zur Theologie- 
konzeption des Nikolaus von Amiens» in Scientia und Disciplina, op. cit., pp. 223-234. 
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einer axiomatisch verfahrenden Wissenschaft führen. Sie werden bei 
Alanus ab Insulis zur Entfaltung eines neuen Verständnisses von 
Philosophie als «Wissenschaft» («scientia») genutzt, deren Aussagen nicht 
direkt in die Aussagen der Theologie übersetzt werden kónnen24, 

Zur Verdeutlichung der Bedeutung des mit der neuen Konzeption von 
Wissenschaft verbundenen Neuaufbruchs in der Wissenskultur des 12. 
Jahrhunderts móchte ich hier nur kurz auf zwei der genannten Autoren 
eingehen, nämlich auf Thierry von Chartres25 und Gilbert von Poitiers26. 
So bezeichnet Thierry in seinen «Lectiones»27 die Physik, also eine 
Disziplin, die in der Ordnung der «artes liberales» nicht oder allenfalls in 
Gestalt der Astronomie berücksichtigt worden war, als ein «Wissen von 
der Natur» («scientia naturalis»), die das behandelt, was «in motu», in 
Bewegung, und «in abstractum», also im ontologischen Sinn «nicht ab- 
strakt» und d.h. für ihn stofflich ist28. Damit nimmt er die bereits bei 
Boethius begegnenden Bestimmungen auf. Dieser hatte die «Physik» 
genannte Naturphilosophie nicht nur über ihren Gegenstandsbereich, 
sondern auch durch die der Physik eigentümlichen Betrachtungsweise 
methodisch charakterisiert, nämlich dadurch, ihre Gegenstände 
«rationabiliter» zu betrachten. Thierry nimmt diese Auskunft des Boethius 
auf und schließt aus dem Umstand, dass die Physik nichts anderes als die 
mit Materie verbundenen Formen untersucht, dass sie zugleich das diesen 
Gegenständen zugrundeliegende Prinzip, die Materie, thematisiert, die er 
als Ursache aller Veränderung («motus») deutet. Dieses Verständnis der 
Aufgaben der Physik erlaubt es Thierry, auf den im platonischen Timaios- 


24 Vd. A. NIEDERBERGER, «Von der Unmöglichkeit der ‘translatio’. Zur 
Bestimmung von Philosophie und Theologie als scientia bei Alanus ab Insulis» in 
«Scientia» und «Disciplina», ibid., pp. 187-208. 

25 Vd. A. SPEER, «‘Agendo phisice ratione’. Von der Entdeckung der Natur zur 
Wissenschaft von der Natur im 12. Jahrhundert» in «Scientia» und «Disciplina», ibid., pp. 
157-174. 

26 Vd. J. MARENBON, «Gilbert of Poitiers and the Porretans on Mathematics in the 
Division of Sciences» in «Scientia» und «Disciplina», ibid., pp. 37-70 sowie K. JACOBI, 
«Philosophische und theologische Wahrheit. Gilbert von Poitiers’ Interpretation der 
‘Regeln’ des Boethius (De hebdomadibus)» in «Scientia» und «Disciplina», ibid., pp. 71- 
78. 

27 Thierry von Chartres, Lectiones in Boethii librum de Trinitate, N. HARING (ed.), 
Toronto, 1971. 

28 Ebd. II 19, p. 161 
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Dialog29 enthaltenen philosophischen Gedanken einer Welterschaffung 
zurückzugreifen durch die Zurückführung erstens der phänomenalen Welt 
auf die wirkende Natur («natura operans») und zweitens dieser Natur auf 
erste Prinzipien, die nicht aus sich bestehen, sondern sich einer göttlichen 
Setzung verdanken. An dieser Stelle gehen Thierrys Reflexionen der 
Physik über in die Bestimmung der beiden weiteren theoretischen 
Wissenschaften, der Mathematik und der Theologie. Während die 
Mathematik ein Wissen von den abstrahierenden Formen selbst enthält 
und auf diesem Weg eine notwendige Verknüpfung der Formen, die der 
phänomenalen Welt zugrunde liegen, mit den ersten metaphysischen 
Prinzipien herzustellen vermag, repräsentiert die «Theologie» bei Thierry 
ein Wissen von der Gesamtheit aller Dinge in der «simplicitas», der 
Einfachheit Gottes, in die alle Dinge «eingefaltet» («complicata») sind 
und die aus diesem Grunde der Verschiedenheit («diversitas») und Vielheit 
(«pluralitas») der uns umgebenden Welt vorausgeht. Dieser epistemische 
Zusammenhang der drei theoretischen Wissenschaften ist zwar in seiner 
Gesamtheit noch immer auf die christliche «doctrina» anwendbar, aber er 
enthält unverkennbar eine Systematik, die im menschlichen Wissen selbst 
und seiner dreifachen Binnenstruktur: «ratio», «disciplina», «intellectus» 
gegründet ist. Das, was Thierry im Anschluss an Boethius «theologia» 
nennt, ist bei ihm nicht mehr primär die weisheitliche Lektüre der 
Schriften des Alten und Neuen Testaments, sondern die philosophische 
Spekulation über die ersten Gründe des Wirklichen. Anders als im 
klassischen Neuplatonismus findet bei Thierry die empirisch- 
phänomenale Welt in ihrer durch das metaphysische Prinzip der Materie 
identifizierten Eigenbestimmtheit einen Platz unter den wissenschaftlich 
zu bearbeitenden Gegenständen. An dieser Stelle tritt nun die Physik als 
eine wissenschaftliche Theorie von der stofflichen Welt auf den Plan. 
Auch bei Gilbert von Poitiers begegnen wir in dessen 
Boethiuskommentar30 einer epistemologisch fundierten Neubestimmung 
des Bereichs der menschlichen Erkenntnis. Seine einschlägigen 
Überlegungen zur von Boethius vorgegebenen dreifachen Struktur der 
theoretischen Wissenschaften stehen — anders als die von Thierry — im 
Kontext einer sprachphilosophisch reflektierenden Logik; in ihnen lässt 


29 Vd. Platon, Timaios, 29d ff. 
30 Gilbert von Poitiers, In Boethium (De hebdomadibus), Prolog, n. 1. 
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sich Gilbert deutlich auch von den Regeln des Boethius in dessen Schrift 
«De hebdomadibus» anleiten. In unserer natürlichen Sprache, die der 
Sprache der Naturbeschreibung entspricht, beschreiben wir die Dinge 
mittels konkreter Termini so, wie sie sind. In der Mathesis analysieren wir 
Begriffe. Diese Arbeit ist kennzeichnend für die Sprache der Wissenschaft, 
die nur abstrakte Termini verwendet, um das, was wir in der Weise der 
Naturbetrachtung beschreiben, wie es ist, anders, nämlich abstrakt, zu 
bestimmen. So ist die Mathesis allgemein jene disziplinäre Einstellung, 
die — weit entfernt davon, nur mit Zahlen oder geometrischen Figuren 
umzugehen — Begriffe «aus den Konkretionen» abstrahiert. Was in den 
konkreten Dingen deren, wie Gilbert sich ausdrückt, «Natur und 
Eigenheit» ausmacht, wird nun auf dieser Ebene der Wissensorganisation 
herausgehoben, also abstrahiert, und für sich betrachtet. Zur letzten Stufe 
der Einsicht können nach Gilbert nur wenige gelangen. Er nennt sie in der 
Tradition des Boethius «speculatio theologica»: In ihr soll die Weisheit 
selbst betrachtet werden, wie sie in jedem Bereich von Entitäten geschaut 
wird. Charakteristisch für diese Erkenntnisart und -stufe ist die Einsicht in 
die prinzipielle Unangemessenheit der Worte und Begriffe der natürlichen 
und wissenschaftlichen Beschreibung der Welt in ihrer Anwendung auf 
Gott. So sind die Menschen auch in dieser Erkenntnisart noch immer auf 
die Begriffe der natürlichen und wissenschaftlichen Weltsicht angewiesen, 
von Gott können sie aber nur in übertragenem Sinne gebraucht werden. 


4. Wie aus diesen Beiträgen zur Bestimmung des Konzepts von 
Wissenschaft im 12. Jahrhundert hervorgeht, ist im lateinischsprachigen 
Westen noch vor der Rezeption und Verbreitung der epistemologisch 
einschlägigen Werke des Aristoteles eine «Revolution der Denkungsart» 
beobachtbar. Sie besteht philosophisch betrachtet darin, dass die hier 
erwähnten Autoren ein neues Konzept von Wissenschaft suchen, das an 
die Stelle des überlieferten Kanons der Künste treten soll. Die 
Veränderungen betreffen vor allen Dingen die Suche nach einer neuen 
Begründung für den Aufbau und die Ordnung der überlieferten Künste und 
Disziplinen, aber auch ihre Anzahl und ihre Stellung im Gesamt des 
menschlichen Wissens sowie ihr epistemologisches Selbstverständnis als 
Wissenschaften. Im Zuge dieser von Abaelard, Thierry, Gilbert, 
Gundissalinus, Alanus und anderen Vertretern der «Wissensrevolution» 
des 12. Jahrhunderts verfochtenen Debatten kommt es nicht nur zu einer 
erneuerten Aneignung der antiken Wissenschaftskultur, sondern auch zu 
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einer Blüte neuer Gestalten des Wissens. Der Aufbruch der 
Wissenschaften und die mit ihm einhergehende neue Vielfalt des Wissens 
provoziert zugleich die philosophische Frage, ob den neuen 
Wissenschaften und Methoden ein neues Konzept von Wissenschaft und 
menschlicher Erkenntnis zugrunde liegt. Die von den Autoren des 12. 
Jahrhunderts gesuchte Ordnung des Wissens wird von diesen aber nun 
nicht mehr aus einer spekulativen Wissensidee abgeleitet, die ihre 
Vollkommenheitsgestalt im göttlichen Wissen, also im Wissen Gottes von 
sich selbst und in der Teilhabe des Menschen an diesem Wissen aufgrund 
der Hl. Schrift besitzt. Vielmehr sind die Bemühungen unübersehbar, das 
Konzept der Wissenschaft aus einer epistemologischen Reflexion auf die 
Möglichkeiten und die Grenzen des menschlichen Wissens, aus der 
Struktur und Eigenart des menschlichen Erkennens also, zu gewinnen. 
Hierbei kommt der Einteilung der Wissenschaften, wie sie bei Boethius 
vorliegt, in den Debatten des 12. Jahrhunderts eine zentrale Bedeutung zu. 
Bei der Beantwortung der neu gestellten Frage nach dem Konzept von 
Wissenschaft orientieren sich die Autoren des 12. Jahrhunderts mehr und 
mehr an den Fragestellungen der Philosophie und ihrem Beitrag zur 
Begründung einer Theorie des menschlichen Erkennens. Erst diese 
Ausgangslage lässt die Autoren des 12. und schließlich auch des 13. 
Jahrhunderts neben der Beschäftigung mit Boethius und der Philosophie 
Platons sowie des Neuplatonismus31 nach Übersetzungen von weiteren 
Schriften der antiken Philosophie zur  Epistemologie und 
Erkenntnistheorie Ausschau halten. Diese theoretische Neugier erklärt 
auch das große Interesse der Autoren des lateinischen Westens an einer 
Übersetzung und Kommentierung der Schriften des Aristoteles, im Verlauf 
von deren Rezeption sich ein neuer Typus von wissenschaftlicher 
Rationalität an den bereits zuvor schon fest etablierten Schulen und 
Universitäten des lateinischen Mittelalters herauszubilden beginnt. 


Johann Wolfgang Goethe-Universität Frankfurt am Main 


31 Vd. die Sammlung von Texten: Vom Einen zum Vielen. Texte des Neoplatonismus 
im 12. Jahrhundert, A. FIDORA, A. NIEDERBERGER (eds.), Frankfurt am Main 2002. 
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ERKENNTNISTHEORETISCHE GRUNDLAGEN DER 
WISSENSCHAFT BEI ISAAK VON STELLA: 
AUF DER SUCHE NACH DER METAPHYSIK 


EINLEITUNG 


Der Zisterzienserabt Isaak von Stella (ica. 1169)! gehört 
zweifelsohne zu den weniger beachteten Figuren des 12. Jahrhunderts — 
zumal in der Philosophie. Dass Isaaks Werk jedoch nicht nur theologisch, 
sondern auch philosophisch von großer Bedeutung ist, wird besonders 
deutlich an seiner hier zu behandelnden Epistola de anima, die er 
vermutlich noch vor seiner Abreise in die Einöde der fle de Ré vor La 
Rochelle2, im Jahre 1162, für Alcher von Clairvaux verfasst, welcher 
darauf mit seinem einflussreichen Traktat De spiritu et anima geantwortet 
haben soll3. Gleich die Anfangsworte der Epistola dokumentieren die 
genuin philosophische Intention ihres Verfassers: 


Du verlangst von mir, zu wissen, was mir unbekannt ist, zu lehren, was ich selbst 
noch nicht gelernt. Denn du willst, dass wir dich über die Seele belehren, doch nicht 


1 G.RACITI, «Isaac de l’Étoile», Dictionnaire de Spiritualité VII (1971) col. 2011- 
2038, vermutet ein deutlich späteres Todesjahr, nämlich 1178 (col. 2013). 

2 Vgl. F. BLIEMETZRIEDER, «Isaak von Stella I. Beiträge zur Lebensbeschreibung», 
Jahrbuch für Philosophie und spekulative Theologie 18 (1904) 1-34. Viele der von 
Bliemetzrieder gemachten Angaben zur Biographie des Isaak sind jedoch überholt, so dass 
zum Leben des Zisterziensers besser das Vorwort von Anselm Hoste in Isaak von Stella, 
Sermons, lat.-frz. hrg. von A. HOSTE, 3 vols., Paris, Cerf, 1967-1987, hier vol. I, pp. 7-25 
zu vergleichen ist. 

3 Die Zuschreibung des pseudo-augustinischen Traktates De spiritu et anima zu 
Alcher ist nicht unumstritten. Vgl. etwa die kritischen Anmerkungen hierzu von C.H. 
TALBOT in seiner Edition von Ailred von Rievaulx, De anima, London, Warburg Institute, 
1952, p. 49. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 955-966. 
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das, was wir darüber in der Heiligen Schrift gelernt haben, nämlich wie die Seele vor 
dem Sündenfall beschaffen war, wie sie unter Bedingungen der Sünde ist oder wie sie 
zukünftig nach der Sünde sein wird; vielmehr möchtest du, dass wir dich belehren in 
Bezug auf ihre Natur und ihre Kräfte, etwa wie sie im Körper ist, wie sie diesen 
verlässt und weitere Dinge, die wir nicht wissen. 


Fast ein halbes Jahrhundert vor John Blund, dem Verfasser des 
Tractatus de anima, mit dem man gewöhnlich die Tradition der De anima- 
Traktate in der Nachfolge Avicennas und des Aristoteles beginnen lässt, 
zeigt sich so bei Isaak ein erster Versuch einer dezidiert philosophischen 
Seelenlehre5, die bewusst vom Schriftstudium abgegrenzt wird. Dabei ist 
die Epistola äußerst reichhaltig und bietet eine Vielzahl von Themen. 
Zwar lieferte Wilhelm Meuser bereits 1934 einen wichtigen Beitrag zur 
Erkenntnislehre des Isaak mit besonderer Rücksicht auf die Epistolas, 
doch standen in den vergangenen Jahren weniger die wissens- und 
wissenschaftstheoretischen Implikationen derselben im Vordergrund der 
Interpretationen, als vielmehr Fragen der Anthropologie, etwa des Leib- 
Seele-Problems, aber auch der Mystik7. Gleichwohl sind gerade die 
epistemologischen Fragen zentral für dieses Werk. Die vorliegenden 
Überlegungen wollen den originellen Zusammenhang von 
Vermögenslehre, Abstraktionstheorie und Wissenschaftseinteilung sowie 
seine Konsequenzen vorstellen. 


^ Epistola de anima, P.L. vol. 194, Paris 1855, col. 1875B-1890A, hier col. 1875B: 
«Cogis me, dilectissime, scire quod nescio; et quod nondum didici docere. Vis enim a nobis 
edoceri de anima, sed neque id quod in divinis Litteris didicimus, id est qualis fuerit ante 
peccatum, aut sit sub peccato, aut futura post peccatum; sed de ejus essentia [/eg. natura] 
et viribus, quomodo sit in corpore vel quomodo exeat, et caetera quae non scimus [...]». 

5 Siehe Johannes Blund, Tractatus de anima, D.A. CALLUS u. R.W. HUNT (eds.), 
London, Oxford University Press, 1970, bes. pp. 6-7. Sowie dazu D.N. HASSE, Avicenna’s 
‚De anima’ in the Latin West. The Formation of a Peripatetic Philosophy of the Soul 1160- 
1300, London/Turin, Warburg Institute/Nino Aragno, 2000, pp. 18-23. 

6 Es handelt sich um Wilhelm Meusers bei Martin Honecker und Martin 
Heidegger angefertigte Dissertation mit dem Titel Die Erkenntnislehre des Isaak von 
Stella. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Philosophie des 12. Jahrhunderts, Bottrop, Wilh. 
Postberg, 1934. 

7 Vgl. etwa B. McGINN, The Golden Chain: A Study in the Theological 
Anthropology of Isaac of Stella, Kalamazoo, Cistercian Publications, 1972, sowie id., 
Three Treatises on Man: A Cistercian Anthropology, Kalamazoo, Cistercian Publications, 
1977, mit englischer Ubersetzung der Epistola. Ein weiterer exzellenter Kenner der Werke 
Isaaks, G. RACITI, art. cit., col. 2019 bewertet die Epistola als «essai d’analyse de la 
contemplation mystique». 
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VON DER BOETHIANISCHEN VERMOGENSLEHRE ZUR 
ARISTOTELISCHEN ABSTRAKTION 


Zunächst zur Vermögenslehre: zu Beginn seiner Schrift nimmt Isaak 
eine an Augustins Zeitanalyse geschulte Einteilung der Seele in ratio, 
memoria und ingenium vor, die jeweils auf die Gegenwart, Vergangenheit 
und Zukunft gerichtet sind. In eins damit spricht er die Warnung aus, die 
Teile der Seele nicht quantitativ, sondern allein qualitativ, also als 
verschiedene Tätigkeiten der einen Seele, nicht aber als hypostasierte 
Individualvermögen zu verstehen. Diese allgemeinen Überlegungen zum 
Status der Seelenvermögen macht Isaak auch für seine zweite Unterteilung 
derselben geltend, die im Mittelpunkt des Briefes steht. Hier referiert er 
fünf Erkenntnisvermögen, die die fünfteilige Struktur der Seele 
ausmachen, für die Isaak bekannt ist: 


Man spricht vom körperlichen Sinn (sensus), von Vorstellung (imaginatio), Vernunft 
(ratio), Intellekt (intellectus) und Intelligenz (intelligentia). All diese sind in der 
Seele, und sie sind nichts anderes als die Seele. Die Eigenschaften werden 
untereinander gemäß der verschiedenen Ausübungen (exercitia) unterschieden, doch 
sind sie ein einziges vernünftiges Wesen, eine einzige Seele®. 


Mit aller Deutlichkeit spricht sich Isaak hier noch einmal gegen eine 
Hypostasierung der Seelenvermögen aus — hier nun verstanden im Sinne 
der fünf Erkenntnisvermögen —, die allein in Bezug auf ihre exercitia 
differenziert werden können. Die fünf Erkenntnisvermögen sind damit in 
erster Linie als Weisen der Betrachtung zu fassen. So wie die Einteilung in 
ratio, memoria und ingenium auf einen klassischen christlichen Denker 
zurückweist, so lässt sich auch die Einteilung der fünf Erkenntnis- 
vermögen in ihrer Genese bis in die Spätantike zurückverfolgen. Ganz 
offensichtlich knüpft Isaak hier an die vierte Prosa des fünften Buches der 
Trostschrift des Boethius an9. Boethius differenziert hier zwischen Sinnen 


8 Epistola de anima, col. 1879D-1880A: «Dicitur ergo sensus corporeus, 
imaginatio, ratio, intellectus, intelligentia. Haec tamen omnia in anima, non aliud sunt 
quam anima. Aliae et aliae inter se proprietates propter varia exercitia, sed una essentia 
rationalis, et una anima». 

9 A.M.S. Boethius, Trost der Philosophie — Consolatio philosophiae, lat.-dt. hg. 
von E. GEGENSCHATZ, O. GIGON, Düsseldorf/Zürich, Artemis u. Winkler, 1998, p. 250-254: 
«Ipsum quoque hominem aliter sensus, aliter imaginatio, aliter ratio, aliter intelligentia 
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(sensus), Vorstellungskraft (imaginatio), Vernunft (ratio) und Intelligenz 
(intelligentia) anhand ihres jeweiligen Bezugs auf species bzw. forma und 
materia. Isaak schließt sich eng an diese Bestimmungen an, obschon 
bereits ein flüchtiger Vergleich erkennen lässt, dass Isaak die 
boethianische Einteilung in Sinne, Vorstellungskraft, Vernunft und 
Intelligenz bei aller Nähe zu derselben erweitert, nämlich um den Intellekt, 
den er als fünftes Vermögen zwischen Vernunft und Intelligenz platziert. 
Diese Erweiterung ist in der Philosophie des 12. Jahrhunderts durchaus 
gängig, sie lässt sich u.a. bei Hugo von St. Viktor, Thierry von Chartres 
und auch bei Dominicus Gundissalinus nachweisen!0. Bei Isaak, der 
zumindest mit den Werken Hugos und Thierrys vertraut war, erhält sie 
jedoch, wie sich nachher zeigen wird, eine besonders produktive Wende. 
Doch macht sich Isaak nicht nur die boethianische Ordnung der Vermögen 
zu Eigen, sondern auch ihre Kriterien, die der Anicier mit dem 
Begriffspaar species bzw. forma und materia angibt, wobei Isaak diese — 
der Terminologie eines Seelentraktates entsprechend — mit den Begriffen 
von spiritus und corpus reformuliert: 


Mit den Sinnen (sensus) erkennt die Seele die Körper, mit der Vorstellungskraft 
(imaginatio) die Ähnlichkeiten (similitudines) der Körper, mit der Vernunft (ratio) 
die Dimensionen der Körper u.Ä.; dies ist das erste unkörperliche Ding, das 
allerdings zu seiner Existenz eines Körpers bedarf und daher in Raum und Zeit ist. 
Durch den Intellekt (intellectus) erhebt sich die Seele über alles, was Körper ist oder 
zu einem Körper gehört, bzw. über jede Art von Korperhaftigkeit, um den 
geschaffenen Geist zu erkennen, der zu seiner Existenz keines Körpers bedarf, also 
auch nicht im Raum ist, wenngleich er ohne Zeit nicht sein kann, da er nämlich von 
veränderlicher Natur ist. Die Intelligenz (intelligentia) schließlich erkennt irgendwie, 
soweit es einer geschaffenen Natur ansteht, dieses eine höchste und reine Körperlose, 
das weder eines Körpers bedarf, um überhaupt zu sein, noch eines Ortes, um 
irgendwo zu sein, noch der Zeit, um irgendwann zu seinll. 


contuetur. Sensus enim figuram in subiecta materia constitutam, imaginatio vero solam 
sine materia iudicat figuram. Ratio vero hanc quoque transcendit speciemque ipsam, quae 
singularibus inest, universali consideratione perpendit. Intelligentiae vero celsior oculus 
exsistit: supergressa namque universitatis ambitum ipsam illam simplicem formam pura 
mentis acie contuetur». 

10 Siehe zur Verwendung von Intellekt und Intelligenz bei Gundissalinus meinen 
Artikel «La metodologia de las ciencias segün Boecio: su recepciön en las obras y 
traducciones de Domingo Gundisalvo», Revista Espariola de Filosofia Medieval 7 (2000) 
127-136. 

ll Epistola de anima, col. 1880C: «Sensu igitur corpora percipit, imaginatione 
corporum similitudines, ratione vero corporum dimensiones, et similia; insuper primum 
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Das Verhältnis von Form und Materie in der Betrachtung, das für 
Boethius das Kriterium der Differenzierung der Vermögen ist, wird von 
Isaak mit der Unterscheidung Körper-Geist aufgenommen und 
hinsichtlich einer Raum-Zeit Komponente näher bestimmt. So nehmen die 
Sinne und die Vorstellungskraft das Körperhafte war, wie es in Raum und 
Zeit ist, wobei die Sinne dieses nur in seiner Gegenwart erkennen, 
während die Vorstellungskraft das Körperhafte auch in seiner Abwesenheit 
erkennen kann!2. Die Vernunft erfasst das Unkörperliche, das allerdings 
für seine Existenz auf den Körper und mithin auf Raum und Zeit 
angewiesen ist. Bleibt als dritter traditioneller Bereich das gänzlich 
Körperlose, d.h. das Geistige, das für Boethius in seiner Gesamtheit von 
der Intelligenz erfasst wird. Doch, wie bereits angedeutet, führt Isaak hier 
eine weiterführende Unterscheidung ein: Das Geistige wird für ihn z.T. 
vom Intellekt, z.T. von der Intelligenz erkannt. So erkennt der Intellekt das 
geschaffene Geistige, das für seine Existenz keines Körpers bedarf und 
mithin auch nicht im Raum ist; weil es jedoch geschaffen ist, ist es in der 
Zeit und damit zumindest der Möglichkeit nach wandelbar. Das sind nicht 
oder zumindest nicht nur die Seele und die Engel, wie einige Interpreten 
Isaaks vermutet habenl3, sondern, wie Isaak explizit anführt, in erster 
Linie Prinzipien wie die Gerechtigkeit, also bestimmte Allgemein- und 
Erstbegriffel4. Die Intelligenz hingegen betrachtet den ungeschaffenen 
Geist, d.h. allein Gott, der weder in Raum noch in Zeit ist. Die 
Differenzierung von Intelligenz und Intellekt, die Isaak der boethianischen 
Einteilung hinzufügt, erfolgt damit aus der Einsicht, dass es im Bereich des 


videlicet incorporeum ad subsistendum tamen indigum corpore, ac per hoc loco et tempore. 
Intellectu quidem fertur super omne quod corpus est, vel corporis, vel ullo modo 
corporeum; percipitque spiritum creatum, qui ad subsistendum non eget corpore, ac per hoc 
nec loco, licet sine tempore esse minime possit, cum naturae mutabilis sit. Intelligentia 
denique utcunque, et quantum naturae fas est, cemit ipsum solum summe et pure 
incorporeum; quod nec corpore ut sit, nec loco ut alicubi, nec tempore ut aliquando, eget». 

12 Vel. Epistola de anima, col. 1881B: «Imaginatio autem ea vis animae est, quae 
rerum corporearum percipit formas, sed absentes. Sensus vera corpora per praesentes 
ipsorum qualitates veras percipit». 

13 So etwa W. MEUSER, op. cit., p. 33. 

14 Vel. Epistola de anima, col. 1887A: «Unde et partim intellectus cedit in 
naturalem disciplinam, partim in theologicam. Quid enim est aliud essentia justitiae, quam 
Deus, cujus participatio virtus dicitur, et quot sunt participationum varietates, tot justitiae 
singularitates?». Gegenstand des Intellekts ist hier eindeutig die Gerechtigkeit in Hinblick 
auf ihren Prinzipiencharakter. 


960 ALEXANDER FIDORA 


Geistigen einen wesentlichen Unterschied in der Erkenntnis des geschaffenen 
Geistigen und des ungeschaffenen Geistigen gibt. 

Diese Überlegungen reichert Isaak, erneut über Boethius 
hinausgehend, mit einem originellen und scharf konturierten 
Abstraktionskonzept an. Bei Boethius fehlt sowohl an der erwähnten 
Stelle aus der Consolatio als auch in seinen theologischen Traktaten ein 
klarer Begriff von noetischer Abstraktion in Abhebung von ontischer 
Separation, wie bereits von verschiedenen Autoren gezeigt wurdel5. In 
den Chartreser Kommentaren zu Boethius’ De Trinitate wird dies im 12. 
Jahrhundert zu einem deutlichen Problem. In der Regel gelingt es diesen 
Autoren nicht, eine konsistente Formulierung der boethianischen 
Wissenschaftseinteilung vorzulegen, da sie an der Abstraktions- 
problematik scheitern. Erst später, mit der Rezeption Avicennas und der 
dahinterliegenden aristotelischen Abstraktionslehre werden etwa bei 
Gundissalinus überzeugende Lösungen vorgelegt16. In dieser Hinsicht 
stellt Isaak eine Ausnahme für die Francia dar, denn ihm gelingt es sehr 
wohl, im Anschluss an die dargelegte Vermögenslehre des Boethius ein 
plausibles Konzept von Abstraktion zu entwickeln. So schreibt er über die 
Tätigkeit der ratio: 


Die Vernunft ist daher jene Kraft der Seele, die die unkörperlichen Formen der 
körperlichen Dinge erkennt. Sie abstrahiert nämlich vom Körper, was im Körper 
gründet; doch nicht der Wirklichkeit nach (actione), sondern in der Betrachtung 
(consideratione), und obschon sie sieht, dass dies in Wirklichkeit nicht außerhalb des 
Körpers existiert, erkennt sie doch, dass dies kein Körper ist17. 


15 Bereits K. BRUDER, Die philosophischen Elemente der ‘Opuscula sacra’ des 
Boethius. Ein Beitrag zur Quellengeschichte der Philosophie der Scholastik, Leipzig, 
Meiner, 1928, p. 30 erkannte das Fehlen eines ontischen Abstraktionsbegriffs bei Boethius. 
Auf den Punkt gebracht hat dies allerdings erst S. NEUMANN, Gegenstand und Methode der 
theoretischen Wissenschaften nach Thomas von Aquin aufgrund der ‘Expositio super 
librum Boethii De Trinitate’, (Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, 
XLI, 2), Münster, Aschendorff, 1965, pp. 36-48 . 

16 Vgl hierzu A. FIDORA, «Die Rezeption der boethianischen Wissenschaft- 
seinteilung bei Dominicus Gundissalinus» in R. BERNDT et al. (eds.), ‘Scientia’ und 
‘Disciplina’ — Wissenschaftstheorie und Wissenschaftspraxis im 12. und 13. Jahrhundert, 
Berlin, Akademie Verlag, 2002, pp. 209-222. 

17 Epistola de anima, col. 1884A: «Ratio itaque ea vis animae est, quae rerum 
corporearum incorporeas percipit formas. Abstrahit enim a corpore quae fundantur in 
corpore; non actione, sed consideratione, et cum videat ea actu non subsistere, nisi in 
corpore, percipit tamen ea corpus non esse». 
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Dieses Abstraktionsverständnis zeigt, dass Isaak klar unterscheidet 
zwischen noetischer Abstraktion und ontischer Separation. Den 
Hintergrund dieser Position bildet für Isaak vermutlich Aristoteles, 
allerdings nicht unmittelbar dessen Abstraktionslehre, wie sie sich etwa in 
der Metaphysik angelegt findet18, die Isaak noch nicht kannte, sondern ein 
Lehrstück aus den ihm zugänglichen Kategorien. So findet sich direkt im 
Anschluss an die soeben zitierte Stelle Isaaks zur Abstraktionsleistung der 
ratio eine interessante Ausführung zu erster und zweiter Substanz. Diese 
Lehre von den ersten und zweiten Substanzen, die Isaak aus Boethius’ 
Übersetzung der Kategorien schópft19, erlaubt ihm nicht nur die erwähnte 
Abstraktionstheorie zu fundieren, sondern in eins damit definiert er so 
auch seine Position in der Universalienfrage, die hier allerdings nicht 
weiter verfolgt werden kann20. 


VERMÖGENSLEHRE UND WISSENSCHAFTSKLASSIFIKATION: 
EINE OFFENE POSITION — DIE METAPHYSIK? 


Was hingegen verfolgt werden soll, ist der Transfer dieser bisher 
dargelegten Vermögens- und Abstraktionslehre auf die Wissenschafts- 
klassifikation des Isaak. So lassen sich nach Isaak im Hinblick auf die 
Abstraktion die Gegenstände der wissenschaftlichen Betrachtung näher 
qualifizieren, nämlich anhand ihres status, womit zugleich die Grundlage 
für die Unterscheidung der Wissenschaften selbst gegeben ist: 


Es gibt folglich verschiedene Status der Dinge, auf die die Erkenntnisleistung der 
Sinne (sensus), der Vorstellung (imaginatio) und der Vernunft (ratio) geht, nämlich 
einen realen Status (status realis) und einen rationalen Status (status rationalis): oder, 


18 Vgl. etwa Metaphysik XI, 2, 1077b 9-14: «Daraus ist denn offenbar, dass weder 
das durch Abstraktion Entstandene (fo ex aphaireseös) früher, noch das durch Hinzufügung 
Entstandene später entstanden ist [...] Dass also die Gegenstände der Mathematik nicht in 
höherem Sinne Wesen sind als die sinnlichen Körper, noch dem Sein nach früher als das 
Sinnliche, sondern bloß dem Begriff nach, noch endlich irgendwo abgetrennt sein können, 
ist hiermit genügend erklärt». (Aristoteles, Metaphysik VII-XIV, in der Übers. von H. 
Bonitz, neu bearb. von H. SEIDL, Hamburg, Meiner, 31991, pp. 282/283) 

19 Vgl. Aristoteles, Kategorien V, 2a 11-29, sowie dazu Boethius, In Categorias 
Aristotelis, P.L. vol. 64, Paris 1847, col. 159-294, hier col. 181B-D. 

20 Vgl. zur Universalienfrage bei Isaac, W. MEUSER, op. cit. p. 25-31. 
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wie einige sagen, einen natürlichen und einen lernmäßigen. Daher werden folgende 
zwei Disziplinen ausdrücklich unterschieden: Naturphilosophie und Mathematik21. 


Erneut greift Isaak hier auf Boethius zurück: nachdem zunáchst seine 
Vermógenslehre aus der Trostschrift rezipiert wurde, findet sich nun mit 
der Naturphilosophie und der Mathematik die ersten beiden Elemente 
seiner aristotelisch inspirierten Wissenschaftseinteilung aus De Trinitate 
in Naturphilosophie, Mathematik und Theologie22. Die Naturphilosophie, 
so präzisiert Isaak die Ausführungen des Boethius, hat es mit dem status 
realis der Gegenstände zu tun und bedarf der Betrachtung durch die Sinne 
und die Vorstellung, auch wenn er einráumt, dass zuweilen die Vernunft 
bemüht werden muss («absque ratione non satis valent»). Die Mathematik 
hingegen, die eigentliche Domäne der Vernunft, ist mit dem status rationis 
der Dinge befasst, ja ihre Gegenstände bestehen für Isaak nicht in 
Wirklichkeit, «in actu», sondern allein «in ratione et doctrina». Diese 
Zuordnung der Vermógen unterscheidet sich deutlich von jener seiner 
Zeitgenossen, etwa den bereits apostrophierten Chartresern, die im 
Anschluss an Boethius' Ausführungen in De Trinitate der Natur- 
philosophie die ratio und nicht die niederen Vermógen zubilligen. 

Die interessantesten Unterschiede ergeben sich jedoch im Hinblick 
auf die beiden noch fehlenden Vermógen, Intellekt und Intelligenz, die bei 
den Chartresern in der Regel der Mathematik und der boethianischen 
Theologie zugeordnet werden. Die Mathematik hat jedoch, wie soeben 
gesehen, bei Isaak die ratio zur Grundlage. Entsprechend scheint die 
Theologie Intellekt und Intelligenz annehmen zu müssen, was bei der im 
12. Jahrhundert sehr nahen, z.T. synonymen Verwendung beider Begriffe 
durchaus möglich wäre. Und tatsächlich lesen sich Isaaks Bemerkungen 


21 Epistola de anima, col. 1884C: «Sunt ergo rerum, circa quas percipiendas 
versantur et vigent, sensus, imaginatio, ratio, status diversi, realis videlicet et rationalis: seu 
naturalis, ut quidam malunt, et doctrinalis. Unde duae illae disciplinae nominatae 
dignoscuntur, naturalis videlicet et mathematica». 

22 Siehe A.M.S. Boethius, Die theologischen Traktate, lat.-dt. hg. von M. 
ELSASSER, Hamburg, Meiner, 1988, pp. 6-9: «Nam cum tres sint speculativae partes, 
naturalis, in motu inabstracta anypexairetos (considerat enim corporum formas cum 
materia, quae a corporibus actu separari non possunt [..]), mathematica, sine motu 
inabstracta (haec enim formas corporum speculatur sine materia ac per hoc sine motu, quae 
formae cum in materia sint, ab his separari non possunt), theologica, sine motu abstracta 
atque separabilis (nam dei substantia et materia et motu caret) [...]». 
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hierzu zunächst in genau diesem Sinne. So schreibt er nach der 
Behandlung von Naturphilosophie und Mathematik: 


Hierüber steht aber noch jene Disziplin, die man Theologie nennt, weil sie über das 
Göttliche nachsinnt, wozu die Vemunft (ratio) zwar einiges nach ihrem Maß 
beitragen kann, wozu sie jedoch nie ganz gelangen wird. [...] Die Vernunft aber wird 
vom Intellekt (intellectus) in der Ordnung und Kraft überboten, wie die Luft vom 
Firmament [...] Der Intellekt wird mit der Festigkeit des Firmaments verglichen, weil 
er den realen Status des Geistigen erkennt. Die Intelligenz (intelligentia) wird aber 
mit dem höchsten, feinen und dünnen, durch und durch feurigen Himmel verglichen. 
Der Intellekt ist daher jene Kraft der Seele, die die Formen der wahrhaft 
unkörperlichen Dinge erfasst. Wahrhaft unkörperlich nennen wir, was nicht des 
Körpers bedarf, um überhaupt zu sein, noch eines Ortes, um irgendwo zu sein, 
obwohl es nicht das gänzlich reine Körperlose ist und auch nicht ohne Zeit sein kann. 
Das reine Kórperlose ist das Einfache, das sich selbst in jeder Hinsicht genügt23. 


Aus diesem Zitat scheint sich zunächst recht klar zu ergeben, dass 
sowohl Intellekt als auch Intelligenz in den Bereich der Theologie, also der 
dritten Wissenschaft aus Boethius’ De Trinitate gehören, die dann sowohl 
das geschaffene Geistige als auch den ungeschaffenen Geist zum 
Gegenstand hätte. Doch widerspricht Isaak selbst im Folgenden dieser 
Interpretation. So schreibt er: 


Während nun die Sinne (sensus) und die Vorstellung (imaginatio) in der 
Naturphilosophie tätig sind, die Vernunft (ratio) in der Mathematik und die 
Intelligenz (intelligentia) in der Theologie, so konstituiert doch der Intellekt 
(intellectus) nur schwerlich eine eigene Disziplin24. 


23 Epistola de anima, col. 1884C-1885B: «Supereminet autem adhuc ea disciplina, 
quam theologiam vocant, eo quod de divinis ratiocinetur; ad quam simili proportione juvari 
ratio valet, sed pervenire nequaquam valet. [...] Rationem vero superat intellectus, ordine 
et virtute, sicut aerem firmamentum [..] Firmamenti quidem soliditati intellectus 
conferendus est, qui et ipse spiritualium naturarum realem statum pervidet. Empyreo autem 
soli igneo, acutissimo et subtilissimo, conferenda videtur intelligentia. Intellectus igitur ea 
vis animae est, quae rerum vere incorporearum percipit formas. Vere incorporeum dicimus, 
quod corpore non eget ut sit; ac per hoc nec loco, ut alicubi, quamvis non sit omnino 
incorporeum pure, et non possit esse sine tempore. Pure autem incorporeum est simplex, 
quod sibi omnimodis sufficiens est». 

24 Epistola de anima, col. 1886D: «Cum autem sensus et imaginatio vigeant in 
naturalibus, ratio vero in mathematicis, intelligentia in theologicis; intellectus propriam 
haud constituit disciplinam». 
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Der Theologie wird hier eindeutig und ausschließlich die Intelligenz 
als höchstes Vermögen zugewiesen. D.h., in der Theologie, wie Isaak sie 
versteht, geht es nur um den ungeschaffenen Geist, um Gott; das Studium 
des geschaffenen Geistigen bleibt damit zunächst außen vor. Dem Intellekt 
ist mithin keine eigene Disziplin zugeordnet, zumindest nicht im Kanon 
der tradierten Wissenschaften. Gleichwohl erkennt Isaak, dass es neben 
den Gegenständen der Naturphilosophie, der Mathematik und der reinen 
Gotteslehre, als die er die Theologie aus Boethius’ Tripartition verstehen 
will, noch einen weiteren Bereich möglicher Erkenntnisse gibt, dem 
allerdings kein Name zugeordnet werden kann. Dieser Bereich, so sagt er 
weiterhin, sei irgendwo zwischen Naturphilosophie und Theologie zu 
verorten: 


Denn die unkörperliche Natur, deren unkörperliche Formen er [d.h. der Intellekt] 
betrachtet, sind, wie gesagt, in der Mitte zwischen Körperlichem und Gott 
angesiedelt. So besitzt diese Natur natürliche Attribute, die sie ist, und diese können 
nur durch Abstraktion erkannt werden. Und sie besitzt akzidentielle Attribute, die, 
sofern sie abstrahiert und an sich betrachtet werden, einer höheren Ordnung 
angehören und der Intelligenz bedürfen, durch die Gott erkannt wird. Denn wenn die 
natürlichen Kräfte (virtutes) in ihrer Höhe, an ihrer Quelle und in ihrem natürlichen 
Sein betrachtet werden, so sind sie alle Eines und das Höchste, das Prinzip von allem, 
die Natur der Naturen, und das Sein des Seins. Daher bietet der Intellekt sowohl 
Raum für die natürliche Disziplin als auch für die Theologie25. 


Die beiden letzten Zitate belegen, dass für Isaak aus seinen 
vermögenstheoretischen Überlegungen und seiner Abstraktionslehre 
heraus die boethianische Dreiteilung der Wissenschaften in gewisser 
Weise zu eng wird. In Boethius’ Begriff von Theologie, wie er im 
Mittelalter tradiert und gebraucht wird, verbergen sich verschiedene 
Konzepte, die hier, bei Isaak, auseinandertreten. Theologie bedeutet bei 
Boethius immer und v.a. auch Metaphysik und nicht nur christliche 


25 Epistola de anima, col. 1886D-1887A: «Natura etenim incorporea, cujus 
incorporeas percipit formas, media, ut dictum est, inter corpus et Deum collocatur. Habet 
enim naturalia, quae est; nunc ab ea per abstrahentiam aliter percipi possunt. Habet 
accidentia, quae abstracta, et in sui natura considerata, altius evolant; et intelligentia ipsa, 
qua Deus videtur, indigent. Virtutes enim naturales in suo summo et fonte naturali essentia 
consideratae, omnes unum et summum sunt, et omnium principium et naturarum natura, et 
essentia essentiarum. Unde et partim intellectus cedit in naturalem disciplinam, partim in 
theologicam». 
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Theologie. Für Isaak verhält es sich genau umgekehrt: aus seiner pseudo- 
dionysischen Tradition heraus ist ihm Theologie zuallererst christliche 
Theologie26. Doch bemerkt er, dass es daneben auch noch einen zweiten 
Erkenntnisbereich gibt, der sich nicht einfachhin mit dieser Theologie 
deckt, auch wenn beide aufeinander bezogen sind, wie aus dem obigen 
Zitat hervorgeht. Diesen Bezug präzisiert Isaak anhand der Frage nach 
dem Prinzip Gerechtigkeit, das ihm als einer der Gegenstände dieses 
mittleren, letztlich metaphysischen Erkenntnisbereiches gilt. So verweist 
die Untersuchung der Gerechtigkeit als eines Erst- und Allgemeinbegriffs 
unmittelbar auf Gott, also den Gegenstand der Theologie. Diesen 
Verweisungszusammenhang von Metaphysik und Theologie beschreibt 
Isaak platonisch als Partizipation27. Dies steht freilich in deutlicher 
Spannung zu den weiter oben angeführten Bemerkungen zu erster und 
zweiter Substanz; allerdings ist dies nicht der Ort, um die Schwierigkeiten 
zu diskutieren, die bei Isaak aus der Verschränkung aristotelischer und 
platonischer Motive resultieren28. 

Entscheidend ist vielmehr dies: Was Isaak mit der angezeigten 
Verlegenheit in Bezug auf den Intellekt und seine Einordnung in den 
tradierten Wissenschaftskanon zum Ausdruck bringt, ist ein Bewusstsein 
um die Unterscheidung metaphysischer und theologischer Frage- 
stellungen. Der Begriff der Metaphysik, zumal als Disziplin, ist ihm aus 
der Praxis seines Jahrhunderts unbekannt, und so kommt er zu dem 


26 So v.a. B. MCGINN, «Theologia in Isaac of Stella», Citeaux 21 (1970) 219-235. 
In diesem Artikel betont McGinn, dass Isaak — anders als Hugo von St. Viktor mit seiner 
Unterscheidung von theologia divina und theologia mundana aus dem Commentarium in 
Hierarchiam Caelestem — nicht zu einer Differenzierung von christlicher und 
philosophischer Theologie gelangt; wie die folgenden Überlegungen zeigen, gehe ich mit 
diesem Schluss nicht konform. Isaaks Konzept von Theologie ist selbst noch einmal 
komplex und kann hier nicht detailliert dargelegt werden. Vgl. dazu auch A. FIDORA u. A. 
NIEDERBERGER, Vom Einen zum Vielen — Der neue Aufbruch der Metaphysik im 12. 
Jahrhundert. Eine Auswahl zeitgenössischer Texte des Neoplatonismus, Frankfurt am 
Main, Klostermann, 2002, pp. 112-120. 

27 Epistola de anima, col. 1887A: «Quid enim est aliud essentia justitiae, quam 
Deus, cujus participatio virtus dicitur, et quot sunt participationum varietates, tot justitiae 
singularitates? Verumtamen una est essentialis justitia, non qualitas, non accidens animae, 
in seipsa subsistens, participata a spiritibus participatione ipsius justi, cujus participationes 
supremum justitiae sunt, et illae accidentales». 

28 Siehe für eine Gewichtung platonischer und aristotelischer Motive in Isaaks 
Denken z.B. W. MEUSER, op. cit., pp. 65-69. 
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Schluss, dass der Intellekt im schulmäßigen Sinne keine Disziplin 
konstituiert oder besser: noch keine Disziplin, wie wir sagen könnten. 
Dass der Intellekt scientia, d.h. Wissen und Wissenschaft hervorbringt, 
will er damit freilich nicht verneinen; im Gegenteil, Isaak zeigt sich mit 
seinen Überlegungen, sowohl hier als auch in seinen Sermones, als ein 
durch und durch metaphysischer Denker. Ja seine hier diskutierten 
Reflexionen liefern letztlich eine erkenntnistheoretische Fundierung der 
Metaphysik als Wissenschaft, der nur noch der rechte Name fehlt. Mit 
vollem Recht hat Henri de Lubac daher Isaak «l’un des plus profonds 
métaphysiciens de son siécle» genannt29. 

Die Epistola de anima ist damit aufs Ganze gesehen ein bedeutendes 
auch philosophisches Werk, das dokumentiert, wie bereits in der Mitte des 
12. Jahrhunderts, d.h. vor der Kenntnis Avicennas und weiter Teile des 
Aristoteles, aus einer erkenntnistheoretischen Perspektive neue Wege in 
der Wissens- und Wissenschaftstheorie angegangen werden. Isaak 
beschreitet hier in gewisser Hinsicht den komplementären Weg zu den 
Chartreser Ansätzen, die ihre erkenntnistheoretischen Überlegungen in 
der Regel von der Wissens- und Wissenschaftstheorie her konzipieren. 
Während sich diesen Autoren die Frage nach den Seelenvermögen und der 
Abstraktion erst ausgehend von der Wissenschaftseinteilung des Boethius 
stellt, entwickelt Isaak umgekehrt, wie gezeigt, im Rahmen einer 
Vermögenslehre eine Abstraktionstheorie, die dann nicht nur einen 
richtungweisenden Beitrag zur Universaliendebatte darstellt, sondern 
auch und vor allem zur Begründung und ansatzweisen Erweiterung der 
Wissenschaftsklassifikation führt. Denn gerade aus dieser erkenntnis- 
theoretischen Perspektive, genauerhin aus der Untersuchung der 
Intellekterkenntnis, gelangt für Isaak, wie gezeigt, die Metaphysik als 
zentrales Problem erneut in den Blick. Nach mehr als einem Jahrtausend 
wird die Metaphysik für Isaak wieder zur buchstäblich gesuchten 
Wissenschaft, zur zêtoumenê epistêmê, wie sie bei Aristoteles immer 
wieder heißt30 ~ eine Wissenschaft, die Isaak unter den etablierten 
Disziplinen an den Schulen seiner Zeit freilich vergebens suchte. 


Johann Wolfgang Goethe-Universität Frankfurt am Main 
29 Vel. de H. LUBAC, Exégêse médiévale — Les quatre sens de l'Écriture, 4 vols., 


Paris, Montaigne, 1959-1964, hier vol. IV1, pp. 277-278. 
30 Vgl. Aristoteles, Metaphysik II, 2, 996b 3, 33 und passim. 
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THEORIE(N) DER ERKENNTNIS UND DER 
ERKENNTNISVERMOGEN BEI ALANUS AB INSULIS 


J. ALANUS AB INSULIS UND DIE STELLUNG DER ERKENNTNISTHEORIE 
IM 12. JAHRHUNDERT 


Alanus ab Insulis, von dessen Biographie abgesehen von seinem Tod 
1202 oder 1203 im Mutterhaus der Zisterzienser Citeaux weiterhin nur 
wenig bekannt istl, ist ohne Zweifel einer der bedeutendsten lateinischen 
Denker und Schriftsteller der zweiten Hälfte des 12. Jahrhunderts. 
Allerdings hat diese Verortung in der Geisteswelt des 12. Jahrhunderts 
nicht nur dazu geführt, dass seine Leistungen insbesondere hinsichtlich 
der Verwissenschaftlichung der Theologie? sowie der erneuten 
Auseinandersetzung mit philosophisch-metaphysischen Problemzusam- 
menhängen, die dem Kontext des spätantiken Neoplatonismus 
entstammen3, anerkannt wurden, sondern sie hat auch mindestens zwei 


1 Cfr. M. LEBEAU, «Découverte du tombeau du bienheureux Alain de Lille», 
Collectanea Ordo Cisterciensis Reformatorum 23 (1961) 254-260; P.G. WALSH, «Alan of 
Lille as a Renaissance Figure» in D. BAKER (ed.), Renaissance and Renewal in Christian 
History - Papers Read at the Fifteenth Summer Meeting and the Sixteenth Winter Meeting 
ofthe Ecclesiastical History Society, Oxford, Blackwell, 1977, pp. 117-135. 

2 Cfr. meinen Artikel «Von der Unmöglichkeit der translatio — Zur Bestimmung 
von Philosophie und Theologie als scientia bei Alanus ab Insulis» in: R. BERNDT, M. LUTZ- 
BACHMANN et. al. (eds.), ‘Scientia’ und ‘Disciplina’ im 12. und 13. Jahrhundert, Berlin, 
Akademie, 2002, pp. 187-208 (Erudiri Sapientia 3). 

3 Cfr. dazu meinen Beitrag «Naturphilosophische Prinzipienlehre und Theologie 
in der Summa 'Quoniam homines‘ des Alain von Lille» in M. LUTZ-BACHMANN, A. FIDORA, 
A. NIEDERBERGER (eds.), Metaphysics in the Twelfth Century — On the Relationship among 
Philosophy, Science and Theology, Tumhout, Brepols, 2004, pp. 185-299, sowie A. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.LE.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. II, pp. 967-979. 
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Thesen zur Begrenztheit seiner Überlegungen mit Blick auf 
erkenntnistheoretische Fragen hervorgebracht: Erstens, so eine gängige 
Diagnose, die sich selbst bei einem Autoren wie Matthias Baumgartner 
findet, der sich ansonsten bemüht, den philosophischen Charakter der 
Arbeiten des Alanus herauszustellen4, sei dieser aufgrund einer fehlenden 
klaren Differenzierung von Theologie und Philosophie letztlich doch 
Theologe und insofern an erkenntnistheoretischen Überlegungen nur so 
weit interessiert, wie diese für die Frage der Gotteserkenntnis relevant 
seien. Zweitens, so eine weitere geläufige Wahrnehmung des 12. 
Jahrhunderts, müsse diese Zeit als eine solche der Logik und 
Sprachphilosophie angesehen werden, womit der Frage von Erkenntnis- 
leistungen, die zu Aussagen führen, die von der Dialektik thematisiert 
werden können, notwendig eine nachgeordnete Rolle zukomme. Beide 
Thesen zusammen legten den Schluss nahe, dass etwa die wiederholt 
begegnende Auseinandersetzung mit der Seele nur sehr bedingt als 
erkenntnistheoretische zu begreifen sei, selbst wenn die Autoren hin und 
wieder erkenntnistheoretische Formeln gebrauchten. Stattdessen handle es 
sich vielmehr um eine ontologische oder ethisch-willenstheoretische 
Bestimmung der Seele und ihrer Vermögen’. 

Wirft man einen ersten Blick in die Schriften des Alanus ab Insulis, so 
gibt es ohne Zweifel zahlreiche Passagen, die die angeführten Thesen 
unterstützen und es als wenig lohnenswert erscheinen lassen, eine 
spezifische erkenntnistheoretische Reflexion dieses Autoren 
herausarbeiten zu wollen. Allerdings gibt es zugleich einzelne Aspekte in 
eben diesen Schriften, die, selbst wenn sie nicht eine kohärente 
Erkenntnistheorie zur Erscheinung bringen, so doch zumindest auf ein 
existierendes Problembewusstsein und interessante Tendenzen 
aufmerksam machen, die für die folgenden Jahrzehnte von großer 
Bedeutung sind. Alanus deutet die Notwendigkeit einer präzisen 
Erörterung der Erkenntnisvermögen an, ohne die auf die Dauer die 


FIDORA, A. NIEDERBERGER (eds), Vom Einen zum Vielen. Der neue Aufbruch der 
Metaphysik im 12. Jahrhundert — Eine Auswahl zeitgenössischer Texte, Frankfurt am Main, 
Klostermann, 2002, pp. XXXIV-XXXVL 

4 Cfr. M. BAUMGARTNER, Die Philosophie des Alanus de Insulis im 
Zusammenhange mit den Anschauungen des 12. Jahrhunderts, Münster, Aschendorff, 
1896, p. 17 (Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters II, 4). 

5 Cfr. dazu erneut ibid., p. 95. 
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unterschiedlichen Methoden der verschiedenen Wissenschaften, deren 
jeweilige Objektbereiche bzw. Hinsichten auf dieselben Objektbereiche 
sowie die Geltung ihrer Aussagen nicht hinreichend expliziert werden 
kónnen. Insofern ist für ihn, wie sich zeigen wird, die Frage zentral, in 
welchem Verhältnis die Begriffs- und Aussagenbildung zur Wirklichkeit 
der Dinge steht. 


II. ZWEI AUFLISTUNGEN DER ERKENNTNISVERMÖGEN BEI ALANUS 


Wie bei weiteren Autoren des zwólften Jahrhunderts finden sich auch 
bei Alanus zunächst relativ kurze Auflistungen verschiedener 
Seelenvermögen, an die z.T. Differenzierungen wissenschaftlicher 
Disziplinen angeschlossen werden. Auf diese Weise beginnt Alanus bereits 
in der nach ihren Anfangsworten benannten Summa ,Quoniam homines’, 
die zwischen 1155 und 1165 verfasst wurde6, mit einer Unterscheidung 
von fünf «Wissenschaften», deren jeweilige Referenzbereiche durch drei 
Stufen von verschiedenen Erkenntnis- vermögen erschlossen werden. So 
erwächst auf der ersten Stufe zunächst die philogea, «Liebe zur Erde», 
genannte scientia aus der sensualitas, vermöge derer sich der Mensch den 
Tieren angleicht und dann auch zu Recht als «Löwe», «Wolf» oder 
«Schwein» bezeichnet wird7. Das «ethische» Pendant zur philogea ist die 
philolobia, die «Liebe zur Lobpreisung der eigenen Person», die aus dem 
weiteren niederen «Erkenntnisvermögen», der obstinatio in malitiam, dem 
Beharren auf der Schlechtigkeit, resultiert8. Während der Mensch für 
Alanus aufgrund der sensualitas zur Bestialität fähig ist, ist er für ihn 
aufgrund der obstinatio zur Diabolizität in der Lage. Die Vermischung 
oder Ununterscheidbarkeit einer Erörterung des Willens oder der 


6 Cfr. zu dieser Datierung das Vorwort zur Edition des Textes von P. Glorieux: 
Alanus ab Insulis, Summa ,Quoniam homines’, P. GLORIEUX (ed.), Archives d'histoire 
doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Áge 20 (1953/54) 113-364, hier: p. 116. 

7 <Inferios vero extaseos due sunt species: una qua dicitur sensualitas [...] 
secundum quam philosophi dixerunt quosdam mutatos in lupos et porcos, alios in leones. 
Ex hac surgit scientia que dicitur philogea, quasi amatrix terrenorum, a ,philos' quod est 
amor, et ,ge' quod est terra, qua utuntur homines carnales indulgentes terrenorum amori». 
Ibid., p. 121. 

8 «Alia species extaseos dicitur obstinatio in malitiam [...]. Et ex hac surgit 
philolobia, que est amor proprie excellentie; et dicitur a ‘philos’ quod est amor, et ‘lobos’ 
quod est iactantia». Ibid., p. 122. 
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Begehrungsvermögen mit oder von derjenigen der Erkenntnis im 
eigentlichen Sinne, die bei der Vorstellung dieser «Erkenntnisvermögen» 
scheinbar zu beobachten ist, findet sich wiederholt bei dem Denker aus 
Lille und bildet gewiss die Grundlage für den Vorwurf, dass die 
vermeintliche «Erkenntnistheorie» zumeist letztlich doch Willenslehre sei. 
Genauer betrachtet unterscheidet Alanus jedoch zumindest im Ansatz 
zwischen der Willenshaltung, sich etwa ausschließlich durch die 
Sinnlichkeit oder das Beharren auf der Schlechtigkeit leiten zu lassen, und 
dem dadurch erzeugten «Wissen», auch wenn er dann die Fragen ungeklärt 
lässt, welchen Status dieses «Wissen» hat und wie der Ausdruck der 
«scientia» hier genau zu verstehen ist. 

Mit der thesis oder der ratio werden auf der nächsten Stufe der 
Erkenntnisvermögen der Mensch in seinem ihm eigenen Stand sowie die 
ihm gemäßen irdischen Dinge erkannt, weshalb aus diesem Vermögen 
auch das Wissen hervorgeht, das die Naturphilosophie bildet9. Mit dem 
intellectus und der intelligentia als dritter Stufe schließlich vermag der 
Mensch dasjenige zu erkennen, was sich der irdischen materiellen 
Existenz entzieht. Als erstes der höheren Vermögen erlaubt der intellectus 
die Erkenntnis der spiritualia, d.h. insbesondere der Engel und der Seelen, 
und ermöglicht auf diese Weise zudem die Geistwerdung des Menschen. 
Diese Erkenntnis konstituiert die Disziplin der hypothetischen oder 
subcelestalen Theologie, wie sie von Alanus im Anschluss an Eriugenas 
Kommentierung des Pseudo-Dionysius genannt wird!0. Das zweite der 
höheren Vermögen, die intelligentia, richtet sich zwar direkt auf Gott, 
Kann aber positiv lediglich die Trinität erkennen, womit sie jedoch bereits 
eine Vergöttlichung des Erkennenden bewirkt. Hinsichtlich der 
Wissenschaften begründet die intelligentia die «apothetische» bzw. 
supercelestale Theologiell. 


9 «[U]na que dicitur thesis, scilicet ratio, secundum quam potentiam homo in suo 
statu consideratur, nec suum statum egreditur quia ea humana et terrena considerat [...]. Ex 
thesi vero nascitur naturalis philosophia que circa terrena vertitur». Ibid., p. 121. 

10 Zur Bedeutung von Eriugena und Pseudo-Dionysius für Alanus cfr. E. 
JEAUNEAU, «Le renouveau érigénien du XIIe siècle» in W. BEIERWALTES (ed.), Eriugena 
Redivivus — Zur Wirkungsgeschichte seines Denkens im Mittelalter und im Übergang zur 
Neuzeit, Heidelberg, Carl Winter, 1987, pp. 26-46. 

11 «Theologia in duas distingitur species: supercelestem et subcelestem, sive 
apotheticam et ypotheticam, ut testatur Johannes Scotus super Hierarchiam. Iste autem due 
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Mit dieser Unterscheidung zweier Erkenntnisvermögen oberhalb der 
ratio setzt Alanus Überlegungen fort, wie sie vor ihm bereits eine ganze 
Reihe anderer Autoren des 12. Jahrhunderts, wie etwa Hugo von Sankt- 
Viktorl2, Isaak von Stellal3 und Dominicus Gundissalinus!4 sowie der 
noch nicht abschließend datierte und zugeordnete Traktat De spiritu et 
anima anstellen!5. Eine explizite Bezugnahme auf letzteren Traktat, der 
vielleicht in der Mitte des 12. Jahrhunderts vom Zisterzienserabt Alcher 
von Clairvaux in Abstimmung mit Isaak von Stella angefertigt wurde, 
findet sich dann auch im berühmten Liber in distinctionibus dictionum 
theologicalium, einem Wörterbuch der theologischen Sprache, das 
wahrscheinlich zwischen der Mitte und dem Ende der achtziger Jahre des 
zwölften Jahrhunderts entstanden ist16. Unter Berufung auf einen 
vermeintlichen Text des Augustinus über die Seele, der zugleich auch 
unter dem griechischen Titel der gleichnamigen aristotelischen Schrift, 
Peri psyches, genannt wird, führt Alanus jeweils unter den Einträgen 
intellectus und ratio das Zitat «quinque sunt digressiones animae: sensus, 
imaginatio, ratio, intellectus et intelligentia» an, das auf die folgende 
Passage in De spiritu et anima zuriickgehen diirfte: 


Sic animae in mundo sui corporis peregrinati quinque progressus sunt ad sapientiam: 
sensus scilicet, imaginatio, ratio, intellectus, et intelligentia. 


species originem habent ex duabus potentie anime. [...] una que dicitur intellectus, qua 
homo considerat spiritualia, id est angelos et animas; secundum quam homo fit spiritus, et 
ita supra se fit. Alia est que intelligentia dicitur, qua homo trinitatem intuetur; secundum 
quam homo fit homo deus, quia per hanc speculationem quodammodo deificatur. Unde et 
illa speculatio apotheosis, quasi divina censetur». Alanus ab Insulis, op. cit. 

12 Cfr z.B. Hugo von Sankt-Viktor, Miscellanea, PL. vol. 177, Paris 1854, col. 
469-900, hier: col. 485. 

13 Cfr. Isaak von Stella, Epistola de anima, PL. vol. 194, Paris 1855, col. 1875- 
1890, hier: 1879-1880. 

14 Cfr. z.B. Dominicus Gundissalinus, De processione mundi, M.J. SOTO BRUNA, C. 
ALONSO DEL REAL (eds.), Pamplona, Ediciones Universidad de Navarra, 1999, pp. 168-171 
(§ 32). 

15 Für weitere Autoren, bei denen sich die Unterscheidung zwischen intellectus und 
intelligentia sowie die folgende Fünferliste findet, cfr. M.-TH. D’ALVERNY, (ed.), Alain de 
Lille. Textes inédits, Paris, Vrin, 1965, pp. 182-183. 

16 Cfr. zur Datierung und zum Hintergrund dieses Textes insbesondere hinsichtlich 
seiner Widmung an den Abt Ermengaud von Saint-Gilles ibid., pp. 13-14 sowie G.R. 
Evans, Alan of Lille — The Frontiers of Theology in the Later Twelfth Century, Cambridge 
u.a., Cambridge University Press, 1983, pp. 10-11. 
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So kommen der Seele, die ihren Körper in der Welt hinter sich lässt, fünf Schritte 
voran zur Weisheit zu: nämlich der Sinn, die Einbildungskraft, der Verstand, der 
Intellekt und die Intelligenz!7. 


Neu gegenüber der Summa , Quoniam homines’ ist im Wörterbuch des 
Alanus die Anführung der imaginatio als eines zweiten niederen 
Erkenntnisvermögens neben der sensualitas, die nun als sensus auftritt. 
Fortgeführt wird dagegen die Unterscheidung von ratio einerseits sowie 
intellectus und intelligentia andererseits, indem Alanus nun auch mit 
Hinweis auf Boethius die ratio als Vermögen der Gegenstandserkenntnis 
bestimmt!8, während intellectus und intelligentia auf die invisibilia 
gerichtet sind19. Interessant ist die Bemerkung unter dem Eintrag sensus, 
dass dieser Ausdruck in theologischen Texten zumeist eigentlich 
intellectus lauten müsste, da der Sinngehalt eines Wortes, einer Aussage 
oder eines Bildes gerade nicht mit den Sinnen, sondern mit dem Intellekt 
erkannt wird20. Hiermit nimmt Alanus offensichtlich Überlegungen auf, 
wie sie im Kontext der dialektischen Diskussionen der ersten Hälfte des 
12. Jahrhunderts entwickelt wurden, da sich ähnliche Gedanken etwa in 
dem Abaelard zugeschriebenen Tractatus de intellectibus finden21. 


17 Pseudo-Augustinus, Liber de spiritu et anima, PL. vol. 40, Paris 1841, col. 779- 
832, hier: col. 782. Eine Erórterung von ratio, intellectus und intelligentia, die sich an die 
Formulierungen des Liber de spiritu et anima anlehnt, findet sich auch in der 
Kommentierung der Sentenzen durch Alanus, cfr dazu Alanus ab Insulis, Liber 
Sententiarum ac dictorum memorabilium, P.L. vol. 210, Paris 1855, col. 229-252, hier: col. 
236. 

18 «Ratio est potentia animae qua anima comprehendit inhaerentiam proprietatis in 
subjecto, secundum quam considerat quid res, quanta res, qualis res; unde Augustinus: 
Quinque sunt digressiones animae: sensus, imaginatio, ratio, intellectus, intelligentia. 
Boetius etiam ait in libro De Trinitate in naturalibus igitur rationabiliter, in mathematicis 
disciplinaliter, in divinis intellectualiter versare oportere». Alanus ab Insulis, Liber in 
distinctionibus dictionum theologicalium, P.L. vol. 210, Paris 1855, col. 685-1012, hier: 
col. 922. 

19 «Intellectus, potentia animae qua comprehendit invisibilia; unde Augustinus in 
libro qui inscribitur Perisichen, id est De anima: Quinque sunt digressiones animae: 
sensus, imaginatio, ratio, intellectus et intelligentia». Ibid., col. 819. 

20 «Sensus proprie dicitur intellectus [...]». Ibid., col. 941. 

21 «Vocabulo etiam nonnumquam sensus pro intelectu abutimur, cum uidelicet 
sensum verborum dicimus pro intellectu ipsorum». Abaelard, Des intellections, P. MORIN 
(ed.), Paris, Vrin, 1994, p. 26 (8 4). 
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Die Bedeutung der dem Traktat De spiritu et anima entnommenen 
Fünferreihe der Erkenntnisvermögen (Sinn, Einbildungskraft, Verstand, 
Intellekt, Intelligenz) wird weiterhin dadurch ersichtlich, dass sie erneut in 
einer der letzten Abhandlungen des Alanus aufgenommen wird. Sie findet 
sich nàmlich auch im Kontext der Erórterung des Zusammenhangs von 
Kórper und Seele im ersten Buch der wahrscheinlich in den neunziger 
Jahren des 12. Jahrhunderts entstandenen Abhandlung Contra Haereticos, 
die sich gegen verschiedene zeitgenóssische Háresien richtet22. Auch mit 
dieser Anführung der fünf Erkenntnisvermögen unterstreicht Alanus, dass 
es seiner Reihung eigentümlich ist, sich auf den Weg der Seele aus der 
irdischen Existenz zur Gottheit zu konzentrieren. Wie Marie-Thérése 
d’Alverny zu Recht bemerkt hat23, unterscheidet sich Alanus damit 
wesentlich von seinen Vorläufer, wie etwa Hugo von Sankt-Viktor oder 
dem De spiritu et anima, da diese den Fortschritt der Erkenntnisleistungen 
als einen solchen zur sapientia, zur Weisheit also, deuten. Dieser 
signifikante Unterschied hat die franzósische Philosophiehistorikerin dann 
auch dazu geführt, einen anonym überlieferten Traktat des Endes des 12. 
oder des Beginns des 13. Jahrhunderts einem Schüler des Alanus 
zuzuschreiben24. In diesem Traktat werden ausgehend von der bekannten 
Fünferformel ausführlich die konkreten Erkenntnisleistungen der 
einzelnen Vermögen erörtert, indem ihnen jeweils eigene Erkenntnis- 
formen zugeordnet werden, die in einem Verhältnis der Referenz aber auch 
der Differenz zu der jeweiligen formalen Ebene der Objekte der 
Erkenntnis stehen. Es wird sich weiter unten zeigen, dass sich diese 
Gleichzeitigkeit der Referenz auf die Objekte und der Differenz zu ihnen 
im Akt des Erkennens auch bei Alanus findet. 

Diese Auflistungen, die in den Texten des Alanus nachgewiesen 
werden konnten und die zu ergänzen wäre um weitere mehr oder minder 
vollständige Aufnahmen derselben, entkräften allerdings allein noch nicht 
den Vorbehalt, der in den beiden zu Beginn angeführten Thesen artikuliert 


22 «Praeterea, ad spiritum incorporeum propter subtilitatem et perspicacitatem, 


pertinent quinque potentiae, ut, sensus, imaginatio, ratio, intellectus et intelligentia». 
Alanus ab Insulis, De fide catholica contra haereticos sui temporis, P.L. vol. 210, Paris 
1855, col. 305-430, hier: col. 330. 

23 Cfr. D'ALVERNY, op. cit., p. 181. 

24 Traité des cinq puissances de l’äme, M.-Th. D' ALVERNY (ed.) in id., Alain de 
Lille. Textes inédits, op. cit., pp. 313-317. 
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wurde, dass Alanus in gewisser Weise erkenntnistheoretische Formeln 
mitführt, ohne dass diesen wirklich eine systematische Bedeutung in 
seinen Ausführungen zukommen würde. Gegen einen solchen Eindruck 
spricht erst die wiederholte Aufnahme erkenntnistheoretischer Probleme 
in der Erörterung einzelner thematischer Fragen, etwa im Rahmen der 
Summa, wobei diese Erörterung erkenntnistheoretischer Schwierigkeiten 
zwar hinsichtlich theologischer oder sprachphilosophischer Fragekom- 
plexe vorgenommen, aber nicht durch diese verzerrend überformt wird. Es 
soll hier ein solcher Problemkomplex herausgegriffen werden, um daran 
zu erläutern, in welcher Weise die Erkenntnistheorie an der Präzisierung 
der Problemwahrnehmung bei Alanus beteiligt ist. 


UI. DAs PROBLEM DER ABHÄNGIGKEIT JEGLICHER ERKENNTNIS VON 
GEGEBENEM 


In einer der ersten quaestiones der Summa ,Quoniam homines’ 
diskutiert Alanus die Einheit Gottes, wobei er eine Reihe von 
Argumentationen insbesondere heidnischer Autoritäten anführt, die in 
seinen Augen eine Vielheit ewiger Prinzipien oder erster Gründe zu 
erweisen beanspruchen. Einer der intelligentesten Begründungsversuche 
lässt sich für ihn im Anschluss an die Zweite Analytik des Aristoteles 
gewinnen, die Alanus allerdings zumindest bei der Abfassung der Summa 
kaum direkt gekannt haben dürfte25. So schreibt er Aristoteles den 
erkenntnistheoretischen Grundsatz zu, «jeder Intellekt stößt an das an, was 
ist», um dann in dem von ihm konstruierten Argument für eine Vielheit 
erster Prinzipien damit fortzufahren, dass dies jedoch für den Intellekt 
Gottes nicht gelten könne, da dieser reiner sei als alles andere und so kaum 
eines Bezugs zu etwas ihm Vorgängigen bedürfe. Gott müsse also seine 
Erkenntnis von den Dingen vor deren Existenz haben, woraus der Schluss 
zu ziehen sei, dass dies nur möglich sei, wenn er die exemplaria, die 
Urbilder der Dinge also, kenne und diese zumindest gleichewig mit seiner 
Erkenntnis von ihnen seien26. Obwohl Alanus offensichtlich dem 


25 Zu möglichen Quellen dieser Aristoteles-Kenntnis cfr. EVANS, op. cit., pp. 180-181. 
26 «Aït enim Aristoteles in posterioribus analiticis: omnis intellectus offendit in id 
quod est. Sed purior est intellectus Dei quam alius. Ergo non offendit nisi in id quod est. 
Sed ab eterno habuit intellectum de rebus; ergo ille erant. Sed hoc non potest intelligi de 
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konstruierten Argument widerspricht und folglich die Gleichewigkeit von 
Gott und den Urbildern bestreitet, übernimmt er den zu Beginn des 
Arguments angeführten Grundsatz, wie viele weitere Stellen im Text 
zeigen, für sich selbst und interpretiert ihn so, dass jede Intellekterkenntnis 
bei den innerweltlichen und materiellen Einzeldingen ansetzen muss. 
Selbst wenn es zunächst so scheint, als würde dieser Aussage die 
Intellekterkenntnis Gottes entgegen stehen, da für sie der Grundsatz nicht 
gelten kann, ist dies nur ein vermeintlicher Gegensatz, weil die göttliche 
Erkenntnis reine Erkenntnis der Urbilder der Dinge und keine Erkenntnis 
von den materiellen Einzeldingen ist. Alanus kann also deshalb an dem 
Grundsatz festhalten, da er die Erkenntnisobjekte des gewöhnlichen und 
des göttlichen Intellekts unterscheidet. Folgerichtig verhält er sich auch 
später nicht zu der Frage, wie das genaue Bedingungsverhältnis von 
göttlichem Intellekt und den Urbildem der Dinge zu denken ist — 
anzunehmen ist, dass er hier dem platonischen Gedanken einer 
Gleichursprünglichkeit durchaus zustimmen würde, solange Gott als erste 
causa efficiens allem vorgeordnet ist27. Mit dieser Differenzierung 
zwischen gewóhnlichem und göttlichem Intellekt wird aber für die 
vorliegende Untersuchung auch ersichtlich, dass Alanus die Bandbreite 
und die Verschiedenheit der Erkenntnisvermógen, die er zu Beginn der 
Summa präsentiert und unter denen sich ja bereits intellectus und 
intelligentia als unterschiedene finden, nicht wieder in Betracht zieht und 
stattdessen ausschließlich vom intellectus spricht. Dies erhärtet den 
Verdacht, dass die differenzierten  Vermógensauflistungen, die 
vermeintlich der Ort sind, an dem sich die Entfaltung einer Erkenntnis- 
theorie bemerkbar macht, nicht mehr als Auflistungen sind und noch 
keinen wirklichen Indikator für ein Interesse an einer systematischen und 
weitreichenden erkenntnistheoretischen Seelenlehre abgeben. 

In seinen erkenntnistheoretischen Überlegungen im zuvor 


rebus materialibus sed de earum exemplaribus. Ergo exemplaria fuerunt ab eterno». 
Alanus, Summa, op. cit., p. 127. 

27 Auf diese Weise würde Alanus der Darlegung des Liber de causis zustimmen, 
der ihm erst spáter bekannt wird und in dem die Formen gleichursprünglich mit der 
intelligentia sind, cfr. dazu das vierte Kapitel des Liber in A. FIDORA, A. NIEDERBERGER, 
Von Bagdad nach Toledo — Das ‘Buch der Ursachen‘ und seine Rezeption im Mittelalter, 
Mainz, Dieterich'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 2001, pp. 46-51; zu Alanus' Kenntnis des 
Liber und seiner Bezugnahme darauf ibid., pp. 210-215. 
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angesprochenen Kontext in der Summa fährt Alanus einige Absätze später 
mit der Erläuterung fort, dass selbst wenn die nicht-göttliche 
Intellekterkenntnis ihren Ausgang von den materiellen Einzeldingen 
nimmt, natürlich auch sie nur Erkenntnis von Formen ohne ihre Träger 
ist28. Nachdem er im ersten Schritt eine ontologische Prämisse des 
Erkenntnisvorgangs eingeführt hat, erklärt er im Folgenden, warum die 
ontologische Perspektive zum Verständnis des Vorgangs nicht ausreicht. 
So hält er weiterhin fest, dass mit dem aristotelischen Erkenntnis- 
grundsatz nicht gesagt sein soll, dass jede Erkenntnis, die von wahrhaft 
Existierendem ausgeht, auch eine wahre Erkenntnis ist29. Die Erkenntnis 
ist also nicht einfach eine ontologische Entwicklungsstufe, die sich aus 
dem seinsmäßigen Kontakt eines zur Erkenntnis fähigen Wesens mit dem 
für ihn Erkennbaren ergibt, sondern sie muss als eigenständige Leistung 
des oder der Erkenntnisvermögen begriffen werden, und sie erhält auch 
ihre Kriterien aus den Eigentümlichkeiten des jeweiligen Vermögens. So 
kann für Alanus der gewöhnliche Intellekt die innerweltlichen Dinge 
wahrhaft erkennen, da ihre Wesensbestimmungen oder Naturen Formen 
darstellen, die dem Intellekt gemäß und bekannt sind, und dieses 
Erkenntnisvermögen so die Wahrnehmung anleiten kann, die relevanten 
Eigenschaften der Dinge zu sehen30. Auch der gewöhnliche Intellekt muss 
also immer schon über eine gewisse Kenntnis der Formen der Einzeldinge 
verfügen, damit er dann die niedrigeren Erkenntnisvermögen anleiten 
kann, sich auf die entscheidenden Aspekte der Gegenstände zu richten. 
Der Prozess der Erkenntnis dessen, was innerweltlich gegeben ist, ist 
folglich keine einfache Abstraktion oder Herleitung aus der 
Mannigfaltigkeit der Einzeldinge, sondern eher ein Wechselspiel zwischen 
einer bereits vorher bestehenden Formkenntnis und dem (Wieder- 


28 «Dicimus quod cum dicitur intellectum solum offendi in id quod est, hoc 
intelligendum est de intellectu quo comprehenduntur forme absque subiectis; que vere 
dicitur esse respectu subiectorum que mutabiliter sunt». Alanus, Summa, op. cit. 

29 «Dicimus etiam quod quamvis intellectus offendat in id quod est, non tamen 
sequitur quod illius verius intelligatur quod verius est». Ibid., p. 136. 

30 «Nichil enim intelligibile est nisi quod in eo genere concipiendi intelligitur quo 
animus rem aminiculo sue proprietatis percipit, et perceptioni secundum veritatem quam in 
compositione considerat, assentit; et existentia quidem aminiculis earum proprietatum quibus 
sunt ficta, non quibus aliquid esse fingitur, concipi possint». Ibid., p. 137 — Wie diese 
Ausführungen nahe legen, begreift Alanus offensichtlich den Intellekt anders als am Anfang 
der Summa als einen Überbegriff für das Zusammenspiel der Erkenntnisvermógen überhaupt. 
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)Erkennen der Formen in den konkreten Gegebenheiten. Alanus verbindet 
hier — wie es vor ihm und nach ihm in der Geschichte der philosophischen 
Erkenntnistheorie immer wieder geschehen ist und geschehen wird — das 
platonisch-neoplatonische Motiv eines ontolo-gischen Vorrangs der Seele 
und ihrer Kenntnis der Formen mit dem insbesondere in der aristotelischen 
Erkenntnistheorie zu findenden Aspekt einer wechselseitigen Bedingung 
von Spontaneität und Rezeptivität im Erkenntnisvorgang, denn anders als ` 
in der göttlichen Intellekterkenntnis der Urbilder kann sich der 
gewöhnliche Intellekt nicht ausschließlich auf eine immer schon 
bestehende Formkenntnis beschränken, da ihm diese erst im Ausgang von 
den materiellen Einzeldingen als Erkenntnis zugänglich ist. 

Obwohl es nun im letzten Teil dieser Darstellung so aussehen Könnte, 
als würden die Einzeldinge auf bloße Erkenntnisanlässe reduziert, ist dies 
für Alanus nur die eine Seite der Medaille, da die zunächst eingeführte 
ontologische Prämisse nämlich letztlich mehr besagt, als es nach der 
vorhergehenden Rekonstruktion des Erkenntnisvorgangs scheint. Es ist zu 
konstatieren, dass das existierende Ding reicher ist als die auf ihm 
beruhende Intellekterkenntnis und dass wiederum die Versprachlichung 
letzter Erkenntnis ärmer ist als jene3l. Damit thematisiert Alanus 
schließlich auch die noch weiter reichende Problematik, dass die 
Versprachlichung von Erkenntnissen überhaupt von der Willkür der 
Namensgebung und Sprachfindung abhängig ist, so dass in seinen Augen 
zu untersuchen bleibt — was er dann aber nur im Ansatz andenkt —, wie die 
Sprachebene von der Erkenntnisebene bestimmt sein kann. Insgesamt ist 
dies ein Hinweis darauf, dass Alanus zwar einerseits einem 
neoplatonischen exitus-reditus-Schema folgt, nach dem etwa die göttliche 
Trinität selbst Ursache der Urbilder ist und der gewöhnliche Intellekt 
«über» den Formen und Wesensnaturen der Dinge steht, die ın der 
Entfaltung des Seins auf ihn folgen, und dass dies die Erkennbarkeit dieser 
Formen garantiert, während der mittelalterliche Magister andererseits 


31 «Item sciendum tria esse: rem, intellectum et sermonem. Intellectus propter rem 
celebratur, sermo vero propter intellectum instituitur. Set cum hec tria sint, rei natura in se 
amplior est et diffusior quam intelligentia; plus enim est in re quam possit capi motu 
intelligentie ita quod citra rem remanet intellectus. Intellectus vero amplior et diffusior 
quam sermo; plus enim intellectu percipimus quam sermone explicare possumus. Primum 
ergo locum obtinet res, secundum locum intellectus, tertium sermo». Ibid., p. 140. 
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doch auch den eigenen Charakter des Erkenntnisvorgangs und seiner 
Versprachlichung betont, der nicht einfach auf das Einholen oder 
Aufheben der ontologischen Entfaltung reduziert werden kann. 


IV. ZUM ZUSAMMENHANG VON ERKENNTNISTHEORIE UND WISSENS- BZW. 
WISSENSCHAFTSLEHRE BEI ALANUS 


Mit diesen letzten Ausführungen kann nun auch gezeigt werden, dass 
die erkenntnistheoretischen Überlegungen des Alanus mit seinen wissens- 
und wissenschaftstheoretischen Positionen übereinstimmen, auf die sich 
die philosophische mediävistische Forschung zu diesem Autoren in den 
vergangenen Jahrzehnten konzentriert hat32. So ist nämlich festzuhalten, 
dass der doppelten Einordnung des Erkenntnisvorgangs in die 
Seinsordnung sowie in die Ordnung der Erkenntnisvermögen die 
berühmte Klassifikation und Definition der Wissenschaften im Prolog der 
sogenannten Regeln der Theologie33 entspricht, da auch dort die Axiomata 
der einzelnen Wissenschaften doppelt durch den Bezug zu ihren 
jeweiligen Erkenntnisobjekten und durch die Abgrenzung von den anderen 
Wissenschaften, mithin durch ihre Stellung im Ganzen der Erkenntnis 
bestimmt werden. Während sich hierbei die Forschung bisher vor allem 
mit den sprachphilosophischen Diskussionen befasst hat, aus denen 


32 Cfr. dazu J. JoLiver, «Remarques sur les Regulae Theologicae d’ Alain de Lille» 
in H ROUSSEL, F. SUARD (eds.), Alain de Lille, Gautier de Châtillon, Jakemart Giélée et 
leur temps, Lille, Presses Universitaires de Lille, 1980, pp. 83-99; A. DE LIBERA, «Logique 
et Theologie dans la Summa ,Quoniam Homines‘ d' Alain de Lille» in J. JOLIVET, A. DE 
LiBERA (eds.), Gilbert de Poitiers et ses contemporains — Aux origines de la Logica 
modernorum, Neapel, Bibliopolis, 1987, pp. 437-469; M. DREYER, «Regularmethode und 
Axiomatik. Wissenschaftliche Methodik im Horizont der artes-Tradition des 12. 
Jahrhunderts» in I. CRAEMER-RUEGENBERG, A. SPEER (eds.), Scientia und ars im Hoch- und 
Spätmittelalter, Berlin/New York, de Gruyter, 1994, pp. 145-157 (Miscellanea Mediaevalia 
Band 22/1); M. DREYER, More Mathematicorum — Rezeption und Transformation der 
antiken Gestalten wissenschaftlichen Wissens im 12. Jahrhundert, Münster, Aschendorff, 
1996 (Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters — Neue 
Folge 47). 

33 Cfr. dazu Alanus ab Insulis, Regulae caelestis iuris, N.M. HARING (ed.), Archives 
d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Äge 48 (1981) 121-226, hier: pp. 121-123; eine 
deutsche Übersetzung findet sich in Fidora, Niederberger (eds.), Vom Einen zum Vielen, op. 
cit, pp. 91-95. 
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Alanus seine Argumente im Wesentlichen entnimmt34, müssen wohl auch 
die erkenntnistheoretischen Ansätze als motivierende Grundlage 
angenommen werden. Dabei erfordert allerdings auch die Frage noch eine 
genauere Untersuchung, ob die Beeinflussung ausschließlich von der 
Erkenntnistheorie zur Sprachphilosophie geht oder ob nicht vielmehr — 
zumindest für die frühen Schriften — zu konstatieren ist, dass Alanus auf 
dem Hintergrund seiner sprachphilosophischen Wissenschaftslehre sowie 
seiner ontologischen Deutung der verschiedenen Arten von Seienden zu 
neuen erkenntnistheoretischen Einsichten kommt. 

Einigen Aufschluss geben die erkenntnistheoretischen Überlegungen 
auch für die Variante der negativen Theologie, die sich in den Schriften 
des magister universalis findet. Trotz der «Verwissenschaftlichung» kann 
die Theologie nämlich für Alanus in ihrer höchsten Form, d.h. hinsichtlich 
der Frage nach Gott selbst, keine positive, sondern lediglich eine negative 
Theologie sein. Dies hängt einerseits an der ontologischen Bindung der 
Sprache an die innerweltlich erscheinenden Gegenstände, andererseits 
aber an der «erkenntnistheoretischen» Überlegung, dass die interne 
Begrenztheit der Erkenntnisvermögen es ihnen nicht erlaubt, das höchste 
Sein, nämlich Gott, zu erkennen. Dies muss allerdings für Alanus nicht zu 
einer skeptizistischen Position führen, sondern kann vielmehr einen 
Prozess der Reflexion über die Erkenntnisvorgänge selbst anleiten, aus 
dem zumindest negativ auf Gott geschlossen werden kann. Damit 
antizipiert Alanus den Primat der Erkenntnistheorie im weitesten Sinne, 
wie er die Philosophiegeschichte in den folgenden Jahrhunderten prägen 
sollte. 


Johann Wolfgang Goethe-Universität Frankfurt am Main 


34 Cfr. dazu K. JacoBI, «Natürliches Sprechen — Theoriesprache — Theologische 
Rede. Die Wissenschaftslehre des Gilbert von Poitiers», Zeitschrift für philosophische 
Forschung 49 (1995) 511-528. 


MICHEL LEMOINE 


LE STATUT DU CORPS CHEZ GUILLAUME 
DE SAINT-THIERRY 


Quel est le statut du corps chez Guillaume de Saint-Thierry? C’est 
avant tout le traité de La Nature du corps et de l’äme qui répond à cette 
question. Mais le sujet est abordé aussi dans d’autres ouvrages, ce qui 
permet de constater que la doctrine de Guillaume a évolué. Cette évolution 
est perceptible dans le traité de La nature du corps et de l’äme lui-méme 
qui a été composé en deux temps. Il convient donc de déterminer les étapes 
qui ont permis 4 Guillaume de définir progressivement son anthropologie. 

Au départ, la position de Guillaume sur le statut du corps est 
classique. On y retrouve une méfiance que justifient les traditions 
concordantes de la théologie chrétienne et celles de la philosophie antique. 

Dans la Bible, principalement chez saint Paul, la chair, qu’il faut se 
garder d’identifier étroitement aux réalités corporelles, posséde un statut 
double. D’un cété, elle est cette substance respectable que le Verbe divin 
n’a pas craint d’emprunter pour partager la condition humaine et qui est 
appelée à ressusciter. D’un autre côté, elle est sujette à la corruption et aux 
passions, bref, elle pousse au mal. Le corps, en particulier, se ressent de’ 
cette vision négative. 

Ce point de vue théologique est conforté par l’apport des deux 
disciplines apparentées que sont la philosophie et la physique. A l'époque 
de Guillaume de Saint-Thierry, philosophie veut dire avant tout 
platonisme au sens large. Dans cette doctrine, le corps est dévalorisé, à la 
fois parce que sa partie inférieure détient des désirs honteux, et parce qu’ il 
est sujet 4 la corruption et à la destruction. De résurrection de la chair, il 
n’est évidemment pas question. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. II, pp. 981-991. 
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La synthése de ces deux conceptions, biblique et platonicienne, se 
retrouve chez saint Augustin. C’est la doctrine qu’adopte Guillaume dans 
ses premiers écrits. 

On le voit dans le traité de La Nature et la dignité de l’amour. Selon 
Guillaume, le véritable amour entraine l’äme vers son lieu naturel, qui est 
en haut, tandis que le lieu du corps est en bas, c'est la terrel. Lorsque vient 
la mort, les éléments du corps ne restent plus liés à la terre. Leur 
dissolution restitue chacun d'entre eux à son lieu naturel, la terre, le feu, 
l'eau, l'air. Guillaume hésite entre les termes de corruption et de 
putréfaction pour décrire cette opération2. 

L'homme est donc double : esprit et corps. Mais le corps lui-même est 
double. On constate en effet que le coeur, qui le gouverne, est placé au 
centre de ce corps et régit à la fois la citadelle des sens supérieurs, et la 
plébe de la partie inférieure3. Ainsi, la vision de Guillaume est nettement 
dualiste. 

Dans le traité de La Contemplation de Dieu, le corps est comparé à 
lane qu' Abrabam emmène lorsqu'il part sacrifier son fils Isaac sur la 
montagne4. L’äme monte sur la montagne, tandis que le corps attend en 
bas. Il ne saurait s'élever avec l'àme vers les réalités supérieures : 
«Attendez-moi avec l’äne, ce corps»5. Bt il faudra bien, aprés l’adoration, 
redescendre et retrouver les exigences corporelles. 

Dans ces deux premiers écrits, on le voit, Guillaume ne s'intéresse 
qu'indirectement à l'anthropologie. C'est le développement de sa 
théologie spirituelle qui l'améne à définir plus clairement sa conception du 
composé humain. Selon un usage courant dans le milieu monastique, il 
entreprend alors de rédiger un opuscule sur l’äme. Ce texte constitue la 
deuxiéme partie du traité de La Nature du corps et de l’äme, tel que nous 


1 «Quis enim corporis locus? Terra, inquit, es, et in terram ibis», Guillaume de 
Saint-Thierry, Deux traités de l'amour de Dieu, De la nature et de la dignité de l'amour, 
MM Davy (éd.), Librairie philosophique J. Vrin, Paris 1953, $ 1, p. 70. 

2 «Que utrum corruptio, vel putredo, et non potius, ut dictum est, resolutio melius 
vocanda sit, judicet qui vult», ibid., p. 72. 

3 «In angusta quippe corporis parte ab auctore naturaliter cor locatum ubi quasi 
medium, superiorum sensuum arcem, et corporis inferioris, sicut populi humilioris, quasi 
quemdam regeret et dispensaret rempublicam», ibid., $ 3, p. 74. 

4  Genése 22, 3-4. 

5  «Expectate me hic cum asino, corpore isto», Guillaume de Saint-Thierry, La 
contemplation de Dieu, J. HOURLIER (éd.), Les éditions du Cerf, Paris 1953, 1, p. 58 
(Sources chrétiennes 61 bis). 
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le lisons actuellementó. L'une des originalités de cet ouvrage réside dans 
le recours à Grégoire de Nysse. Certes, l'intérét de Guillaume pour les 
Péres grecs n'est pas nouveau. Trés tót Origéne exerce sur lui une 
influence qui culminera dans la derniére partie de sa vie. Devenu moine 
cistercien à l'abbaye de Signy, il aura à sa disposition de nombreux 
commentaires et homélies de cet auteur. 

C'est plus précisément dans le De opificio hominis de Grégoire de 
Nysse que Guillaume cherche son inspiration. Il lit ce texte dans la version 
de Jean Scot, moins répandue que celle de Denys le Petit. De cette œuvre, 
qu'il cite littéralement, Guillaume retient un certain nombre de points. 

Grégoire de Nysse, on le sait, est nourri de science et de philosophie 
antiques. S'appuyant sur des textes médicaux, il décrit avec précision le 
corps humain et son fonctionnement. Quant à la philosophie qui l'inspire 
ici, c'est celle des Stoiciens, et plus précisément l’optimisme naturaliste de 
Posidonius, celui-là méme qu'on retrouve dans le De natura deorum de 
Cicéron. 

La description du corps humain du De opificio hominis s'attache aux 
trois organes principaux, le cerveau, le cceur et le foie. Dans la deuxiéme 
partie du traité De la Nature du corps et de l’äme, en réalité composée 
avant la premiere, Guillaume, à la suite de Grégoire, insiste sur le fait que 
leur agencement et leur fonctionnement sont admirables. Rien d'étonnant 
à cela, puisque le corps, de même que l'áme, a été créé, ciselé par Dieu 
selon sa propre image. Ce corps, toutefois, est incomplet. Certes, il 
posséde l'étre, comme les minéraux, la vie séminale, comme les plantes, 
la vie sensible, comme les animaux, mais il lui manque la vie raisonnable 
qui est le propre de l'esprit. 

La dignité du corps vient de ce que l’äme use de lui comme d'un 
instrument de musique. Cette image a le mérite de suggérer une 
explication au mystere de l'union de l’äme et du corps, en évitant en 
particulier le probléme de la localisation de l'áme. Le corps, instrument de 
l’äme rationnelle, répond aux attentes de celle-ci gráce à son ingénieuse 
conception. Un bon exemple est constitué par les mains, qui n'existent que 
chez l'homme. Sans elles, l'homme serait, comme les animaux, obligé de 


6 Guillaume de saint-Thierry, De natura corporis et animae, M. LEMOINE (ed.), 
Les Belles-Lettres, Paris 1988. 

7 Sur cette traduction, voir E. JEAUNEAU, Études érigéniennes, Études 
augustiniennes, Paris, 1987, pp. 40-42. 
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chercher sa nourriture avec sa bouche. Cette bouche, comme tous les 
organes qui l’entourent, devrait s'adapter à cette fonction en prenant une 
forme grossiére. Elle deviendrait alors impropre au langage. La présence 
des mains libére l'homme de cette pénible éventualité. Le souffle de la 
voix passe dans la trachée, qui joue le róle d'une flüte. Les dents, la 
langue, les lévres modulent ce souffle à la facon des doigts d'un flütiste. 
On retrouve ici, notons-le, l'image de l'instrument de musique. Et lorsque 
la distance empéche l'homme de communiquer oralement, les mains sont 
là qui tracent des lettres que les absents peuvent interpréter8. 

Guillaume, à la suite de Grégoire de Nysse, cite d'autres éléments qui 
établissent la dignité du corps humain. Je ne citerai que la plus célébre, qui 
présente l'intérét d'avoir retenu également l'attention des poêtes? et des 
philosophes anciens!0. Il s'agit de la station verticale qui permet à 
l'homme d'avoir le visage tourné vers le ciel: «la silhouette de l'homme 
debout, tendu vers le ciel, le regard tourné vers le haut, exprime la dignité 
souveraine et impériale de l'àme rationnelle»11. 

Guillaume, cependant, ne manque pas de relever que la grandeur de 
l'homme ne doit pas voiler sa misére, dont le corps n'est ni innocent, ni 
indemne. Misére de l'àme rationnelle, lorsqu'elle laisse le corps lui 
imposer ses passions. Ce qui était instinct chez l'animal devient alors vice 
chez l'homme. Misére du corps humain lui-méme, qui vient au monde, 
dépourvu de toutes les protections que Ia nature accorde aux autres étres 
vivants; qui doit commencer son parcours terrestre à quatre pattes; qui 
peut, à chaque instant, être anéanti par la maladie ou la mort!2. 

Dans cette perspective, les ombres ne sont pas voilées, elles ne servent 
qu'à mettre en relief la dignité du corps. Guillaume de Saint-Thierry 
trouvait chez Grégoire de Nysse l'anthropologie optimiste qui convenait à 
son traité de l’äme. Des lors, il n'avait, en principe, aucune raison de 
revenir sur ce sujet. La découverte fortuite de la Philosphie de Guillaume 


8 «De natura corporis et animae», 66-69, pp. 148-152. 

9  Ossublime dedit, caelumque tueri, Ovide, Métamorphoses, 1,85. 

10 En 48, pp. 122-123, Guillaume exprime la méme idée, cette fois selon la 
tradition latine, c'est-à-dire saint Augustin, De civitate Dei, 22,24, lui-méme tributaire de 
Cicéron, De natura deorum, 2,56,140: «Quae [=natura] primum eos humo excitatos celsos 
el ercctos constituit». Sur la signification de cette répétition, voir Guillaume de saint- 
Thierry, De natura corporis et animae, pp. 13-14. 

Il «Erecta hominis figura ad caelum extensa et sursum aspiciens imperialem 
regalemque dignitatem animae rationalis significat», ibid., 73, p. 156-157. 

12 Ce thème est développé longuement en 78-82, p. 162-168. 
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de Conches le conduisit cependant ä reprendre la question. Ecoutons son 
récit: «Récemment, dit-il, est arrivé chez nous un frére qui fuyait le siécle 
et cherchait Dieu. Parmi les livres qu’il apportait, il y en avait un de cet 
homme, dont le titre était Somme de ‘Philosophie’, ou il promet, — 
promesse qui laisse bouche béel3 —, de donner un enseignement sur ce 
qui est sans être vu, et sur ce qui est en étant vu»14. On aura reconnu la 
définition qui ouvre la Philosophie de Guillaume de Conches15. Comme il 
l’avait fait à propos d’ Abélard, Guillaume dénonce à Bernard de Clairvaux 
les erreurs de Guillaume de Conches et lui demande d’intervenir. Ces 
erreurs portent avant tout sur la théologie trinitaire et sont donc étrangéres 
à notre sujetl6. Arrêtons-nous un instant cependant sur une observation 
faite par Guillaume de Saint-Thierry. Si Guillaume de Conches se trompe, 
c'est parce qu’il aborde la théologie selon une méthode qui est 
«philosophique, ou plutöt, physicienne»17. Cela est encore plus net 
lorsqu’il se penche sur la création du corps humain, puisqu’il affirme, a 
propos d’Adam, «que son corps n’a pas été créé par Dieu, mais par la 
nature, et que son àme lui a été donnée par Dieu. Après quoi il dit que ce 
corps lui-méme a été créé par les esprits, qu’il appelle démons, et par les 
étoiles»18. 

Guillaume de Conches n'est pas moins désinvolte à propos de la 
création de la femme: «A propos de la création de la femme, dit Guillaume 
de Saint-Thierry, il est évident pour tous ceux qui le lisent qu'il se moque 
avec stupidité, avec orgueil, du récit littéral de l'autorité divine qui affirme 


13 Horace, Art poétique, 138. 

14 «Venit nuper ad nos frater quidam fugiens de saeculo et Deum quaerens, inter 
caeteros libros quos habebat unum deferens hominis illius, cuius titulus erat; summa 
philosophiae. Ubi magni promissor hiatus promittens se docturum de omnibus quae sunt et 
non videntur et quae sunt et videntur», J. LECLERCQ, «Les lettres de Guillaume de Saint- 
Thierry à saint Bernard», Revue bénédictine, 79 (1969), p. 383, 11. 14-18. 

15 G. MAURACH et H. TELLE (éds.), Wilhelm von Conches Philosophia, University 
of South Africa, Pretoria, 1980, 1, 1 § 4. 

16 Sur ce conflit, voir : M. LEMOINE, «Guillaume de Saint-Thierry et Guillaume de 
Conches», in N. BOUCHER (ed.), Signy l'abbaye et Guillar ne de Saint-Thierry, (Actes du 
Colloque international d'Etudes cisterciennes 9, 10, 11 septembre 1998, Les Villes Forges 
[Ardennes]), Association des Amis de l' Abbaye de Signy, Signy-l’abbaye, 2000, p. 527- 
539. 

17 «Philosophice, seu magis physice», op. cit., p. 389, 1. 280. 

18 «Corpus eius non a Deo factum, sed a natura, et animam ei datam a deo. 
postmodum vero ipsum corpus factum a spiritibus, quos daemones appellat, et a stellis», 
op. cit., p. 390, Il. 281-283. 
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que Dieu a prélevé une còte au premier homme pour en faire la femme de 
celui-ci»19. 

La lettre de Guillaume de Saint-Thierry neut guère de conséquences 
directes. Bernard de Clairvaux, à la différence de ce qui s'était passé 
auparavant pour Abélard, ne donna pas suite à cette dénonciation. 
Guillaume de Conches, quant à lui, dans le prologue de son Dragmaticon, 
ouvrage oü il aborde à nouveau les questions naturelles, fit amende 
honorable sur plusieurs des points qui lui étaient reprochés. 

Guillaume de Saint-Thierry n'en resta pas là. Déjà, dans le passé, il 
avait eu l'occasion de relever des erreurs chez des penseurs contemporains 
comme Rupert de Deutz ou Abélard. Chaque fois, sa démarche avait 
consisté à rédiger dans un premier temps un écrit polémique, visant 
explicitement son adversaire, puis, dans un deuxiéme temps, à exprimer 
ses propres idées sur le sujet sans, cette fois, nommer clairement celui qui, 
par ses erreurs, lui avait donné l'occasion d'intervenir. 

Dans la lettre sur Guillaume de Conches, Guillaume de Saint-Thierry 
n'avait abordé qu'indirectement la question du statut du corps qui, 
cependant, occupe une place importante dans la Philosophie du chartrain. 
I] n'avait pu manquer de relever que les sources du «philosophe» étaient 
des écrits de physiciens ou de médecins. Le risque d'une anthropologie 
matérialiste était réel à ses yeux. Il entreprit donc, dans un deuxiéme 
temps, de définir, face à Guillaume de Conches, sa propre conception du 
statut du corps. Il rédigea à cette fin ce qui est aujourd'hui la première 
partie du traité de La Nature du corps et de l’äme. Trés logiquement, en 
effet, il la mit en premiere place, avant le traité de l’äme qu'il avait 
composé antérieurement. Pour donner une unité à l'ensemble, il rédigea un 
prologue oü il définissait son propos: se connaitre, intérieurement et 
extérieurement, corps et äme; aller, par la connaissance des choses visibles 
à la compréhension des choses invisibles. 

Cette composition en deux temps est présentée par Guillaume lui- 
méme dans le Billet d'envoi de la Lettre aux fréres du Mont-Dieu. Voici ce 
qu'il écrit: «Je vous signale encore un autre ouvrage de ma composition: 
le traité De la nature de l’äme, paru sous l'adresse ‘Jean à Théophile'. 
Pour y parler de l'homme tout entier, comme il semblait expédient, je l'ai 


19 «In creatione vero mulieris palam omnibus legentibus est, quam stulte, quam 
superbe irridet historiam divinae auctoritatis, scilicet excostasse Deum primum hominem 
ad faciendam de costa eius mulierem», op. cit., p. 390, ll. 290-293. 
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fait précéder d'un traité Sur la Nature du corps. Celui-ci est tiré des livres 
qui soignent les maladies corporelles ; celui-là des écrits de ceux qui 
s’appliquent aux soins des ämes»20. 

Tel qu’il se présente sous sa forme définitive, ce traité peut étonner le 
lecteur. Comment imaginer a priori qu’un auteur spirituel tel que 
Guillaume de Saint-Thierry ait pu se lancer dans des descriptions aussi 
détaillées de l’anatomie et de la physiologie humaine? On le comprend 
mieux si l’on tient compte des circonstances qui sont 4 l’origine de 
l’œuvre. Après avoir répondu directement aux thèses son adversaire 
Guillaume de Conches, Guillaume de Saint-Thierry entend exposer sa 
propre anthropologie en se placant sur le méme terrain que son adversaire, 
c’est-ä-dire en utilisant les mémes sources que lui. D’où le recours aux 
«livres qui soignent les maladies corporelles», dont les auteurs sont 
Constantin l’Africain, le bénédictin du Mont-Cassin qui fut l'un des 
principaux diffuseurs de la médecine arabe, et aussi un Pére grec souvent 
confondu par la suite avec Grégoire de Nysse, à savoir Némésius d’Emése, 
dans la traduction d’ Alfanus de Salerne21. 

Voyons donc comment se présente le statut du corps dans la premiére 
partie de La nature du corps et de l'áme. L'auteur commence par exposer 
la composition du corps à partir des quatre humeurs, elles-mémes «filles» 
des quatre éléments. La santé consiste dans l’eucrasie, c’est-ä-dire le bon 
équilibre de ces humeurs. Guillaume décrit ensuite les organes de la 
nutrition et leur fonctionnement. Il explique au passage pourquoi quatre 
organes sont considérés comme les fondements du corps : le cerveau, ä 
cause de la vertu animale ou sensible, le coeur, 4 cause de la vertu 
spirituelle, le foie, 4 cause de la vertu naturelle, les organes génitaux, a 
cause de la vertu générative. On retrouve ici ce que disait le traité de l’äme, 
avec la mention ajoutée de la vertu générative. Il y a donc là un doublon 


20 «Est etiam aliud opusculum nostrum De natura animae, scriptum sub nomine 
Iohannis ad Theophilum; cui de toto homine, quasi enim congruere videbatur, aliquid 
perstringerem, praemisi etiam De natura corporis, hoc ex eorum qui corporibus medentur, 
illud autem ex eorum qui curandis animabus invigilant libris decerpens», GUILLAUME DE 
SAINT-THIERRY, Lettre aux Frères du Mont-Dieu, J. DÉCHANET (ed.), Les éditions du Cerf, 
Paris 1975, Billet d’envoi, 13, p. 138-139 (Sources chrétiennes 223). 

21 Nemesii Episcopi Premnon Physicon sive ITepi QÜoews avopedrov liber a N. 
Alfano archiepiscopo Salerni in Latinum translatus, recognovit C. BURKHARD, Leipzig, 
Teubner 1917, XI-154. 
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et une divergence qui s’expliquent par la rédaction de l’ouvrage en deux 
temps. 

Guillaume évoque ensuite la théorie du microcosme, comme il l'avait 
annoncé dans son prologue. «Les éléments, dit-il, opérent dans le monde 
de la même façon que les quatre humeurs opérent dans ce monde en 
réduction qu'est l'homme, ce microcosme»22. C'est la seule mention du 
microcosme dans ce traité. J’ai essayé de monter lors d'un précédent 
congrés de notre société que ce théme, déja rejeté par Grégoire de Nysse, 
est étranger 4 Guillaume23 qui fait seulement ici une concession de pure 
forme à une conception très répandue au XII siècle. 

Guillaume fait une présentation détaillée des humeurs. Cela le conduit 
à revenir sur le fonctionnement des principaux organes, notamment le 
cerveau. Il montre comment ses diverses opérations sont commandées par 
l'esprit spirituel, qui est un fluide subtil, mais matériel. Cet esprit spirituel 
qui circule dans les diverses parties du cerveau n'a rien à voir avec l'áme 
spirituelle, contrairement à ce qu'affirment certains philosophes. Il n'est, 
selon Guillaume, qu'un instrument de celle-ci24. Ce passage capital, ou 
Guillaume prend ses distances avec le matérialisme, permet de 
comprendre pourquoi il a rédigé un texte a priori tellement éloigné de ses 
préoccupations. 

Je passe sur la suite du texte, qui est consacrée à la description des 
cinq sens. Guillaume insiste notamment sur la beauté et la complexité de 
l’œil25 et termine sa physique de l'homme en montrant les relations qui 
existent entre les humeurs et les âges de l’homme26. 

Le moment est venu pour l’auteur de donner une conclusion qui peut 
surprendre. Guillaume rappelle qu’il vient de parler de l’homme extérieur, 
corporel, à la suite des physiciens et des médecins. Mais il ajoute que ce 
serait une erreur de situer là la dignité de l’homme. Celle-ci, en réalité, se 


22 «Eodem enim modo elementa operantur in mundo maiori quo operantur quatuor 
humores in mundo minori qui est homo, id est microcosmos», De natura corporis et 
animae, 11, pp. 80-83. 

23 «L'homme comme microcosme chez Guillaume de Saint-Thierry», in Ch. 
WENIN (ed.), L'homme et son univers au Moyen Age, Actes du Septiéme Congres 
International de Philosophie Médiévale, Louvain-Ia-neuve, 1986, pp. 341-346. 

24 Op. cit., 27-28, pp. 98-101. 

25 Op. cit., 35-41, pp. 106-115. 

26 Op. cit., 46-47, pp. 120-123. 
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trouve dans sa ressemblance avec Dieu. Donc les philosophes qui ont 
exalté sa beauté extérieure et mis en valeur sa station verticale se sont 
trompés27. Bien qu’il denonce cette erreur des physiciens, Guillaume 
semble suivre la méme voie qu’eux, puisqu’il invoque, comme eux, 
l’harmonie du corps, et le fait qu’il est composé, comme le dit la 
Sagesse28, selon le nombre, le poids, la mesure29. L’équilibre se situe dans 
la parité des membres. La mesure, dans le fait que le corps de l’homme 
peut s’inscrire à l’intérieur d'un cercle, comme l’avait noté Vitruve30. Le 
nombre est illustré par le fait que le chiffre des organes constituant 
l’homme est fixe. Ainsi il y a deux cent quarante et un os dans le corps 
humain. Mais 4 peine Guillaume a-t-il posé cette affirmation qu’il prend 
ses distances avec ces dénombrements tout juste bons, selon lui, pour des 
philosophes ou des physiciens profanes. Dés lors, il réduit 
considérablement la force des arguments qu’il a empruntés à ces savants 
paiens. En fait, c’est la dernière phrase du traité qui exprime ses 
preferences véritables: «Comme je l’ai dit, passons à l’äme en esquissant 
rapidement non pas ce que les philosophes ou les physiciens profanes en 
croient, mais l’enseignement recu de Dieu et transmis aux hommes par les 
Pères catholiques»31. 

Résumons ce qui précède. Guillaume écrit un Traite de l’äme, inspiré 
de Grégoire de Nysse. Le statut du corps y fait l'objet de développements 
limités, mais adaptés au propos de l'auteur. Des circonstances fortuites, 
c'est-à-dire la controverse suscitée par la Philosophie de Guillaume de 
Conches, aménent Guillaume de Saint-Thierry à descendre sur le terrain 
des philosophes et des physiciens. Il leur emprunte leurs outils et leurs 
arguments en vue de définir une saine conception du statut du corps. Elle 
est exposée dans ce qui est la premiére partie actuelle du traité de La 
Nature du corps et de l'áme. Cependant, au terme d'un long exposé 


27 Op. cit., 48, pp. 122-125. 

28  Sagesse, 11,20. 

29 Voir M. Lemoine, «La triade mensura-pondus-numerus dans le De natura 
corporis et animae de Guillaume de Saint-Thierry», in Mensura, Mass, Zahl, 
Zahlensymbolik im Mittelalter, Köln, Mediävistentagung 1982, p. 22-31 (Miscellanea 
mediaevalia, 16/1). 

30 De architectura, 3,1,3. 

31 «Sed iam, ut dictum est, ad animam transeamus, nec quid de ea philosophi uel 
physici saeculi sentiant uel opinentur, sed quid catholici patres a Deo didicerint et homines 
docuerint breuiter perstringamus», op. cit., 50, pp. 126-127. 
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médical, Guillaume ne semble guére convaincu par l’utilité des 
considérations qu’il a cru devoir développer et s’empresse de passer 4 la 
deuxième partie de son traité, le traité de l’äme, composé d’après les écrits 
des Péres. 

Si l'on se souvient que ce traité a été rédigé en premier, force est de 
constater que Guillaume revient à son point de départ aprés une boucle 
souvent fastidieuse et, en définitive, inutile. Certes, il a répondu 
convenablement au défi que posait à la foi chrétienne l'arrivée de la 
nouvelle documentation scientifique, mais il n'a pas trouvé dans celle-ci 
de quoi modifier sa propre anthropologie. 

Guillaume, toutefois, n'en reste pas là. Dans la Lettre aux Fréres du 
Mont-Dieu, qui est à la fois son chef-d'ceuvre et son testament spirituel, il 
nous livre le dernier état de son anthropologie. 

Comme le dit trés justement Déchanet, «le Traité de l'áme reste fidèle 
au dichotomisme traditionnel: corpus-anima, dont Grégoire de Nysse ne 
se départit pas dans son ouvrage Sur la formation de l'homme»32. Et le 
grand spécialiste de Guillaume montre que celui-ci «se libére» et défend 
un trichotomisme anima-animus-spiritus où se retrouvent les trois niveaux 
de la vie humaine: la vie animale la et corporelle, la vie raisonnable, la vie 
d'union à Dieu. 

Le statut du corps n'entre en jeu qu'au premier niveau, celui de 
l’«animalité, qui est une manière de vivre asservie aux sens du corps»33. 
Si l’animalité se détoume de Dieu, elle devient folie. Dans le cas contraire, 
elle devient simplicité sainte34. Et Guillaume cite à nouveau des textes de 
saint Augustin déjà présents dans son Traité de l’àme pour montrer que les 
réalités corporelles rationnellement utilisées concourent au bien de 
l'homme roi de la création?5. Le corps n'est pas condamné pour autant. Il 
doit seulement étre soumis: «Que [l'homme animal] regarde son propre 
corps comme un malade confié à ses soins, auquel on doit refuser, malgré 
ses exigences, ce qui nuit à la santé, et imposer, en dépit de ses 
répugnances, ce qui lui profitera. Qu'il s'en serve comme d'un bien, non 
pas a lui, mais à celui qui nous a rachetés à grand prix, pour nous permettre 


32 Guillaume de Saint-Thierry, Lettre aux Fréres du Mont-Dieu, p. 399. 
33  «Animalitas est vitae modus sensibus corporis serviens», op. cit., 46, pp. 182-183. 


34 Op. cit., 48-49, pp. 182-185 
35 Op. cir, 59, p. 190-191. A mettre en parallèle avec De natura corporis et 


animae, 110, pp. 201-202. 
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de le glorifier dans notre corps»36. On le voit, en definitive, le corps lui- 
même participe à la sanctification de l'homme. 

Pour arriver 4 définir ainsi sa conception ultime du statut du corps, 
Guillaume aura dü passer par plusieurs étapes. Parti d'une doctrine 
classique où se mêlent philosophie et théologie, il prend la mesure à la fois 
des nouvelles exigences de la culture contemporaine, mais aussi des 
richesses de la patristique orientale. Cependant, il n’en reste pas la. Son 
évolution spirituelle l'améne à préciser davantage encore la juste place du 
corps. Dans ce domaine comme dans beaucoup d'autres, Guillaume 
n'apparait pas comme le conservateur souvent évoqué, étroitement fidéle 
aux théologies anciennes. Bien au contraire, il se montre un penseur et un 
spirituel jamais satisfait, toujours en marche vers une compréhension plus 
parfaite des mystéres de la foi et de l'homme. 


CNRS, Paris 


36 «Docendus est sic habere corpus suum, sicut aegrum commendatum ; cui etiam 
multum volenti inutilia sunt neganda, utilia vero, etiam nolenti ingerenda; sic de eo agere, 
sicut de non suo, sed de ejus a quo pretio magno empti sumus, ut glorificemur eum in 
corpore nostro», Lettre aux Fréres du Mont-Dieu, 72, pp. 200-201. 


STANISLAW BAFIA 


DIE IMAGINATIO BEI DEN HAUPTVERTRETERN DER 
SCHULE VON CHARTRES IM XII. JAHRHUNDERT 


EINFÜHRUNG 


In der Forschungsgeschichte der philosophisch-theologischen 
Anschauungen der Gelehrten von Chartres, die im XII Jahrhundert 
gewirkt haben, gab es am Ende des XIX. und am Anfang des XX. 
Jahrhunderts die erste Blütezeitl. Es scheint aber, dass jetzt die Zeit 
kommt, ihre wissenschaftlichen Leistungen aufs neue zu überdenken und 
eventuell frühere Meinungen zu korrigieren. Die in den letzten 
Jahrzehnten des XX. Jahrhunderts veróffentlichten Werke der Gelehrten 
von Chartres ermóglichen eine neue Synthese zu schaffen. Und - 
abgesehen von früher gedruckten Texten — N. M. Haering, Verfasser von 
Schriften Thierry's von Chartres2 hat im Jahre 1966 die Kommentare zu 
Boethius’ De Trinitate und De hebdomadibus von Gilbert de la Porree 
veróffentlicht? und im Jahre 1991 hat P. E. Dutton Glosae super Platonem 
von Bernard von Chartres4 und E. Jeauneau Glosae super Platonem von 
Wilhelm von Conches verfasst5. Diese Texte dienen als Quellen dieses 


1  Vgl.die Werke von A. CLERVAL, M.GRABMANN, B. JANSEN. 
2 The Commentaries on Boethius De Trinitate by Thierry of Chartres and his 
School, N.M. HAERING (ed.), Toronto 1964. 

3 The Commentaries on Boethius by Gilbert of Poitiers, N.M. HAERING (ed.), 
Toronto 1966 (Studies and Texts); siehe PL 64. 

^ Bernhard von Chartres, Glosae super ICE P.E. DUTTON (ed.), Toronto 
1991. 


5 Guillaume von Conches, Glosae super Platonem, E. JEAUNEAU (ed.), Paris 1965. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Medievale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 993-1007. 
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Vortrages. Es wird also die Rede über Bernhard, Thierry, Gilbertus und 
Wilhelm von Conches sein. 

Zuerst aber möchte ich einige ethymologische Bemerkungen 
vorstellen. Das Wort imaginatio geht von imaginor, -ari, -atus sum hervor, 
das auch die aktive Form imaginare hat, und es bedeutet u. a. «vorstellen», 
«darstellen», «veranschaulichen», «nachahmen», «nachbilden» und 
«widerspiegeln». Das Eigenschaftswort imaginosus, -a, -um wird im 
Lateinischen als Synonym von «einbildungskräftig», «nur in der Phantasie 
existierend» benutzt. Hingegen das Substantiv imago — wie es in 
Wörterbüchern steht — geht vom Verb imitor, -ari, atus sum aus und 
bezeichnet «das Bild» (als ein Kunstwerk), «das Konterfei», «das Porträt», 
«das vollkommene Bildnis», «das physische Phänomen» (die 
Wiederspiegelung, der Widerschein, das Echo), sowie psychische - im 
Gegensatz zur Realität - Phänomeme (Visionen, Traumbilder, Schatten- 
bilder, Erscheinungen) hervon. Und schließlich versteht man unter diesem 
Begriff «die Allegorie», «das Gleichnis» und «das Sinnbild», «die 
Gestalt»6. Das Verb imitor - ari, -atus sum ist im Sinne «nachahmen», 
«nachbilden», «nachfolgen», «abspielen», «markieren», «anstellen», 
«wiedergewinnen», «gleichkommen», «gleich werden», «abspielen», 
«vorstellen», «ausdrücken», aber auch «wechseln», «umtauschen», 
«verwechseln», «ersetzen», «verwandeln», «umwandeln»7. 


I. BERNHARD VON CHARTRES 


Glossae super Platonem von Bernard von Chartres wurden vom 
Verfasser in acht Traktate geteilt8. Der Begriff imaginatio tritt in vier 
Traktaten, dh. in De constitutione mundi, De anima mundi, De humano 
corpore und De primordiali materia auf; zum ersten Mal in De 
constitutione mundi. Bernhard schreibt dort iiber imaginatio im Kontext 
der Theorie des Erkenntnisvermögens der menschlichen Seele und der ihr 


6  Siownik lacifsko-polski (Lateinisch-polnisches Wörtrbuch), red. M. PLEZIA, t. 
IIL, Warszawa 1969, s. 32-33. 

7 Słownik tacinsko-polski (Lateinisch-polnisches Wörterbuch), op. cit., S. 36-37. 

8 1. Accessus ad Timaeum, 2. Glosae super prooemium Calcidii, 3. Recapitulatio 
Socratis et Narratio Critiae, 4. De constitutione mundi, 5. De anima mundi, 6. De quattuor 
generibus animalium, 7. De humano corpore, 8. De primordiali materia. 


DIE IMAGINATIO BEIDEN HAUPTVERTRETERN DER SCHULE VON CHARTRES 995 


entsprechenden Erkenntnisse. Und er stellt fest, dass das Göttliche der 
Gegenstand der intellektuellen Erkenntnis ist. /ntellectus muss aber sosehr 
vorbereitet (Bernhard spricht über die Reinigung des Intellekts) sein, dass 
für ihn Abbilder der Wirklichkeit kein Hindernis sein können. Deshalb 
unterscheidet er die opinio als die nur wahrscheinliche, mit Hilfe der 
Abbilder der sinnlichen Wirklichkeit gewonnene, von der wahren 
Erkenntnis. Opinio beruht auf Sinneswahrnehmungen, und daher sind auf 
diese Weise weder Atome noch die Welt in ihrer Ganzheit erfassbar9. 

Es scheint aber, dass die richtige Feststellung der Bedeutung von 
imaginatio bei Bernhard von Chartres auf dem Grunde des Begriffes 
imago möglich ist. Hier spricht Bernhard, dass die sinnliche Welt nach 
dem beständigen Paradigma, dem mundus archetipus, geschaffen ist, und 
daher nennt er sie — die geschaffene Welt - das Abbild, imago archetipi. 
Zugleich bemerkt er, diesen Vorschlag dem Plato zuschreibend, dass 
dieses ewige Paradigma für immer unerkennbar bleiben wird. Demge- 
genüber erreicht das Wissen über die sinnliche, sehbare Welt nur das 
Niveau der Wahrscheinlichkeit, und sogar manchmal ohne vernünftige 
Begründung, rationes, weil sich selbst die Welt ändert10. Also die Qualität 
des Wissens hängt mit seinem Gegenstand zusammen. Wenn also die 
archetypische Welt unwandelbar ist, bekommt das Wissen von ihr 
denselben unwandelbaren Charakter, aber die Kenntnis der geschaffenen, 
umwandelnden, unbeständigen Welt bleibt für immer unvollkommen, weil 
ihr Gegenstand unvollkommen ist. Man kann also aufgrund der Qualität 


9 «Intellectus circa diuinum tantum, qui tunc purgatus est, quando nulla rerum 
imagine impeditur. Et ideo aliud hic opinio quam imaginatio. Fit enim opinio cum sensu, 
illo quiescente sensu qui dicitur irrationabilis, quia fallitur in rerum perceptione, et quia nec 
minima nec maxima comprehendit. Nullus enim paruitatem atomi uel magnitudinem caeli 
sensu comprehendit». De constitutione mundi, op. cit. 19-24. 

10 «Imago. Et quia hic mundus factus est ad exemplum immutabile, ergo est imago 
alterius, id est archetipi. Dicunt quidam exemplum esse ad cuius similitudinem aliquid fit, 
exemplar quod ad alterius simile fit, et tamen immproprie posita pro se inueniuntur. Alii e 
conuerso uolentes Platonem exemplum pro exemplari posuisse. 

Et quoniam. Dixit hunc mundum esse imaginem archetipi, uellet autem aliquis sibi 
reddi rationes utriusque. Plato uero ostendit de archetipo se non posse reddere rationes, 
quia cum omnium rerum rationes rebus ipsis cognatae sint — sicut archetipus aeternus est, 
ita eius rationes aeternae sunt — et ideo hominum inenio nequunt comprehendi. De sinsili 
autem, si non satis firmas rationes afferat, docet non esse mirandum, cum ipse mundus 
uarietur inconstanter». De constitutione mundi, op. cit. 109-120. 
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des Wissens auf die Qualität des begründeten Gegenstandes schlieBenll. 
Und das Wissen über den variablen Gegenstand ist unsicher, während die 
Erkenntnis des stabilen Gegenstandes für immer das wahre Wissen sein 
wird. Ausserdem ist Bernhard von Chartres überzeugt, dass das Wissen 
über den stabilen Gegenstand keinesfalls unvollständig oder 
unvollkommen sein kann und umgekehrt die Kenntnis des variablen 
Gegenstandes das Niveau der Wahrheit nicht erreichen kannl2. Sie bleibt 
auf dem Niveau der Wahrscheinlichkeit, der opinio, die er credulitas und 
aestimatio nennt. Credulitas entsteht auf dem Grunde der 
Sinneswahrnehmung, und aestimatio betrifft die Vorstellungen und die 
Gebilde der Vernunft, die in der menschlichen Seele ohne Tätigkeit der 
Sinne entstehen13. 

Im Traktat De anima mundi spricht Bernhard zwei mal über imago. 
Und zuerst hält er das menschliche Wissen auch für das Abbild — imago — 
des göttlichen Wissensl4. Und wenn er schreibt quasi per imaginem, 
scheint es, dass er den wesentlichen Unterschied zwischen der 
menschlichen und góttlichen Erkenntnis unterstreichen wollte. Die 
góttliche Erkenntnis ist immer wahr. Aber Bernhard geht es nicht nur um 
das menschliche Wissen. Er schreibt weiter, dass, wenn die intelligibile 
Welt — mundus intelligibilis — ewig ist, die sinnliche Welt, das Abbild der 
intelligibilen Welt zeitlich ist, weil die Zeit das Abbild der Ewigkeit ist. 


ll «Ratio archetipi constans est, sed ratio eius rei, quae facta est ad similitudinem 
constantis et perpetuae, id est intelligibilis mundi, mutuatur similitudinem perfunctoriam, 
id est non perfectam, quia non ostendit mundum sensilem impermutabilem, sed 
transitorium, cum ratio intelligibilis mundi ostandat illum mundum impermutabilem 
aeternum, utpote imaginaria, id est comprobatoria, imaginis, id est sensilis, qui est imago 
intelligibilis. [...] Vel aliter: si sensilis est imago intelligibilis, ita ratio sensilis mundi est 
imago illius uerae rationis quae habetur de intelligibili, et sic dupliciter est imago: quia 
imaginatur, id est designat sensilem, de quo habetur, et est imago illius rationis, quae habetur 
de intelligibili. Nam sicut illa certa est quae uere imaginatur certum, ita incerta est illa quae 
imaginatur imaginarius, id est incertum». De constitutione mundi, op. cit. 140-153. 

12 «Quia omnes res habent rationes similes sibi, quia sunt uel uerae uel imaginariae; 
ergo ne miremini si de incerta do incertas, et de certis certa non incertas de certis et e 
conuerso». De constitutione mundi, op. cit. 159-161. 

13 «Opinionem quoque in duo diuidit: in credulitatem et aestimationem. Credulitas 
de sensilibus, quae scilicet aliquo sensu percipiuntur; aestimatio de fictis et imaginariis, et 
haec omnia mente discernimus». De primordiali materia, op. cit. 336-338. 

14 «Quae quidem omnia, id est opinionem, rationem, intellectum, insignit quasi per 
imaginem imprimis a deo». De anima mundi, op. cit. 267-268. 
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Dieser Satz gilt für Bernhard als eine Prämisse des Beweises der Ewigkeit 
der geschaffenen Welt15. 

Am meisten aber spricht Bernhard über imago in den zwei letzten 
Abschnitten der Glossae super Platonem, dh. in De humano corpore und 
De primordiali materia. Man kann vermuten, dass er in De humano 
corpore über das körperliche Werkzeug, mit dem in der menschlichen 
Seele imagines entstehen, schreibt. Das körperliche Organ ermöglicht 
zuerst das Denken und das Erinnern der erlebten Ereignisse in der 
Vergangehneit!6. In besonderer Weise betrachtet er das Sehvermögen, das 
er Spiegel nennt, in dem sich alle körperlichen Dinge abspielen. Er spricht 
zuerst über die Raum- und Ebene-Wahrnehmung17. Dann bemerkt er den 
Zusammenhang zwischen dem Bild und der Art des Spiegels. Der platte 
Spiegel gibt das horizontal umgekehrte Bild18, der konkave — das vertikal 
umgekehrte Bild!9. Bernhard kennt auch die Möglichkeit der 


15 «Sed animal. Vult accedere ad genituram temporis, ut ostendat quod sicut 
mundus intelligibilis est aeuo coaequaeuus, ita hic sensibilis tempori, et sicut hic mundus 
est imago illius, ita tempus est imago aeui. Continuatio. Immo non talem genuit sensilem 
mundum, cuius natura non aequatur aeuo, sed natura animalis, id est animal, quod 
generale, id est intelligibilis mundus, aeuo, id est aeternitati, exaequatur». De anima mundi, 
op. cit. 276-281. 

16 «Si autem cogitans ex libidine aliqua obdormiat, reliquiae cogitationum et 
somnia quae inde procedunt sunt in loco concupiscentiae, scilicet circa posteriora. Et hoc 
est: quae quies cum est uehementior, id est firma, nascentur simulacra, id est imagines, 
somniorum de reliquiis motuum, id est recordationis et cogitationis quae sunt motus 
animae, cuius modi, secundum quantitatem, paria, secundum qualitatem, id est quantae et 
quales, erunt reliquiae, et in eisdem locis in quibus sunt reliquiae». De humano corpore, 
op. cit. 248-255. 

17 «Interitio est cum aliquid tale inspiciamus, in cuius superficie imago uultus 
apparet, ut speculum uel aliquod aliud corpus bene detersum et leuigatum. 

Deteritio est cum tale quod inspicimus, ubi non in superficie, sed interius imago 
uidetur apparere, sicut uitrum nigrum uel obscurum stagnum». De humano corpore, op. cit. 
266-270. 

18 «Apparent autem diuersis modis imagines in diuersis generibus speculorum. Si 
enim speculum planum sit, quod facimus dextra manu repraesentat imago sua sinistra, et e 
conuerso, quia tunc unusquisque oculus obtinet in speculo partem sibi directe oppositam». 


De humano corpore, op. cit. 271-274. 

19 «Si autem concauum sit speculum et oblongum in modum imbricis uel nauis, tunc 
apparebunt partes dextrae dextrae et sinistrae sinistrae, quia si inspiciens aliquid faciat dextra 
sua, idem faciet imago dextra manu sua, et idem in sinistra. Si idem concauum speculum ita 
conuertat, ut cum unum latus superius ponat alterum inferius, tunc uultus inspicientis 
apparebunt resupini, scilicet caput inferius...» De humano corpore, op. cit. 274-270. 
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Beobachtung — mit der Hilfe des Spiegels — des hinteren Teils des Kopfes 
und den Zerrspiegel20. In weiteren Fragmenten versucht er diesen Spiegel 
zu beschreiben, der das richtige Bild der Wirklichkeit gibt21, und findet 
ihn im Sehvermögen. Dunch diese Kraft bekommt der Mensch imagines 
stofflicher Dinge22. 

Der letzte Teil des Werkes von Bernhard — De primordiali materia — 
ist ausdrücklich von Platos Gedanken geprägt. Und der Autor errinert an 
die früher ausgesprochene Teilung der ganzen Wirklichkeit — die sinnliche 
Welt als das Abbild der intelligibilen Welt und die Vorstellung der 
sinnlichen Welt als Abbilder der ausschliesslich intelligibilen Begriffe der 
intelligibilen Welt23. Die sinnliche Welt, eigentlich jedes stoffliche Ding, 
hat im Unterschied zur intelligibilen Welt eine bestimmte Struktur24, die 
deren Anfang, d.h. primäre Faktoren, durch die diese Welt entstanden ist, 
aufzeigt. Und Bernhard zählt drei solche Faktoren auf: Stoff, die 
archetypische Welt (ewige Ideen) und Abbilder von Ideen, die sich mit 


20 «Est alia natura speculorum: scilicet si quis unum speculum ante aliud retro 
ponat, ita tamen quod corpus non ita abiciat, quin possit lumen transire de onu ad aliud, 
uidebit homo occiput suum. Item si quis inspiciat se in speculo in medio globoso, tunc fcies 
eius apparebit lata et deformis, quantumcumque tamen per se pulchra it, et quod faciet 
inspiciens dextra manu, reddat imago sua sinistra, ut in primo dictum est». De humano 
corpore, op. cit. 280-285. 

21 «Ostendit naturam oblongi et caui speculi, ubi nulla transmutatio est partium. 
Coitum uisus et splendoris accipit coniugationem exterioris et interioris ignis, ez eo coitu 
reuidet, id est reuerberatur, corpulentior conglobata imago, quia in fundo coadunata est, 
quasi in hoc speculo conglobatur uisus in medio et non relabitur in aduersa latera. Cuius 
speculi, id est oblongi et concaui, si latera conuertantur, resupini uultus inspicientis 
apparebunt, quod quo,modo fiat ostendit, cum subdit splendore luminis, id est oculorum 
deiecto ex superiore latere, ad inferiora et ipso capite, deiecto, cum summis partibus, uultus 
ad inferiora deiectis. Similis porro, id est talis tunc apparet imago, ut si mentum et genae 
ad superiora sint sublatae». De humano corpore, op. cit. 294-316. 

22 «Et de oculorum. Quod interposuit de potentiis animae incidens fecit, nunc uero 
redit ad instrumenta corporea, ut eorum doceat utilitatem. Ministerium oculorum est 
dirigere aciem ad aliqua exteriora: causa huius ministerii est tu inimae renuntiet exteriorum 
imagines». De humano corpore, op. cit. 367-370. 

23 «In rebus imaginariis. Nam ut sensilis est imago intelligibilis, ita rationes de eo 
datae sunt imaginariae, quantum ad rationes intelligibiles singulorum per partes, 
universorum in toto». De primordiali materia, op. cit. 92-94. 

24 «Erit ergo initium tale, quale dicam. Eadem res, id est imaginaria, scilicet 
sensilis mundus, magnificentius diuidetur, id est in ampliori diuisione ponatur». De 
primordiali materia, op. cit. 100-103. 


DIE IMAGINATIO BEI DEN HAUPTVERTRETERN DER SCHULE VON CHARTRES 999 


Stoff verbinden25, aber gerade weil sie Abbilder der ewigen Ideen sind, 
kann man sie auch als ewige betrachten26. 


II. THIERRY VON CHARTRES 
1. Imaginatio als Erkenntnisvermögen der menschlichen Seele 


Den Begriff imaginatio treffen wir in den Thierry’s Kommentaren zu 
Boethius’ De Trinitate. Dort benutzt er ihn in den metodologischen 
Fragmenten. Boethius hat diesen Problemen ein kleines Fragment in De 
Trinitate gewidmet, in dem er die Teilung (der Gegenstand als 
Unterscheidungskriterium) der theoretischen Philosophie darstellt27, und 
— nur in einem Satz — die Methoden jeder von drei Teilen der theoretischen 
Philosophie — der Physik, der Mathematik und der Theologie — aufzeigt28. 
Thierry dagegen hat, bevor er den Text von Boethius kommentierte, alle 
Erkenntniskräfte der menschlichen Seele (die Werkzeuge der 
menschlichen Erkenntnis) beschrieben und hat dann — auf platonische 
Weise — auf die einzige Kraft, die die theologische Erkenntnis ermöglicht, 
hingewiesen29. Die menschliche Seele — schreibt er — lernt man entweder 


25 «Decet ergo. Quia posita sunt tria diuidentia, igitur doceamus quibus obtineant 
similitudinem singulo: hyle obtinet uicem matris, et uero unde obuenit, id est archetypus 
mundus, uicem patris, non quod ideae commisceantur hyle in efficientia sensilis, sed 
natiuae formae, quae sunt imagines idearum. Illi uero etc., id est sensili mundo danda est 
comparatio prolis». De primordiali materia, op. cit. 198-202. 

26 «Sic ei, id est hyle, quae insignietur formis, id est cui imprimuntur formae 
omnium rerum. Nulla est tribuenda propria species, quia falsa opinione tribuerentur figuris 
aeternae uitae, id est idearum quae aeternaliter consistunt. Vocat hic formas quae in ipsa 
hyle fiunt, ubi, licet quaedam pereant, tamen succedendo semper alique inueniuntur. Et 
ideo dicit eas manere per saecula uel propter archetipas quarum sunt imagines». De 
primordiali materia, op. cit. 227-232. 

27 «Nam cum tres sint speculativae partes, naturalis, in motu, inabstracta, [...], id est 
inseparabilis: considerat enim corporum formas cum materia, quae a corporibus actu separari 
non possunt, quae corpora in motu sunt, [...]. Mathematica, sine motu, inabstracta: haec enim 
formas corporum speculatur sine materia, ac per hoc sine motu; quae formae, cum in materia 
sint, ab ea separari non possunt. Theologica, sine motu, abstracta atque separabilis: nm Dei 
substantia, et materia et motu caret». Boetius, De Trinitate PL 64, 1250 A-B. 

28 «In naturalibus igitur rationaliter, in mathematicis disciplinaliter, in divinis 
intellectualiter versari oportebi». Boetius, De Trinitate PL 64, 1250 B. 

29 «Oportet inquit Plato sermones cognatas esse rebus de quibus loquimur. Ideoque 
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mit Hilfe des körperlichen Werkzeugs, oder ohne dieses Werkzeug 
kennen30. Im ersten Falle sind die stofflichen Dinge Gegenstände der 
Erkenntnis?!. Zwischen den Sinnen als Werkzeugen der Erkenntnis und der 
Seele als dem Werkzeug der Erkenntnis stellt Thierry ein noch stoffliches 
Werkzeug, das er spiritus nennt, welche eine ungefähre Kenntnis der 
abstrakten Formen materieller Dinge ermôglicht32. Und dieses Vermögen 
hat er imaginatio genannt. Es befindet sich im mittleren Teil des Kopfes, im 
rationellen Teil, und bekommt die Gestalt des etherischen Lichtes33. Mit dieser 
Kraft ist die Seele imstande, Formen der Dinge, aber nicht in sich selbst, sondern 
als existierende in der Verbindung mit der Materie zu erkennen. Es geht hier um 
die Erkenntnis von Formen, die in Formen in sich selbst teilnehmen34. 
Imaginatio — bemerkt er — führt nicht zur deutlichen Unterscheidung zwischen 
den Formen. Das ist schon die Aufgabe von ratio35, der anliegenden und sogar 
- verbundenen mit imaginatio. Denn celulla rationalis ist der celulla phantastica 
benachbart36. 
Nach der Darstellung der Teilung der gesamten Philosophie37 und ihres 
theoretischen Teiles38 beschreibt Thierry die eigentliche Methode der 


facultates distinguit ut doceat tandem iuxta quam de diuinitate loqui conueniat». 
Commentum II, 1. Weiter zietiert als Commentum. 

30 «Anima uero duobus modis res conprehendit. Quandoque enim se ipsa pro 
instrumento utitur. Quandoque uero corpore pro instrumento-fungitur». Commentum IL, 3.\ 

31 Vgl. Commentum II, 3. 

32 «Spiritus [...] quem in phantastica celulla esse dicunt phisici. Utens igitur illo 
instrumento anima aliquando plus subtiliatur: adeo scilicet ut formam rei absente corpore 
conprehendat sed confuse». Commentum II, 4. 

33 «Hec autem aime uis imaginatio a ueteribus appellatur. Est autem in media parte 
capitis i. e. in rationali celulla spiritus quidam tenuissimus: lux uidelicet etherea». 
Commentum II, 4. 

34 «Formas etiam rerum cum hoc utitur instrumento considerat non tamen in 
puritate sua sed participatas: admixtas scilicet materie et coniunctas». Commentum II, 5. 

35 «Imaginatio namque status confundit. Ratio uero statum a statu discernit». 
Commentum II, 5. 

36 «Eique est imaginatio coniunctissima quemadmodum rationali celulle affinis 
ualde est et minimo distans spacio phantastica». Commentum II, 5. 

37 «Hoc autem studium triplex est. Aut circa rationes uersatur et uocatur logica aut circa 
actiones et uocatur ethica aut circa causas rerum et dicitur speculatiua». Commentum II, 8. 

38 «Hec quoque triplex est. Aut enim illam ueram contemplatur formam que est 
diuinitas et nominatur theologia — theos namque deus logos ratio dicitur — aut formas 
intuetur que sunt circa corpora sed illas a materia abstrahit et tunc uocatur mathematica 
quasi doctrinalis scientia — que paulo post declarabitur — aut formas in corporibus 
considerat et nominatur phisica i. e. naturalis scientia. Phisis namque natura interpretatur. 
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theoretischen Wissenschaften. In der Physik benutzt die Seele spiritus 
rationalis, also ein identisches mit imaginatio körperliches Werkzeug39. Den 
Terminus imaginatio treffen wir noch einmal bei der Beschreibung der 
theologischen Methode. In der Theologie — schreibt er — dürfen wir uns nicht 
ad imaginationes berufen, weil Gott keine Gestalt besitzt und daher er immer 
unvolstellbar ist und bleibt. Wir können Ihn uns nicht vorstellen — imaginare40. 


2. Imago formae 


In weiteren Ausführungen heisst Thierry Gott die forma essendi, die 
zugleich alles, was existiert, geschaffen hat. Aber diese Form ist 
verschieden von Formen, die den Gegenstand der Physik bilden. Sie 
wurden von ihm Formen genannt, aber im engeren Sinne des Wortes sind 
sie keine Formen, sondern imagines formarum, Abbilder der Formen. Die 
wahren Formen also existieren nur in Gott, während in Dingen nur 
Abbilder von wahren göttlichen Formen existieren41, und sie sind in der 
Physik, scientia naturalis, zu sehen42. Auf diese Weise verbindet Thierry 
die Lehre von der Struktur materieller Dinge mit der Lehre von der 
Erschaffung der Welt.Die wahren Formen aller Dinge existieren nur in der 
Einfachheit, Unveränderlichkeit und Einfachheit Gottes43. 


Et hoc wuidem loco natura dicitur forma in materia que si extra materiam consideretur non 
natura sed notio nuncupatur». Commentum II, 8. 

39  «Phisica uero rationalis est. Cum ergo phisice agimus ratione utitur anima pro 
instrumento: scilicet rationali utens spiritu». Commentum II, 9. 

40 «Cum theologice inquit loquimur non oportet ad imaginationes i. e. ad rerum 
figuras admodum imaginatas recurrere. Deus enim nullius figure est. [...] tunc imaginari 
non oportet sed potius ueram diuinitatis formam que sola uere adoranda est inspicere». 
Commentum 1I, 16. 

^1 «Hec enim forma essendi est que facit scilicet omnia esse. Neque imago est ut 
humanitas scilicet et huiusmodi que uere forme non sunt. Sed sunt he forme rerum illius 
uere forme imagines quodammodo ut in sequentibus demonstrabitu». Commentum II, 16. 

42 «Forme autem inmateriate quas phisica conprehendit sunt imagines rerum. Ubi 
enim forma est inmateriata nunquam potest esse ueritas sed imago. [...] nunquam potest 
eorum ueritas in materia inueniri sed imago tantum». Lectiones II, 19; siehe Glosa super 
Boethii IL, 25. 

43 «Theologia uero considerat simplicitatem unitatem omnium rerum in quadam 
simplicitate que ddeus est. I qua simplicitate nulla est multiplicitas sed tantum simplicitas. 
Nulla diuersitas sed tantum idemptitas». Lectiones II, 7-8; II, 27. Siehe auch Commentum 
II, 13; Lectiones II, 28; Abbreviatio Monacensis II, 27; Glosa super Boethii II, 27. 
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Ill. GILBERT DE LA PORREE 


Gilbertus Porretanus kommentierte De Trinitate, De hebdomadibus und 
Contra Eutichen et Nestorium des Boethius. Im Kommentar zu De Trinitate 
erörtet er das imaginatio-Problem wie Thierry von Chartres, also im Kontext 
der methodologischen Ausführungen44. Das, was Gilbert in Kommentarem 
zu anderen Opuscula theologica geschrieben hat, kann man als 
Ergänzungen zum Kommentar zu De Trinitate betrachten. 

Im Kommentar zu De hebdomadibus stellt Gilbert im Lichte des Begriffes 
similitudo den Inhalt des Terminus imago dar. Es gibt zwei Arten von 
similitudo, dh. similitudo substantialis (zwei Dinge sind gleicher Natur) und 
similitudo imaginaria (zwei Dinge haben gleiche bestimmte Teile ihrer eigenen 
Naturen)45. Imitatio dagegen besteht auf dem Vergleich verschiedener 
substantieller Dinge, wie zB. zwei Künstler, der Mensch, der Gott gehorsam ist, 
und Gott und deshalb sagt man, dass der Mensch ähnlich Gott ist und 
menschliche Taten sind ähnlich den góttlichen46. Mit dem Eigenschaftswort 
imaginarius drückt Gilbert den Unterschied zwischen den Arten der Erkenntnis 
von Gott und anderen Dingen aus47. Die, die diesen Unterschied nicht gesehen 
haben, gerieten in große Schwierigkeiten in der Trinitätslehre, sogar in 
Heterodoxie48. Imaginarius betrifft nur die Form der stofflichen Dinge49. 


44 Siehe De hebdomadibus, Prol. 1(1-7); weiter zietiert als De hebdomadibus; De 
Trinitate I, 96(4-8); I, 22(22-28). Weiter zitiert als De Trinitate. 

45 «Hec unio 'similitudo' uoctur. Et est uel secundum naturam uel secundum quedam 
extrinseca. Secundum naturam uero dupliciter: aut enim secundum proposite nature 
plenitudinem — et dicitur 'substantialis similitudo» qualiter album albo simile est et homo 
homini — aut secundm proposite nature partes aliquas — et uocatur 'imaginaria similitudo 
qualiter humana pictura uero homini dicitur similis». De hebdomadibus 76 (39-45). 

46 «Illa uero, que est secundum extrinseca, dicitur ‘imitatio’ qualiter artifex aliquis alii 
artifici uel homo Deo iuxta uoluntatem eius aliquid faciendo dicitur similis». De 
hebdomadibus 76 (46-47). 

47 «Nec deglutiebam attentionis mee neglectu quod acceperam eo, qui significatione 
solet contingere, primo sensu et ut ita dicatur imaginario intellectu. Sed id ruminabam 
iteratione frequentis consilii. Hinc etiam catholicorum confessione, inde uero contradicentium 
multitudine et auctoritate de re manifesta deliberandum potaui et consultis rationibus 
deliberationis finem quesiui». Contra Eutychen 26(15-20). 

48 «Item sunt quedam que proprietatibus etiam personalibus differunt et tamen omni 
genere suo et etiam specie conformia sunt: ut Plato et Cicero. Sunt etiam que conueniunt non 
dico diuersarum numero naturarum suarum imaginaria uel substantiali conformitate sed unius 
simplicis atque indiuidue essentie singularitate: differunt autem personalibus proprietatibus ut 
Deus Pater et eius Filius et utrorumque Spiritus». Contra Eutychen 113 (78-84). 

49 «Statua enim dicitur esse statua non secundum es quod ex forma, que eris est 
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Weitere Bestimmungen, d. h. imago und imaginatio dienen Gilbert 
für die Beschreibung des Erkennens und der Erkennensergebnisse. Weil 
imago res est, aber keine wahre Sache, sondern nur das Abbild der wahren 
Sache, ist das Wissen von imago keine Wahrheit, nur die Wahrschein- 
lichkeit, und die nennt er imaginatio50. Im demselben Text — der 
Kommentar zu Contra Eutychen des Boethius’ - .wiederholt Gilbert diese 
Feststellung noch einmal und gibt zu, dass es in dieser Erkenntnisart an 
Gewissheit fehlt, sie ist immer unvollkommene Erkenntnis. Zur 
Vollkommenheit des Wissens gehören nach ihm die Wahrheit und 
Gewissheit51. 


IV. WILHELM VON CONCHES 


Das, was jetzt gesagt wird, kommt von Glossae super Platonem von 
Wilhelm von Conches. Der Verfasser hat in diesem Werk von Wilhelm 
folgende Traktate unterschieden: Magistri Wilhelmi de Conchis 
Glossarum super Timaeum Platonis pars introductoria, Magistri Wilhelmi 
de Conchis Glosarum super Timeum Platonis volumen primum und 
Magistri Wilhelmi de Conchis Glosarum super Timeum Platonis volumen 
secundum. 


1. Imaginatio als Erkenntniskraft der menschlichen Seele 


In den Erklárungen über die Natur der menschlichen Seele bemerkt 
Wilhelm, dass sie von Gott ein unteilbares Wesen, die Vollkommenheit 


esse, est eius i. e. statue materia sed secundum illam formam qua humano artificio in eo ere 
animalis effigies insignita est. Hoc est: ad designandum et, qualiter potest imaginaria 
similitudine demonstrandum uerum animal, cuius est imago, efficta est». De Trinitate I, 48 
(80-84). 

50 «Sed quoniam est eius quod est — cuius tamen ueritatem nondum tenet assensio 
— per quandam nominis translationem uocatur ‘imaginatio’. Imago namque res est, non 
tamen ueritas illius cuius imago est. Ideoque rei perceptio sine uerotatis ipsius assensione 
recte dicitur ‘imaginatio’». Contra Eutychen I, 21 (5-9). 

51 «De imaginatione qui est unus modus intelligendi — quo scilicet res etiam sue 
proproetatis nota, sed sine asensione percipitur — et de perfecto intellectu, qui et proprietate 
et assensione constituitur, tacet quoniam explanatio, que fit exemplo, non omnes partes 
enumerat sed paucis et his maxime, per quas cetere intelliguntur, exemplat. Ut hoc loco 
satis apparet: perfectum intellectum debere uocari ‘ibtellectum’ cum etiam imperfecto hoc 
nomen conueniat». Contra Eutychen I, 35 (89-95). 
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der Erkenntnis und die Freiheit des Willens bekommen hat. Aber wegen 
der Verschiedenheit der Arten der Dinge fasst die Seele die verschiedenen 
Dinge auf vielfältige Weise auf, und daher hat Gott ihr mehrere 
Erkenntniskräfte gegeben, unter ihnen neben ratio, sensus, intellectus 
auch imaginatio52. Im weiteren definiert Wilhelm die Seele mit solcher 
Erkenntniskraft ausgestattet, dass sie eine abwesende Sache in der Zeit des 
Erkennens erfassen kann. Aber Impuls ihrer Tátigkeit kommt von 
sensus53. Den Gegenstand der imaginatio bilden von Gott geschaffene 
Dinge, die ihren Anfang haben, weil — wie Wilhelm schreibt — ewige 
Dinge ausschliesslich von intellectus erfassbar sind54. Das andere 
Merkmal des Gegenstandes der imaginatio ist Stofflichkeit, Materialität, 
und das probable Wissen55. Die wahre Kenntnis kommt von ratio und 
intellectus, während von sensus und imaginatio nur Wahrscheinlichkeit 
kommt56. | 

Die Tätigkeit dieser Kräfte ist aber geordnet und sogar 
zusammenhängend. Wilhelm stellt fest, dass der Anfang des 
Erkenntnisprocesses in sensus ist, und erst dann kommt Vorstellungskraft 
ins Spiel- imaginatio, später ratio und am Ende intellectus57. Diesselben 
Gedanken finden sich auch bei Thierry von Chartres. 


52 «Creator igitur anime hominis esentiam indissolubilem, scientie perfectionem, 
arbitrii libertatem contulit. Sed quoniam diversa genera rerum scientie subiacent idemque 
sepe diversis modis percipitur, ad diversa percipienda vel idem diverso modo, diversas illi 
contulit virtutes scilicet sensum, imaginationem, rationem, intellectum». Glosae super 
Platonem 34, s. 100. 

53 «Imaginatio yebo est vis qua percipit homo figuram ei absentis. Hec habet 
principium a sensu quia quod imaginamur, imaginamur vel ut vidimus yel ad similitudinem 
alterius rei iam vise ut ille virgiliamus Titinus ad similitudinem sue civitatis Romam 
imaginabatur». Glosae super Platonem 34, s. 101. 

54  «... quod semper est caresn generatione, est perceptibile intellectu, illa vi anime 
sola, non sensu nec imaginatione nec ratione». Glosae super Platonem 35, s. 102. «... quia 
nec imaginatione nec sensu percipi potest concretio generum et afunatio: sola enim ratio 
illam percipit». Glosae super Platonem 76, s. 153. 

55 «.. ea sunt sensibilia que presumit, id est percipit opinio id est imaginatio 
commota aliquo sensu quia omnis opinio, ut prediximus, habet principium a sensu». 
Glosae super Platonem 41, s. 109. 

56 «Similiter ex eadem natura et diversa id est ex ratione et intellectus, sensu et 
imaginatione. Est ratio et intellectus eadem natura quia immutabiles et invariabiles sunt: 
non enim, si falsum sit, potest dici ratio et intellectus. Sensus et opinio dicuntur diversa 
natura quia mutantur et falluntur sepe». Glosae super Platonem 76, s. 152. 

57 «... primo quidem sensum excitari ante imaginationem et rationem et 
intellectum». Glosae super Platonem 122, s. 216. 
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2. Die geschaffene Welt als imago 


Wilhelm von Conches, wie Bernhard von Chartres, fasst die 
materielle Welt als ein Abbild der archetypischen Welt auf. So nennt er sie 
Gottesweisheit, die ihrerseits auch ein Abbild des Wesens Gottes ist58. 
Diese Feststellungen knüpfen an die Lehre der Erschaffung der Welt an59. 
Die Welt wurde geschaffen gemäß der Gottesweisheit, der archetypischen 
Welt und auf diese Weise ist unsere Welt das Abbild der Gottesweisheit, 
der archetypischen Welt60. 

Bei Wilhelm treffen wir ein ausdriicklich gestelltes spezielles 
Problem, dass wir schon bei Bernhard getroffen haben, d.h. das 
Zeitproblem. Er sieht in der Zeit das Abbild der Ewigkeit. Zwar sind alle 
geschaffenen Dinge in der Ewigkeit enthalten, aber diesselben Dinge 
existieren in der Zeit auch als eine Reihenfolge von Ereignissen und sind 
als solche von Gottes Vorsehung gelenkt. Die Ewigkeit ist unveränderlich, 
trotzdem wandelt die Zeit — ihr Abbild - sich ständig. Für die Ewigkeit 
nimmt er die Zahl eins, die in sich alle anderen Zahlen enthält61. 

In diesem Kontext taucht bei Wilhelm von Conches der Gedanke über 
die formelle Ursache der Welt auf. Nachdem die Welt als das Abbild des 
Archetypus zu verstehen ist, ist dann Gottesweisheit, in welcher der 
archetypus mundus existiert, erst recht als die formelle Ursache dieser 
Welt zu betrachten. Gerade — bemerkt Wilhelm — besteht das, was Plato als 
Ideen ansieht, als die formelle Ursache ihres Abbildes62. Das menschliche 
Wissen über die wahre Welt wird nach Wilhelm von Conches immer 


58 «Et sic mundus est imago divine sapientie sed divina spientia divine essentie». 
Glosae super Platonem 38, s. 106. 


59 «... quia cum eius sit effectus». Glosae super Platonem 38, s. 106. 

60 «Quandoquidem mundus factus est iuxta divinam sapientiam que dicitur 
archetipus mundus, ergo [...] opinor quod ipse est imago alterius id est archetipi mundi». 
Glosae super Platonem 45, s. 113. 

61 «Tempus est imago evi, quia ea que simul comprehendantur in evo, per 
successiones continentur in tempore. [...] Que imago evi dicitur tempus quia omnia 
continet et quia omnia in ea a Deo temperanturet disponuntur, evo tamen manente quamvis 
imago sua moveatur, et perseverante in singulsritate quanvis imago sua serpet numero». 
Glosae super Platonem 95, s. 178; por. 97, s. 181; 103, s. 188. 

62 «[...] mundum esse imaginem archetipi eiusque formalem causam esse divinam 
sapientiam, quia eiusdem imaginis diverse formales cause solent esse». Glosae super 
Platonem 55, s. 125; por. 95, s. 177; 140, s. 267. 
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oberflächlich, weil wir nur zur Kenntnis ihres Abbildes fähig sind. Aber 
nicht nur die materielle Welt ist von ihm als das Abbild der 
archetypischen, in Gottesweisheit existierenden Welt betrachtet, sondern 
auch die menschliche Kenntnis hält er für ein Abbild der Gottesweisheit, 
des Abbildes des Gotteswesens63. 


ZUM SCHLUSS 


Wir haben mit der Ethymologie angefangen und mit ihr möchte ich zu 
Ende kommen. Es scheint möglich zu sein, eine Zusammenstellung von 
zwei Begriffen, d.h.von imago, imaginatio und creatio durchzuführen. 
Beide Worte kommen von imaginari und creare hevvor. Unter dem 
Begriff creatio wird nicht nur das, was geschaffen ist, sondern auch das 
göttliche Tun, der göttliche Akt der Schöpfung verstanden. 

Wenn wir auf diese Weise das Zeitwort imaginari und das Substantiv 
imaginatio analysieren würden, dann ist imaginatio einerseits das 
Erkenntnisvermögen der Seele, mit dem der Mensch imagines formarum 
kennenlernen kann, aber andererseits könnte man mit diesem Begriff die 
Erschaffung von Vorstellungen, von imagines bestimmen. Und hier ergibt 
sich eine Frage nach dem Subjekt dieses Tuns. Wer schafft die imagines? 
Auf diese Frage hat Thierry von Chartres im Traktat De sex dierum 
operibus genaue Antwort gegeben. Die vier Ursachen der Welt hat er den 
einzelnen Personen der Trinität zugeordnet. Der Vater also ist die 
schöpferische — efficiens — Ursache und er hat die materielle Ursache 
geschaffen. Der Sohn, die Gottesweisheit, ist die formelle Ursache der 
Welt. Den Heiligen Geist nennt er die causa finalis der Welt. Aber was 
heisst das? Wie soll man das verstehen? Es bleibt folgende Antwort: Der 
Heilige Geist bemüht sich, der formlosen Materie die Gestalt der 
volkommenen Welt zu verleihen. Und wie er selbst unitatis 


63 «Ratio de mundo est perfunctoria utpote pro ‘sicut’ imaginaria imaginis id est 
mundi qui est imago archetipi mundi et simulacrum rationis id est imperfecta ratio quia 
sola divina ratio vere est ratio, humana vero est eius simulacrum. [...] id est sicut res 
imaginaria imaginis id est divine sapientie que est imago divine essentie». Glosae super 
Platonem 46, s. 114-115. 
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aequalitatisque connexio est, so will er möglicherweise die 
vollkommenste Welt gestalten, und die Vollkommenheit der Welt besteht 
auf der höchsten Stufe der Ähnlichkeit der geschaffenen und 
archetypischen Welt. Die Grenze der idemptitas wird nie überschritten, 
anders wie zwischen den Personen der Trinität. 


Theologische Fakultät Kraków 


IRENE CAIAZZO 


IMAGINATION ET INTELLECT CHEZ 
LES MAITRES SALERNITAINS 


Au XIIe siècle, plusieurs ouvrages médicaux issus des traditions 
grecque et arabe étaient accessibles aux lecteurs latins. En particulier des 
traductions à partir de l'arabe et du grec avaient été réalisées dans les 
derniéres décennies du XIe siécle, en Italie du Sud. Parmi ces ouvrages: le 
De natura hominis de Némésius d'Emése, dont une traduction partielle fut 
l'eeuvre de l’archevéque Alfanus de Salerne; le Pantegni, traduction libre 
de la première partie (Theorica) du Kamil as-sina‘at at-tibbiya (Somme de 
tout l'art médical) de ‘Ali ibn al-‘Abbas al-Magüsi, due à Constantin 
l Africain; l’Isagoge Iohannitii, c’est-à-dire la version latine abrégée par 
Constantin l’ Africain des Questions sur la médecine de Hunain ibn Ishaq!. 

Le traité de Némésius d'Emése s'appuie sur la patristique grecque 
ainsi que sur la philosophie et la science grecques. Son syncrétisme 
comporte quelques incohérences accentuées par la traduction, incompléte 
et parfois imprécise, d' Alfanus de Salerne; ce traité est traduit, dans son 
intégralité, en latin par Burgundio de Pise en 1165. De la comparaison de 
ces deux versions latines plusieurs variantes non négligeables se décélent, 
ce qui pourrait jeter une lumière nouvelle sur la notion d'imagination. 

A la fin du chapitre 5, Némésius/Alfanus annonce que les vertus de 
l’äme sont au nombre de trois: «dividuntur autem virtutes animae in 
phantasticam id est imaginabilem, et intellegibilem et memorialem»2. Au 
chapitre 6 - intitulé par Alfanus De phantastica -, l'auteur affirme que la 


1 D. JACQUART — F. MICHEAU, La médecine arabe et l'Occident médiéval, Paris 
1996, pp. 87-129. 

2  Nemesius Emesenus, Premnon physicon a N. Alfano archiepiscopo Salerni in 
latinum translatus 6, C. BURKHARD (éd.), Leipzig 1917, p. 72. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés Intemational de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1009-1025. 
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phantastica est la vertu de l’äme irrationnelle qui opére A travers les 
sens; le phantaston, c’est-a-dire l’imaginable, est ce qui est soumis ä la 
phantasia, comme le sensible aux sens; la phantasia, c’est-ä-dire 
l'imagination, est une passion de l'áme irrationnelle fondée sur un autre 
imaginable; le phantasma est une passion vide qui a lieu dans la partie 
irrationnelle de l’äme et qui ne repose sur aucun imaginable. En revanche, 
les stoiciens distinguent la phantasia, le phantaston, le phantasticon et le 
phantasma. Cette deuxiéme distinction — conclut Némésius/Alfanus — ne 
tient qu’aux appellations différentes. Les instruments de la vertu 
fantastique sont: les cavités (ventres) antérieures du cerveau et l’esprit 
animal qui y réside, les nerfs qui partent de ces cavités et transportent 
l’esprit animal et, enfin, les cing sens3. Au chapitre 12 - intitulé 4 nouveau 
De phantastica par Alfanus -, Némésius illustre brièvement le dianoeticon 
(rendu avec virtus dinoscibilis par Alfanus), dont les espéces, en général, 
sont la discrétion et la disposition, l’accord et le désaccord et dont les 
espéces, en particulier, sont la connaissance des choses qui existent, les 
vertus telle que la justice, les sciences comme la grammaire, les raisons 
des arts comme l’architecture, le conseil et la préméditation (providentia). 
Ces exemples ne figurent pas dans le texte grec, ils sont du cru d’ Alfanus. 
Les instruments de la virtus dinoscibilis sont le venter médian du cerveau 
et l'esprit animal qui le remplit4. Le cerveau est divisé en quatre ventrer 


3 6, ibid., pp. 72-73: «De phantastica. Phantastica igitur est virtus irrationalis 
animae per sensus operativa; phantaston autem, hoc est imaginabile, est quod phantasiae 
subiacet, ut sensus et sensibile; phantasia vero, id est imaginatio, est passio irrationalis 
animae ab aliquo imaginabili facta. Phantasma autem est passio inanis in irrationabilibus 
animae a nullo imaginabili facta. Sed Stoici III esse dicunt haec: phantasiam, phantaston, 
phantasticon, phantasma; phantasiam dicentes passionem animae apparentem in ipsa et 
quod fecit phantasiam, phantaston. Quando enim album videmus, generatur quaedam 
passio animae ex susceptione eius. Ut enim in sensibus efficitur passio, cum senserint, sic 
et in anima, cum agnoverit. Imaginem enim in se suscipit agnitae rei. Phantaston autem, 
quod fecit phantasiam, et sensibile, ut album et omne, quod potest movere 
animam; phantasticon autem inanis receptio sine imaginabili; phantasma autem, quod 
accipimus per phantasticon, inanem susceptionem, ut in maniaticis et melancholicis. Sed 
differentia in his circa solam diversitatem nominum facta est. Instrumenta vero eius sunt 
anteriores cerebri ventres et animalis spiritus, qui in ipsis est, et nervi, qui sunt ex ipsis 
rorantes animalem spiritum et compositio sensuum». 

^ 12, ibid., p. 87: «De phantastica. De phantastici igitur virtute et instrumentis et 
partibus partiumque communitate et differentia convenienti modo, ut in brevibus 
sufficienter dictum est. Nunc de virtute dinoscibili dicendum. Cuius sunt species 
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dans lesquels se trouve l’esprit animal qui permet l’activité cognitive. 
L’imagination, la raison et la mémoire sont localisées respectivement dans 
la partie antérieure, médiane et postérieure du cerveau. Le cerveau est le 
principe du mouvement et de la connaissance sensible, aussi exerce-t-11 un 
róle fondamental dans l'activité de la pensée et de la mémoire. Les 
rapports entre la virtus phantastica de l'áme irrationnelle et ses 
instruments ne sont pas détaillés. 

La version de Burgundio s’écarte, en certains endroits, du texte grec 
et de la version d'Alfanus5. Les vertus animales (il faut comprendre de 
l’äme) se divisent en imaginatio, intelligentia, memoria. Le chapitre 
concernant l'imagination comporte le titre suivant: De imaginativo scilicet 
de sensu. l'imaginativum est une vertu de l’äme irrationnelle qui est 
appelée sens par Burgundio et qui agit à travers les sens sensibles (per 
sensus sensibiles agens). Ensuite, l'imaginabile est ce qui est soumis à 
l'imagination, comme le sensible aux sens et le visible à la vue (cette 
derniére comparaison ne figure ni dans le texte grec ni dans la version 
d' Alfanus); l'imaginatio est une passion de l’äme irrationnelle engendrée 
par un imaginable; le phantasma est une passion vide qui a lieu dans l'àme 
irrationnelle et qui ne s'appuie pas sur un imaginable. La virtus 
phantastica d' Alfanus est devenue l'imaginativum chez Burgundio, un 
sens qui agit par le biais des sens sensibles6. Les organes de 
l'imaginativum sont les ventres antérieurs du cerveau, l'esprit animal qui 


generaliter discretio et dispositio, placitum et displicitum; specialiter autem notitia 
existentium et virtutes, ut iustitia, et scientiae, ut grammatica, artiumque rationes, ut 
architectonica, et consilium et praemeditatio. Huius vero generis est et in somnis 
animadversio futurorum, quam solam veracem divinationem Pythagorici dicunt esse 
Hebraeos in hoc imitantes. Huius vero instrumentum est medius venter cerebri et animalis 
spiritus, qui est in ipso». 

5 FE Bossier, «Le manuscrit Chisianus R.IV.13 et la traduction De natura hominis 
de Burgundio de Pise», in J. HAMESSE (éd.), Les traducteurs au travail et leurs méthodes. 
Actes du Colloque international organisé par le «Ettore Majorana Centre for Scientific 
Culture» (Erice, 30 septembre — 6 octobre 1999), Tumhout 2001, pp. 143-171. 

6  Nemesius Emesenus, De natura hominis, traduction de Burgundio de Pise 5, G. 
VERBEKE — J. R. MoncHo (éds), Leyde 1975, p. 70: «De imaginativo scilicet de sensu. 
Igitur imaginativum quidem est virtus irrationalis animae quae dicitur et sensus, per sensus 
sensibiles agens; imaginabile vero est quod imaginationi supponitur, ut sensui sensibile et 
visui visibile; imaginatio vero est passio irrationalis animae ab imaginabili 
genita; phantasma autem est passio inanis in irrationabilibus animae a nullo imaginabili 
fiens». 
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les remplit, les nerfs qui diffusent l'esprit animal, les cinq sens7. En outre, 
il est important de signaler que dans la traduction de Burgundio du De fide 
orthodoxa de Jean Damascéne on décéle la méme définition de 
l'imaginativum8. Le dianoeticon, traduit avec l'expression virtus 
dinoscibilis par Alfanus, est rendu avec le mot excogitativum par 
Burgundio; l'organe de cette faculté est le venter médian du cerveau et 
l'esprit animal qui y est contenu. Les exemples concernant les vertus, les 
sciences et les arts ne trouvent pas de place dans la version de Burgundio?. 


Le Pantegni contient tout l'art médical, comme le néologisme 
grécisant forgé par Constantin ľ Africain l'indique. Ce traducteur infidèle, 
qui s'approprie des ouvrages qu'il traduit, a eu le mérite d'avoir introduit 
dans l'Occident latin les principes de la médecine galénique ainsi qu'ils 
avaient été élaborés à Alexandrie aux Ve-VIe siécles, et ensuite par les 
auteurs arabes à partir du IXe siécle. Les traductions de Constantin furent 
largement utilisées au XIIe siècle: elles contribuèrent au renouvellement 
de la philosophie de la nature, à une approche rationnelle de la nature, 
avant l'assimilation de la physique d'Aristote. Le Pantegni débute par 
l'exposé des sept choses naturelles: les quatre éléments, les complexions, 
les humeurs, les membres, les forces ou vertus, les actions, les esprits. Les 
forces ou vertus générales sont au nombre de trois: virtus naturalis, virtus 
spiritualis, virtus animata ou animalis (les deux termes sont utilisés 
indifféremment par le traducteur). La vertu naturelle reléve seulement de 


7  5,ibid., p. 71. 

8 [oannes Damascenus, De fide orthodoxa 32, E.M. BUYTAERT (éd.), New York 
1955, pp. 124-125: «Imaginativum est virtus irrationalis animae, per sensus operans, quae 
dicitur sensus. Imaginabile vero et sensibile, quod imaginationi et sensui subiacet; ut visus 
quidem est ipsa visibile virtus, visibile vero quod subiacet visui, lapis forte vel quid talium. 
Imaginatio vero est passio irrationalis animae, quae ab imaginabili aliquo fit. Fantasma 
vero est passio inanis, quae in irrationabilibus animae a nullo imaginabili facta. Organum 
autem imaginativi est anterior venter cerebri». 

9 Nemesius Emesenus, De natura hominis 11, ibid., p. 86: «De excogitativo. Igitur 
phantastici quidem et virtus et organa et particulae et particularum communio et differentia 
convenienti modo, ut in brevi sufficienter dicta sunt; excogitativi autem sunt generaliter 
quidem iudicationes et depositiones et fugae et impetus actus, specialiter vero intelligentiae 
intelligibilium et virtutes et disciplinae et artium rationes et consiliativum et electivum; hoc 
autem est quod et per somnia censet nobis quod futurum, quam demum solam veram 
vaticinationem Pythagorici dicunt, Hebraeos sequentes. Organum autem et huius est 
medius cerebri ventriculus et animalis spiritus qui est in ipso». 
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la nature et elle est responsable de la nutrition et de la croissance des 
plantes comme des animaux. La vertu spirituelle est propre de l’ âme et elle 
est commune aux animaux rationnels et irrationnels, car elle est ä l’origine 
du mouvement du cceur et des constrictions et dilatations des artéres. La 
vertu animale reléve également de l’äme et confére la sensibilité et la 
capacité motrice aux étres irrationnels et rationnels, la fantasia, la ratio et 
la memoria seulement aux étres rationnels10. Les vertus sont pour ainsi 
dire activées et répandues dans les corps par les esprits qui sont, eux aussi, 
au nombre de trois: spiritus naturalis, spiritualis et animalis ou animatus. 
L’esprit naturel naît dans le foie, diffuse et alimente la vertu naturelle dans 
les corps à travers les veines. L’esprit spirituel naît dans le coeur et diffuse 
la vertu spirituelle 4 travers les artères. L’esprit animal est formé, a partir 
de l’esprit spirituel, dans le cerveau et se diffuse dans les ventriculi, pour 
se répandre ensuite dans le corps à travers les nerfs. La vertu animale a 
donc son origine et son siège dans le cerveau; elle est divisée en trois 
genres, mais seulement l’un de ces genres exerce ses fonctions 
entièrement dans le cerveau. Il s’agit de l’ordinatio qui comporte à son 
tour la fantasia, la ratio ou l’intellectus et la memoria. Ces trois vertus sont 
aussi appelées mens, ce qui différencie les hommes des animaux 
irrationnels. Le cerveau est divisé en deux parties: dans la proue (in prora 
cerebri) se trouve la phantasia et dans la poupe (in puppa cerebri) la 
mémoire; au milieu, dans une cavité communiquant avec les deux parties, 
est placée la raison ou l’intellect. Le processus de la connaissance est 
esquissé rapidement. La vertu imaginative forme et imagine, ensuite elle 


10 Constantinus Africanus, Pantegni IV,1, Bâle 1539, p. 78: «Igitur virtutes 3 sunt 
generales. Una attinens naturae quae vocatur naturalis. Altera solum vivificans est animae, 
et vocatur spiritualis. Alia dans intellectum, sensum quoque et voluntarium motum similiter 
est animae et vocatur animata. Actio virtutis naturalis animalibus, et arboribus est 
universalis, quae nihil est aliud quam quod generat nutrit et augmentat. Haec in animalibus 
aeque videntur et in arboribus viventibus. [...] Virtus spiritualis animalibus rationalibus vel 
irrationalibus et non arboribus est communis. Cuius in omnibus animalibus est actio cordis, 
et arteriarum dilatatio et constrictio ut calorem custodiat naturalem. Haec in omnibus 
aequalis est animalibus. Virtus animata partim rationalibus partim irrationalibus communis 
est animalibus, quia aeque sensum et voluntarium participant motum. Sensum enim 
dicimus, quod visu et auditu caeterisque sensibus percipitur. Voluntarium motum 
mutationem membrorum, in quaelibet loca ad quae volunt. Hae duae virtutes ambae sunt 
communes. Altera eius pars solis animalibus est propria, id est fantasia, ratio et memoria. 
Nullum enim rationale habet haec perfecte». 
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envoie ces informations (il n’est pas dit explicitement quelle est la nature 
de ces informations) 4 l’intellect. L’intellect juge et discerne les choses 
réellement recues de l’imagination ou bien les choses qu’il a saisi par lui- 
méme. L’esprit animal désigne ensuite les membres qui doivent réaliser le 
travail manuel, afin que le mouvement volontaire puisse avoir lieu. En 
revanche, les choses perçues seulement par l’intellect sont envoyées 
directement à la mémoirell. 

Une nouvelle traduction de l'eeuvre de al-Magüsi fut réalisée par 
Etienne de Pise en 1127. Le titre, Regalis dispositio, rend |’ autre titre arabe 
sous lequel l’ceuvre est transmise dans les manuscrits, 4 savoir Kitab al- 
malaki (Livre royal). Etienne connaît la version de Constantin 1’ Africain, 
qu’il critique durement. Pourtant il ne peut pas s’empécher de lui 
emprunter quelques termes: dans la description du cerveau, Etienne retient 
la prora et la puppa pour indiquer respectivement la partie antérieure et 
postérieure du cerveau. La traduction d’Etienne se révéle plus précise en 
certains endroits; un seul exemple: l’expression virtus spiritualis est 
remplacée par virtus vitalis qui traduit mieux le grec zotikos. 


VL Isagoge Iohannitii est l’un des piliers de la médecine médiévale. Il 
s’agit d'un texte trés succinct, souvent présenté dans les manuscrits 
comme une introduction à l'Art médical (Tegni) de Galien. Les définitions 
concernant les choses naturelles et non naturelles ainsi que les causes des 
maladies y sont exposées en forme lapidaire. Ce qui permit aux étudiants 
de l'apprendre par coeur, et aux maîtres d'en faire l'objet de longs 
commentaires explicatifs. Il est question de l'imagination lorsque l'auteur 
énumère les trois vertus ou forces naturelles: virtus naturalis, spiritualis et 
animalis ou zodiaca (les deux lectures se recélent dans les manuscrits). 
Cette derniére vertu se divise, à son tour, en trois vertus: la premiére 
ordonne, discerne et compose, la deuxiéme est responsable du mouvement 
volontaire, la troisi&me est sensible et constitue les cinq sens. De la vertu 
qui ordonne, discerne et compose procédent: la fantasia in fronte, 
cogitatio vel ratio (dans certains manuscrits vel intellectus est ajouté) in 
cerebro, memoria in occipitiol2. 


11 IV, 9, ibid., p. 91. 

12 Isagoge lohannitii 15, G. MAURACH (éd.), «Johannicius, Isagoge ad Techne 
Galieni», Sudhoffs Archiv 62/2 (1978) 154: «De virtute animali. Zodiaca virtus tria 
complectitur, est una virtus animalis, quae ordinat, discernit et componit, secunda quae 
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Le De differentia spiritus et animae du médecin Costa ben Luca fut 
traduit en latin par Jean de Séville entre 1135 et 1155. Selon Costa ben 
Luca, il n'y a que deux sortes d'esprit. Le premier est l'esprit vital, qui se 
nourrit d’air et qui nait dans le coeur: il est le responsable de la vie du 
corps; le deuxiéme, l’esprit animal (qui ab anima dicitur animalis), se 
nourrit de l’esprit vital et nait dans le cerveau: il rend possible la cogitatio, 
la memoria et la providentia, et il est également 4 l’origine des cing sens 
et des mouvements volontaires dans le corps13. 


A partir du XIe siècle, l’Isagoge lohannitii fit l'objet de divers 
commentaires qui demeurent encore inédits. Au croisement de la philosophie 
platonicienne et de la tradition médicale d’origine arabe, ces commentaires 
offrent d’amples discussions sur les quatre éléments et la matiére, qui 
pourraient sans doute enrichir le débat concernant la philosophie de la nature 
au XIIe siècle. Aux études préliminaires d'O. Kristellerl4, de D. Jacquart!5 


movet voluntario motu, tertia sensibilis vocatur. De ordinativa et discretiva et compositiva 
virtute haec procedunt: fantasia in fronte, cogitatio vel ratio in cerebro, memoria in 
occipitio. Virtus vero voluntarie mobilis lacertos, quibus cetera membra moventur, movet 
quae voluntario motu moventur. Virtus itaque sensibilis constat visu, auditu, gustu, odoratu 
et tactu». 

13 Costa ben Luca, De differentia spiritus et anime, éd. J. WiLcox, The 
transmission and influence of Qustà ibn Luga's «On the difference between spirit and 
soul », (PhD diss., The City University of New York), New York 1985, pp. 165-167: 
«Probatur ergo per hoc quod diximus certissime, quod ille spiritus qui est in anterioribus 
ventriculis operatur sensus, idest visum, auditum, gustum, odoratum et tactum, et cum his 
operatur athagil, quam Greci vocant fantasiam, et quod spiritus qui est in ventriculo medio 
operatur cogitationem et cognitonem atque providentiam; et spiritus qui est in posteriori 
ventriculo operatur motum et memoria. Constat igitur ex his omnibus quod in humano 
corpore sunt duo spiritus, unus qui vocatur vitalis, cuius nutrimentum vel sustentatio est 
aer, et eius emanatio est ex corde, et inde mittitur per pulsus ad reliquum corpus et operatur 
vitam, pulsum atque anhelitum; et alter qui ab anima dicitur animalis, qui operatur in ipso 
cerebro, cuius nutrimentum est spiritus vitalis, et eius emanatio est ex cerebro, et operatur 
in ipso cerebro cognitionem et memoriam atque providentiam, et ex eo mittitur per nervos 
et cetera membra ut operatur sensum atque motum». 

14 P.O. KRISTELLER, «Bartholomaeus, Musandinus and Maurus of Salerno and other 
early commentators of the Articella, with a tentative list of texts and manuscripts», Italia 
medioevale e umanistica 19 (1976) 57-87, trad. it, in Id., Studi sulla scuola medica 
salernitana, Naples 1986, pp. 97-151. 

15 D. JACQUART, «Aristotelian thought in Salerno», in P. DRONKE (éd.), A history of 
twelfth century Western philosophy, Cambridge 1988, pp. 407-428. 
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et de M. Jordan!6, aucune Edition ou contribution saillante n’a fait suite. 
Le manuscrit contenant le commentaire «chartrain» a été détruit pendant 
la seconde guerre mondiale. Un autre commentaire anonyme du XIIe 
siécle est conservé ä Oxford, le «commentaire dit Digby» en référence au 
fonds manuscrit auquel il appartient; celui-ci paraît également lie à 
l'enseignement des maitres de Chartres, et présente d'emblée des 
paralléles incontestables avec les ouvrages de Guillaume de Conches. 
D’autres commentaires, plus tardifs, sont l’ceuvre de Barthélemy et 
Maurus de Salerne. Comme l'ont indiqué jadis A. Birkenmajer!7 et D. 
Jacquart, les commentaires des maítres de Salerne portent la trace d'un 
maniement des traductions latines d'Aristote. Sans ouvrir la voie à un 
véritable «aristotélisme», ces premiéres utilisations suscitent toutefois de 
nouvelles curiosités. 


Le «commentaire Digby» a comme but d'illustrer l’ Isagoge Iohannitii 
en s'appuyant principalement sur le Pantegni de Constantin l'Africain. 
L'auteur parait être le même qui a composé un traité d'anatomie cité sous 
le titre de Seconde démonstration anatomique18. Lorsque l'auteur examine 
le chapitre concernant la virtus zodiaca, il commence par distinguer les 
trois vertus de l’äme - rationalité, sensibilité et végétabilité - et il affirme 
qu'elles sont attribuées aux étres selon leurs différentes capacités. Dans les 
arbres se trouve seulement la végétabilité, dans les animaux bruts la 
végétabilité est accompagnée de la sensibilité, et enfin dans les hommes 
existent les trois vertus ou puissances. La végétabilité a son siége dans le 
foie ou dans le cceur, la sensibilité et ]a rationalité dans le cerveau oü elles 
exercent leurs fonctions gráce à la vertu animale. A son tour, la vertu 
animale se divise en trois: la vertu sensible qui administre les cinq sens 
dans le corps, la vertu des mouvements volontaires et une troisiéme vertu 
qui ordonne en imaginant, discerne en raisonnant et compose en 


16 M.D. JoRDAN, «Medicine as science in the early commentaries on 
*Johannitius'», Traditio 43 (1987) 121-145; Id., «The construction of a philosophical 
medicine. Exegesis and argument in Salernitan teaching on the soul», Osiris 6 (1990) 42- 
61. 

17 A. BIRKENMAJER, «Le rôle joué par les médecins et les naturalistes dans la 
réception d'Aristote au XIIe et au XIIIe siècle», in La Pologne au VIe Congrès 
international des Sciences historiques, Oslo 1928, Varsovie 1930, pp. 1-15. 

18 JACQUART, La médecine arabe, p. 120. 
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transmettant 4 la mémoire. La vertu de l’imagination op£re dans la cellule 
(cellula) qui se trouve dans la proue du cerveau et qui s’appelle 
précisément fantasticalis; ce qui est imaginé est envoyé, à travers un nerf, 
à la raison. Celle-ci discerne en digérant (decoquendo) ce qu'elle a recu de 
l’imagination, pour le transmettre ensuite, gräce à un autre nerf, à la 
mémoire. La mémoire, qui se trouve dans la cellule située 3 l’arrière du 
cerveau, conserve ce qui a été composé par l’intellect. Le commentateur 
donne ensuite une explication physiologique du processus de la 
connaissance: les trois cellules du cerveau ont une complexion telle qui 
leur permet d’effectuer les opérations en question. La cellule de 
l'imagination est chaude et séche, celle de la raison est chaude et humide 
afin de pouvoir digérer, c'est-à-dire discerner les choses imaginées, la 
cellule de la mémoire est froide et séche pour pouvoir bien les conserver!9. 


Dans son commentaire à l'/sagoge Iohannitii, rédigé vers la moitié du 
XIIe siécle20, Barthélemy de Salerne débute l'analyse de la vertu animale 
par une remarque philologique: la vertu animale est appelée zodiaca par 
les Grecs; c'est pour cette raison que dans certains codices on trouve le 
terme zodiaca au lieu d’animalis. Il énumére ensuite les trois vertus 
principales de la vertu animale, à savoir imaginativa ou fantastica, 
rationalis, memorialis. La vertu imaginative est la vertu opérative de 
l'imagination. L'imagination est la compréhension des propriétés 


19 Oxford, Bodleian Library, Digby 108, f. llv: «ZODIACA VIRTUS TRIA 
COMPLECTITUR id est in tres dividitur partes; quarum una est QUE ORDINAT, DISCERNIT, 
COMPONIT: ordinat imaginando, discernit rationando, componit memorie commendando. 
Virtus vero imaginationis operatur in cellula que est in ipsa prora cerebri scilicet 
fantasticalis; hec autem quod imaginatur per nervum quemdam rationi dirigit. Ipsa autem 
ratio quod ab imaginatione suscepit, decoquendo discernit et postea, quodam nervo 
mediante, memorie committit. Memoria vero in cellula que est in posteriori parte cerebri 
operatur intellectu composita custodiens, donec ea ad actum perducat. Prima cellula calida 
est et sicca, multum aeris et parum cerebri continens. In aere anima imaginatur et hec 
fantasia non potest fieri nisi V sensuum officio precedente, et de rebus iam ante sensibus 
preceptis, et ideo minus subtilis esse probatur. Media cellula calida est et humida ubi 
imaginatorum et appetitu quodam per calorem et siccitatem acceptorum quodammodo fit 
digestio, id est discretio. Tercia cellula frigida et sicca que quod sibi a ratione committitur 
fideliter retinet». 

20 Pour la biographie de Barthélemy de Saleme, cfr. JORDAN, «Medicine as 
science», p. 131. 
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sensibles privées de la matiére (sine subiecta materia). Les propriétés 
sensibles sont celles qui peuvent être perçues par l'un des cinq sens, telles 
que les couleurs, les saveurs, etc. Le sens discerne les propriétés sensibles 
dans le corps (in corpore supposito), tandis que ces mémes qualités sont 
comprises par l'imagination sans le corps (supposito corpore remoto et 
absente). La vertu imaginative, appelée fantastica par les Grecs, a son 
siége dans la cellule antérieure du cerveau. Celui-ci est en effet divisé en 
trois cellules, l'antérieure est nommée fantastica, la médiane rationalis et 
la postérieure memorialis. La cellule fantastique est plus grande que les 
deux autres et contient beaucoup d'esprit animal et d'air, elle est chaude et 
séche par rapport aux autres cellules du cerveau: une telle complexion lui 
permet d'étre plus mobile et plus rapide pour comprendre les formes des 
choses. De l'esprit animal contenu dans la cellule fantastique proviennent 
les cinq sens: la vue, l'ouie, etcetera. Des sens nait l'imagination; comme 
nous l'avons déjà dit, ce que les sens comprennent dans la matiére, 
l'imagination le considère sans la matière. L'esprit animal contenu dans la 
cellule fantastique est donc la cause efficiente des sens. 

La vertu rationnelle est la vertu opérative de la raison. La raison est la 
compréhension des insensibles à travers les sensibles. Les insensibles sont 
tantót les substances incorporelles tantót les formes cachées (occulta) qui 
ne peuvent pas étre percues à travers le sens, ces formes étant également 
appelées nature. En théologie, à travers le guide de la raison, des 
substances corporelles perceptibles par le sens la contemplation procéde 
aux substances insensibles et incorporelles. De la méme fagon, les 
philosophes (phisici) d’après la disposition, le mouvement et l'ordre des 
créatures cherchaient à avoir une notion du créateur, c'est-à-dire qu' à 
partir de l'effet conjecturaient la cause. D’où Boèce, dans le troisième 
livre de la Consolation de Philosophie, affirme que l'ordre de la nature et 
le mouvement des choses prédisposés par Dieu ne peuvent subsister que si 
un auteur a précédé la nature et disposé toutes les choses créées. 
Barthélemy envisage le fameux métre 9 du livre III de la Consolation. En 
physique, des formes des choses sensibles et manifestes la raison procéde 
aux formes insensibles et cachées (occulta); les saveurs, les couleurs et les 
odeurs sont sujets aux sens et aux imaginations. A partir des choses 
connues, la raison pénétre les natures occultes des choses, en cherchant les 
causes des saveurs et des autres sensibles. Par exemple, à travers le sens et 
l'imagination nous appréhendons la saveur aiguë et piquant de la 
moutarde. Ces qualités proviennent de la chaleur associée à la subtilité de 
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la substance. En effet, lorsque la chaleur s’unit à la subtilité de la 
substance, les choses sont incisives d’humeur et se dissolvent facilement. 
La raison comprend donc, à partir de la saveur, la nature de la moutarde. 
Deux sont les espéces de la raison: l’intellect et la raison, le nom étant le 
méme en général et en particulier (generale et speciale). L intellect dessert 
la théologie, par laquelle nous contemplons les substances divines et 
incorporelles. La raison dessert la physique, par laquelle 3 partir des 
formes sensibles préalablement connues nous percevons les formes 
occultes et insensibles des choses. Il est donc nécessaire de procéder: in 
mathematicis doctrinaliter, in divinis intellectualiter, in phisicis 
rationabiliter21. Cependant, les termes raison et intellect sont souvent 
utilisés d'une maniére indifférente. 

La vertu rationnelle occupe dans le cerveau la place qui lui convient 
le mieux, car la cellule rationnelle est chaude et humide et elle contient une 
grande quantité d'esprit animal (nous avons déjà rencontré ces mémes 
arguments dans le commentaire Digby). A son tour, l’esprit a une 
complexion chaude et séche ainsi qu'une substance subtile. Le cerveau a, 
dans son ensemble, une complexion humide et une substance épaisse. 
C'est gráce à la conjonction (coniunctio) de ces différentes qualités que la 
raison peut discerner les conjonctions et les différences entre les choses22. 


l Boethius, De Trinitate 2. 

2 Winchester, Winchester College, Warden and Fellows’ Library 24, f. 3lra-b: 
«Animalis autem virtus a grecis zodiaca dicitur, unde in quibusdam codicibus zodiaca pro 
animali reperitur. Cuius virtutis tres sunt species: principalis, voluntarie mobilis et 
sensibilis. Principalis vero virtus est cuius operatio a solo cerebro, nullo mediante, 
procedit; licet enim sensibilis virtutis operatio seu voluntarie mobilis a cerebro proveniat, 
quibusdam tamen instrumentis mediantibus completur. Principalis vero a solo cerebro 
procedit et nullo mediante instrumento completur, unde et principalis dicitur, eo qui a solo 
principio id est cerebro fiat. Principalis vero virtutis tres sunt species: imaginativa seu 
fantastica, rationalis et memorialis. Virtus imaginativa est virtus operativa ymaginationis. 
Imaginatio est sensibilium proprietatum sine subiecta materia comprehensio. Sensibiles 
autem proprietates sunt que sensu aliquo percipi possunt, ut colores et figure visu, soni 
auditu, odores odoratu, sapores gustu, tactu frigiditas, caliditas, duricia, mollicies, gravitas 
et levitas discernuntur. Verum tamen has omnes proprietates in subiecta materia, id est in 
corpore supposito, sensus discernit. Imaginatio vero easdem proprietates omni supposito 
corpore remoto et absente comprehendit et ideo ad differentiam sensus additur 'sine 
subiecta materia'. Virtus autem imaginativa a grecis fantastica appellatur, imaginatio 
namque apud eos fantasia dicitur, huius autem virtutis operatio in anteriori cerebri cellula 
completur. Sciendum est enim cerebrum secundum longitudinem in tres cellulas esse 
divisum, que etiam a virtutibus ipsis denominantur; unde anterior cellula fantastica dicitur, 
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Barthelemy examine ensuite la virzus memorialis qui est la vertu 
operative de la mémoire dont il livre une définition: la mémoire est la 
retention süre de ceux que l’imagination ou la raison ou les sens 
comprennent; dans la Rhetorica ad Herennium, Cicéron appelle la 
mémoire le trésor des inventeurs. La mémoire occupe la place qui lui 
convient le mieux, à savoir la cellule postérieure dont la complexion est 


media rationalis, tercia memorialis appellatur. Fantastica vero cellula aliis quidam amplior 
est, plurimum continens de spiritu animali et aere; cerebri vero parvam quantitatem 
complectitur. Hec autem, in respectu aliarum cellarum, calida et sicca dicitur. Unde 
mobilior quidam est et velocior ad formas rerum comprehendendas. Ex animali vero spiritu 
in fantastica cellula contento visus, auditus et ceteri sensus proveniunt. Ex sensibus autem 
oritur imaginatio; quod enim sensus in subiecta materia comprehendit, imaginatio materia 
absente et remota, ut dictum est, considerat. Merito igitur imaginatio ex sensibus originem 
sumens, in anteriori cellula efficientem causam sensuum scilicet spiritum animalem 
continentem completur. Rationalis virtus est virtus operativa rationis. Ratio vero est 
insensibilium per sensibilia comprehensio. Insensibilia appellamus tam substantias 
incorporeas quam formas quasdam occultas que sensu percipi non possunt, que etiam 
nature dicuntur. In theologia namque ductu rationis a corporeis substantiis sensu 
perceptibilibus ad incorporeas et insensibiles contemplatio procedit. Sic phisici ex 
creaturarum dispositione, motu et ordine aliquam sibi creatoris noticiam comparaverunt ex 
effectu scilicet causam connicientes, unde Boetius in tercio libro de Consolatione 
philosophie asserit, quoniam certus ordo nature et motus rerum a deo dispositus et 
ordinatus nequaquam consisteret nisi unus auctor nature preesset qui cuncta disponeret. In 
phisica vero ex formis rerum sensibilibus et manifestis ad insensibiles formas et occultas 
procedit ratio; sapores namque colores, odores sensibus et imaginationibus sunt subiecti. 
Ex quibus cognitis ad occultas rerum naturas ratio penetrat, causas scilicet saporum et 
ceterorum investigando. Verbi gratia: sensu et imaginatione piretri sive sinapis saporem 
acutum et pungitum percipimus. Illud autem acumen et punctio ex calore cum subtilitate 
substantie proveniunt. In quibus autem calor et subtilitas substantie concurrunt ea debent 
esse incisiva humoris et dissolutiva ventositatis. Comprehendit ergo ratio piretrum ex 
sapore habere virtutem incisivam humoris et dissolutivam ventositatis. Rationis vero due 
sunt species: intellectus et ratio, ut idem scilicet sit nomen generale et speciale. Intellectus 
vero deservit theologie, per quam divinas et incorporeas substantias contemplamur. Phisice 
vero deservit ratio, per quam ex sensibilibus formis precognitis insensibiles formas et 
occultas percipimus. Unde dictum est in mathematicis doctrinaliter, in divinis 
intellectualiter, in phisicis rationabiliter versari oportet. Indifferenter tamen intellectus pro 
ratione et econverso ponitur. Rationalis autem virtus cerebri convenientem locum 
occupavit; cellula namque rationalis calida est et humida, plurimam partem vel quantitatem 
cerebri cum spiritu animali continens; que duo licet permixta sint secundum complexionem 
tamen et substantiam differentia sunt et quasi contraria. Spiritus namque calide 
complexionis est et sicce et substantie subtilis. Cerebrum vero humide complexionis est et 
grosse substantie, unde per coniunctionem harum differentiarum coniunctiones rerum et 
differentias ratio discernit». 
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froide et söche. Ces qualités lui permettent de faire une constriction et une 
rétention, ce qui est propre de la mémoire. Cependant, il ne faut pas croire 
que ces trois cellules soient totalement hétérogénes entre elles ni qu’elles 
soient complétement renfermées, car elles communiquent entre elles. En 
effet, un conduit étroit lie la cellule fantastique 4 la cellule rationnelle, et 
entre celle-ci et la cellule de la mémoire se trouve un autre conduit encore 
plus étroit ayant au milieu un petit corps semblable 3 un ver qui s’ouvre 
juste pour laisser passer l'esprit animal et qui se referme aussitót, afin que 
ceux que la mémoire doit retenir passent de la cellule rationnelle 4 la 
cellule memorialis23. 

Barthélemy met ensemble des données provenant des traditions 
platonicienne, galénique et peut-étre aristotélicienne. 


Le commentaire de Maurus de Salerne à I’ Isagoge Iohannitii doit être 
situé dans la seconde moitié du XIIe siécle24. La vertu animale est apellée 
ainsi car elle existe dans le corps humain grâce à l'àme ou bien parce que 
ses opérations se manifestent seulement aprés l'infusion de l'àme dans le 
corps. La vertu animale est soit principale soit secondaire. La vertu 
principale est celle qui est la force (vis) du seul principe, à savoir le 
cerveau, et elle opére dans le seul principe, ses opérations étant les 
opérations principales du cerveau, c'est-à-dire l'imagination, la raison et 
la mémoire. Comme Augustin l'affirme, l’äme est présente dans chaque 
membre du corps, ni plus dans les membres plus grands ni moins dans les 
membres plus petits; toutefois on dit qu'elle habite le cerveau parce 
qu'elle exerce ses opérations principales dans le cerveau25. Le cerveau est 


23 Ibid., f. 31va. 

24 Pour la biographie de Maurus de Salerne, cfr. JORDAN, «Medecine as science», 
pp. 132-133. 

25 Augustinus, De Genesi ad litteram VII,18. Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de 
France, lat. 18499, f. 17rb: «Virtus autem animalis dicitur quia humano corpori inest ab 
anima, vel quia eius operationes non nisi post anime infusionem manifestantur. Animalis 
virtus alia est principalis, alia secundaria; principalis virtus est illa que solius principii vis 
est, et solo principio operatur, et principales a se emittit operationes; dicitur vis solius 
principii id est solius cerebri et operari in solo principio, id est in solo cerebro et emittere 
a se principales operationes in eo, id est ymaginationem, rationem et memoriam. Sciendum 
vero est quod cum animam sit in singulis membris, ut ait Agustinus, nec in maioribus 
maior, nec in minoribus minor; principaliter tamen dicitur cerebrum inhabitare, propter 
principales operationes quas in eo excercet». 


1022 IRENE CAIAZZO 


subtil, blanc, humide, il contient beaucoup d’esprit et de moelle, il a deux 
membranes (panniculi) et il est divisé en trois cellules. Il est blanc pour 
qu'il soit réceptif à toutes les couleurs, afin qu'il regoive délicatement les 
formes imprimées des différentes propriétés; il est humide pour 
contrebalancer la siccité intérieure provoquée par le mouvement; subtil 
afin que la subtilité regoive facilement les formes imprimées de la 
substance. Il contient beaucoup d'esprit, pour faciliter la circulation à son 
intérieur; il contient également beaucoup de moelle, car l’äme à travers 
l'esprit accomplit ses actions, et la moelle évite précisément que le 
mouvement excessif de l'esprit asséche la substance du cerveau. Il 
posséde deux membranes, la pia mater et la dura mater, pour qu'il soit 
préservé de tout endommagement extérieur: la premiére est une paroi 
subtile qui embrasse le cerveau tendrement comme une mêre son fils; la 
seconde est une membrane dure et solide à la maniére d'une feuille de 
papier. Le cerveau est divisé en trois cellules à cause de la diversité des 
trois opérations principales: l'imagination son siége dans la partie 
antérieure du cerveau, la raison dans la médiane et la mémoire dans la 
postérieure26. 

Maurus essaye d'en dire davantage sur ces trois opérations dont il 
livre des définitions. L'imagination est la perception des propriétés 
sensibles sans le sujet (sine subiecto). Les propriétés sensibles, comme les 
couleurs, les saveurs, sont percues à travers le sens. La comprébension ou 
le discernement des insensibles à travers les sensibles se fait par la raison 


26  Ibid.,f. 17rb-va: «Est autem cerebrum subtile, album, humidum, multum habens 
de spiritu et multum de medulla duobus opertum panniculis et tribus distinctum cellulis. 
Est album, ut cuiuslibet coloris sit susceptivum. Albus enim color ceteris simplicior 
iudicatur. Ut igitur diversarum proprietatum formas sibi impressas leviter susciperet merito 
fuit album; humidus est, ut siccitatem innatam ex motu obtemperaret; subtile fuit, ut 
subtilitatem substantie formas impressas facile susciperet; multum habet de spiritu, 
quoniam in eo multus debebat fieri motus, et quia anima spiritu mediante suas perficit 
actiones multum habuit de medulla, ne nimio motu spirituum substantia cerebri adureretur, 
duabus est opertum panniculis scilicet pia matre et dura matre, ut ipsum ab extrinseco 
tuereretur nocumento. Dicitur autem pia mater pannus quoddam subtilissimus pie 
amplectens cerebrum quod amodo a modo mater filium; dura mater dicitur panniculus 
durus et solidus ad modum carte. Tribus distinctum cellulis fuit, id est anteriori, media et 
posteriori, propter triplicem distinctionem operationum  principaliuum scilicet 
ymaginationis rationis et memorie. In anteriori namque parte capitis fit ymaginatio, in 
media ratio, in posteriori memoria». 
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qui se divise, ä son tour, en raison et intellect: la premiére est la perception 
des propriétés insensibles, telle que la puissance de la chaleur ou de la 
froideur, et le second est la perception des substances insensibles, comme 
les ämes, les anges, les démons. Comme Platon l’affırme, l’intellect est 
propre de Dieu et de trés peu d’hommes. La mémoire est la rétention des 
formes de ceux que l’imagination conçoit et la raison discerne. Les trois 
cellules du cerveau possédent des qualités qui leur permettent d’exercer 
leurs fonctions: le processus de la connaissance est assimilé - comme dans 
le «commentaire Digby» et chez Barthélemy - à la digestion. La cellule de 
l’imagination est chaude et séche, contient beaucoup d’esprit et peu de 
moelle. Elle est chaude car la chaleur facilite le mouvement: l'esprit 
animal doit atteindre rapidement les instruments des sens et revenir 
aussitöt 4 la cellule de l’imagination; elle est sèche car elle doit attraire, à 
travers les sens, des qualités. Elle contient beaucoup d’esprit, car elle 
produit beaucoup d’imaginations, et peu de moelle pour ne pas géner le 
mouvement rapide de l’esprit. Pour que ce processus soit plus clair, 
Maurus fournit un exemple. Si quelque chose de froid ou de chaud ou 
d'une quelconque qualité s'approche de l'instrument du sens, l'esprit 
contenu dans cet instrument subit une variation selon la propriété de la 
chose sentie. L'esprit modifié immédiatement représente ces altérations à 
l'àme, et ainsi la sensation (sensus) s'accomplit dans le membre, Puis 
l'esprit ainsi modifié se dirige vers la cellule fantastique, oü il représente 
ces modifications à l’äme; donc l’äme perçoit la chose sentie à travers 
l'imagination. L'imagination se fait sans la présence du sujet, ce qu'on 
peut facilement constater lorsqu'on imagine une chose blanche sans que le 
blanc soit présent. 

I] faut distinguer — écrit Maurus - le fantaston, la fantastica et la 
fantasia. Le fantaston est discutable, c'est-à-dire si on peut dire ce dont on 
a une opinion, comme, selon les logiciens, la chimére; la fantasia est une 
opération de la vertu fantastique, c'est-à-dire l'imagination; la fantastica 
est soit la virtus imaginaria soit la cellule dans laquelle se fait cette 
opération. Il est évident que Maurus s'inspire en cet endroit du De natura 
hominis dans la version d' Alfanus de Salerne. 

Aprés cette digression, Maurus reprend sa tractation sur le processus 
de la connaissance. L'esprit modifié dans la cellule antérieure se dirige 
vers la cellule médiane où il représente ces mutations à l'áme, que celle-ci 
immédiatement examine et discerne. La cellule médiane est chaude et 
humide et posséde beaucoup d'esprit et de moelle. Elle est chaude et 
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humide pour permettre la digestion (digestio), car lorsqu’une discrétion du 
vrai du faux est effectuée, il y a également une séparation du pur de 
l’impur; la complexion chaude et humide est la plus tempérée et 
appropriée 4 l’opération de la vertu principale se déroulant dans la cellule 
médiane. Cette cellule contient également beaucoup d’esprit pour 
effectuer les opérations de la raison, ainsi que beaucoup de moelle pour 
éviter que les mouvements trés rapides de l'esprit ne brülent la substance 
du cerveau27. L'esprit modifié dans la cellule médiane est envoyé ensuite 
dans la partie postérieure du cerveau, oü 1l représente ces modifications à 
l'àme, que celle-ci congoit et communique à la mémoire. La cellule de la 
mémoire est froide et séche afin de permettre la rétention des choses 
imaginées et discernées; elle posséde peu d'esprit, car trés peu de 
mouvements ont lieu dans cette cellule, et peu de moelle, afin de ne pas 
empécher la circulation de l'esprit. 

Maurus conclut sa dissertation sur les trois vertus principales du 
cerveau en introduisant une question: pourquoi les animaux bruts 
manquent-ils de discernement ? Parce qu'ils ne possédent pas la cellule 


27 Ibid., f. 17va-b: «Est autem ymaginatio sensibilium proprietatum sine subiecto 
perceptio. Sensibilia sunt ut colores, sapores et hiis similia que sensu percipiuntur. In hoc 
enim differt sensus ab ymaginatione, quia sensus sensibiles proprietates percipit sine 
subiecti presentia. Ratione insensibilium per sensibilia comprehensio vel discretio, que 
dividitur in rationem partem et intellectum. Ratio pars est insensibilium proprietatum 
perceptio, ut caloris potentia vel frigiditatis et similium. Intellectus est insensibilium 
substantiarum perceptio, ut animarum, angelorum, cacodemonum et similium, que ut 
inquid Plato solius dei est et paucorum ad modum hominum. Memoria est eorum que 
ymaginatio concepit, ratio discrevit, formarum retentio. Dictum est quod in anteriori 
cellula capitis fit ymaginatio, in media ratio, in posteriori memoria. [...] Ymaginatio fit 
sine subiecti presentia, ut contingit in illis qui ymaginantur rem albam nullo presente albo. 
Et nota quod aliud est fantaston et aliud fantastica, et aliud fantasia; fantaston est opinabile, 
id scilicet si dici potest de quo habet opinio ut, secundum logycos, cymera; fantasia est 
operatio virtu«tis» fantastice scilicet ymaginatio; fantastica est vel virtus ymaginaria vel 
cellula in qua fit talis operatio. Spiritus inmutatus in anteriori cellula capitis recurrit ad 
mediam cellulam et ibi representat anime illas inmutationes quas cum anima suscipit statim 
anima ratiocinatur et discernit, unde ille inmutationes habent fieri. Media autem cellula 
calida fuit et humida, multum habens de spiritu et multum de medulla. Calida fuit et 
humida ut in ea iugeret digestio que per caliditatem et humiditatem operatur. Ibi enim 
debebat fieri discretio veri et falso, tamquam separatio puri ab impuro. Vel calida fuit et 
humida inter ceteras complexiones nulla fuit intemperata, ut calida et humida complexio». 
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médiane, bien qu’ils aient la cellule antérieure et la cellule postérieure. 

La theorie psycho-physiologique de la connaissance exposée par 
Maurus est certes de matrice augustinienne, comme il nous l’indique lui- 
méme. Elle s’inscrit dans une longue tradition néo-platonicienne où le 
corps est considéré comme l’instrument de l’àme; les sens recoivent des 
impressions du monde extérieur auxquelles l’àme préte son attention 
(intentio) afin de les juger et les ordonner. La sensibilité n’a pas de valeur 
en soi, les sens n’étant que la porte de l’äme sur l’univers sensible. 


CNRS, Paris 


VERA RODRIGUES 


IMAGO REI, IMAGINATIO, RATIO: 
ELEMENTOS PARA A COMPRENSÄO DA PHYSICA EM 
TEODORICO DE CHARTRES 


A concepção que, desde há mais de um século, nos apresenta o século 
XII como um século de “Renascença” e renovação é bem conhecida, e tem 
ainda hoje, após profundas e prolongadas polémicas, os seus mais 
credíveis defensores!. E-nos impossível referir aqui os momentos mais 
significativos desta polémica, apesar das incidências que eles não poderão 
deixar de ter sobre as principais linhas interpretativas dos autores do 
século XII. Limitamo-nos, portanto, a sublinhar que esta comunicação se 
inscreve, precisamente, sobre o pano de fundo do primeiro vasto 
movimento de traduções e, mais concretamente, sobre a ênfase que mais 
de um século de historiografia colocou sobre a propensão naturalista e 
“científica? da chamada escola de Chartres, em geral, e de Teodorico de 
Chartres, em particular. 

Seria demasiado longo invocar aqui os numerosos testemunhos 
historiográficos e hermenêuticos que, desde há mais de um século, nos 
apontam o mestre chartrense como representante de raro esforço de 
racionalização e de axiomatização do pensamento2, espírito extraordi- 
nariamente em avanço sobre o seu tempo, capaz de uma «audácia 
racionalista» que, segundo Duhem, somente em Kant encontrará um 
paralelo no que diz respeito à redução do papel do Criador na criagáo3. 


l Veja-se, por exemplo, o conceito de duplo Renascimento, endógeno e exógeno, 
proposto por A. DE LIBERA, La philosophie médiévale, Paris, PUF, 1993, pp. 310-12. 

2 Cfr P. DRONKE, «Thierry de Chartres», in P. DRONKE (ed.), A History of Twelfth- 
Century Philosophy, pp. 358-385. 

3 Cfr. P DUHEM, Le système du monde, t. III, Paris, Hermann, 1958, p. 188. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1027-1038. 
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Que se trate de um esforço deliberado e consciente de racionalização e de 
naturalização do conhecimento físico é o que o próprio Teodorico deixa 
manifesto, ao apresentar o seu tratado sobre a Genesis enquanto leitura 
secundum physicam4. Por outro lado, a índole neo-pitagórica e platónica 
do seu pensamento (poderosamente sustentada pelo De arithmetica de 
Boécio e pelo Timeu de Platão acompanhado do comentário de Calcídio) 
posta em relação com a matematização do real, que o nosso autor sabia 
exprimir em fórmulas de notável concisão, não podem senão contribuir 
para esta representação do mestre chartrense. Mais recentemente, a 
investigação sobre o vasto movimento de traduções a partir do árabe vem 
ainda confortar esta ideia. Que Teodorico de Chartres tenha estado em 
relação com personagens como Hermann de Carinthia ou Roberto de 
Chester e, portanto, com tudo o que na época se encontrava relacionado 
com a vanguarda científica que representava o saber de origem ou 
mediação árabe; que tenha introduzido no seu Eptatheucon a tradução tão 
recente dos Elementos de Euclides, atribuída a Adelardo de Baths; que 
tenha sido o primeiro a comentar os Primeiros analíticos ou as Refutações 
sofísticas - enfim, são muitos e diversificados os elementos que 
convergem para uma personalidade ímpar, desenvolvendo um esforço 
extraordinário de racionalização e de articulação orgânica dos vários 
domínios do conhecimento. 

Ora, é precisamente neste quadro global que nos propomos analisar a 
concepção da physica em Teodorico. Cumprirá, por conseguinte, proceder 
a um exame das faculdades que são próprias deste domínio do saber, bem 
como do objecto específico que lhes corresponde. Da caracterização da 
natureza e função de cada uma das faculdades — e, designadamente, da 
imaginatio e da ratio — dependerá, como veremos, a determinação do grau 
de legitimidade e de racionalidade da primeira das três partes da 


4 Cfr. N. HARING (ed.), Commentaries on Boethius by Thierry of Chartres and his 
School, Toronto, PIMS, 1971, p. 555. (Todas as referências às obras atribuídas a Teodorico 
ou consideradas dependentes do seu ensino — Commentum, Glosa, Lectiones ~ são feitas 
nos termos desta edição de N. Häring, o último número referido indicando a página desta 
edição). 

5 Trata-se, na verdade, da chamada versão Adelardo II, cuja paternidade provável 
caberá, não a Adelardo, mas a Roberto de Chester. Sobre a extremamente complexa 
questão das primeiras traduções latinas dos Elementos de Euclides no século XII, veja-se 
o excelente ponto da situação feito por H.L.L. BUSARD, «Über den lateinischen Euklid im 
Mittelalter», Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 8 (1998), p. 97-129. 
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speculativa. O que, como se compreende, não será isento de implicações 
na apreciação da importância e alcance efectivos do pendor naturalista do 
mestre chartrense. 

À excepção de uma brevíssima passagem no Tractatus de sex dierum 
operibus6, a discussão teodoriciana da natureza do conhecimento e das 
faculdades humanas que lhe correspondem ocorre nos comentários ao De 
Trinitade de Boécio e, mais precisamente, ao cap. II do opúsculo boéciano. 
O que, de resto, nada tem de surpreendente, uma vez que se tratam de 
comentários filosóficos contínuos, e que é neste capítulo que Boécio 
define e caracteriza as disciplinas da speculativa (physica, mathematica, 
theologia), designadamente através da caracterização dos seus objectos. 

Sabemos que, para Boécio, o objecto de cada um destes três domínios 
é invariavelmente a Forma, cuja identificação ao esse perpassa a obra 
boéciana e assume no De hebdomadibus a sua mais sistemática expressão. 
Os critérios de distinção dos objectos do conhecimento, e portanto das 
respectivas disciplinas, consistiräo por seu turno no grau de abstracção (da 
matéria) e de movimento (dos corpos singulares). Assim, a physica estuda 
o movimento e o composto concreto, na medida em que é constituído pela 
forma e pela matéria; a mathematica estuda o mesmo composto enquanto 
composto, ou seja, enquanto indivíduo, mas sem o movimento, porque 
sem matéria; a theologia, por último, estuda a forma das formas (forma 
formarum) sem qualquer relação com a matéria nem com o movimento, ou 
seja, a Divina Substância”. 

A unidade orgânica da obra boéciana é perfeitamente apreendida e 
assimilada por Teodorico. A essa luz se compreende a articulação teórica, 
operada pelo mestre chartrense, entre a caracterização das três partes da 
speculativa, tal como aparece no cap. Il do De Trinitate, a teoria das 
faculdades exposta nas prosas 4 e 5 do liv. V da Consolatio e, por áltimo, 
a teoria da forma na formulação sistemática que dela é feita no De 
hebdomadibus (que, muito provavelmente, Teodorico também terá 
comentado). O que significa, por outro lado, que a concepgäo teodoriciana 
da physica será estruturalmente tributária dessa imbricação do plano 
metafísico e do plano gnoseológico, cara à tradição platónica e neo- 


6 Cfr. Tract., 11, 560, onde Teodorico se refere muito rapidamente aos sentidos e 
à imaginação. 

7 Boécio, De Trinitate, Il (Stewart-Rand-Tester (ed.), Londres, Loeb, 1973, p. 8- 
12). 
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platönica e particularmente presente na efeverescéncia boéciana a que se 
assiste no sec. XIIS. 

Partindo portanto de Bo&cio, Teodorico de Chartres define a physica 
como a primeira das partes do conhecimento das causas das coisas. O seu 
objecto säo as formas nos corpos, indissociäveis da matéria e em 
movimento. Ou seja, säo os seres concretos ou actualia, compostos de 
matéria e de forma e submetidos ao movimento em virtude da uniäo 
mesma da matéria e da forma9. A regiäo ontolögica que lhe corresponde é 
denominada, em terminologia teodoriciana, possibilitas determinata, 
possibilidade e potencialidade relevantes da matéria, determinação 
relevante da formal0. Caberá à physica, por conseguinte, estudar o 
movimento — local, tal como aparece descrito e explicado no Tractatus — 
mas, sobretudo, substancial. Ora, estudar o movimento substancial 
equivale a estudar o movimento das próprias formas, e a maneira como 
cedem lugar a outras formas11. Com efeito, pela identificação entre forma 
e ser (em termos boecianos, e designadamente segundo o De 
hebdomadibus), resulta que todo e qualquer conhecimento das coisas, res, 
é conhecimento da forma. Peculiar à physica é o facto de tratar unicamente 
as formas na matéria, e unicamente na medida em que estão na matéria, e 
portanto em movimento. Como diz Teodorico, de maneira de resto 
bastante ambígua, se não estivessem na matéria, estas formas seriam 
noções, e já não natureza. Ora, a physica é precisamente naturezal2. 

Noutra passagem, a physis é descrita como tendo por objecto os 
próprios corpos, e tendo como princípio os elementos. A corporalidade e 
materialidade do seu objecto distinguem-na precisamente da mathematica. 
Na mesma passagem, a segunda disciplina da speculativa é apresentada 
como tendo por objecto os incorporais que estão nos corpos, tais como as 


8 Que me seja aqui permitida a referência ao meu artigo «La conception de la 
philosophie chez Thierry de Chartres», Mediaevalia. Textos e Estudos, 11-12 (1997), p. 
119-37, onde esta questão é abordada com mais pormenor. 

9 Lectiones, II, 19, 161: «Natura enim uocatur forma inmateriata». Cfr., também, 
entre numerosas outras passagens, e.g. Comm., II, 8, 71; IL, 28, 77; IV, 7, 97; Glosa, II, 25, 
274. 

10 Glosa, II, 36, 276; Lect. II, 10, 108. 

11 Comm., II, 9-15, 72-73; Tract., 7-10, 542. 

D Comm., II, 8, 70-71: «Phisis namque natura interpretatur. Et hoc quidem loco 
natura dicitur forma in materia que si extra materiam consideratur non natura sed notio 
nuncupatur». Cfr. também Tract., 24-25, 573. 
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linhas e as superficies. Se a physica tem como principio os elementos 
(principios dos corpos), a mathematica tem como principio os nümeros 
(principio das disciplinas do quadrivium), e deles desce até as proporgöes 
e às grandezas13. 

A caracterização das faculdades precede (no Commentum) ou sucede 
(nas Glosas e nas Lectiones) a teorização do domínio de cada uma das 
partes da speculativa. Em todos os casos, o quadro teörico € perfeitamente 
boéciano e o pressuposto hermenêutico, o da adequação entre faculdades 
e objecto de conhecimento, tal como é transmitido pela tradição platónica 
e neoplatónica. Nos termos do mestre chartrense: as faculdades da alma e 
os modos da rerum universitas devem ser distintos e caracterizados de 
maneira a que se articulem e correspondam!4. 

Ora, se a physica se distingue pela materialidade do seu objecto, o 
mesmo acontecerá com as faculdades que lhe correspondem. Ou seja, a 
physica é o único domínio da speculativa no qual a alma utiliza o corpo (e 
não a si mesma) como instrumento do conhecimento. Isto é válido, desde 
logo, para os sentidos, como é bom de ver15. Mas é válido, também, para 
as duas restantes faculdades da physica, a imaginatio e a ratio, ambas 
definidas como um spiritus quidam, de natureza material e corpórea, com 
localizações cerebrais bem determinadas, como veremos um pouco 
adiante. Contrariamente ao que acontece na physica (e, a fortiori, na 
theologia), é a si mesma que a alma utiliza como instrumento na 
mathematica, abandonando por conseguinte, e pela primeira vez na ascese 
do conhecimento, toda a relação directa com a matérial6. 


13 Lectiones, prol. 4.126: «et mathematica cuius est principium de numeris et inde 
descendit ad proportiones et ad magnitudines et est de incorporeis que sunt circa corpora 
sicut de linea superficie et de ceteris in hunc modum: et phisica que est de ipsis corporibus 
et habet principium a quatuor elementis». 

14 Glosa, II, 4, 269: «Igitur anime uires diuidamus modosque uniuersitatis rerum 
earumque rerum naturas in ipsis modis ut quomodo res iuxta proprietates illas et quibus 
uirus comprehendi debeant in his distinctionibus innotescat». 

15 Comm., II, 3, 68-69: «Quandoque uero [anima] corpore pro instrumento fungitur. 
Fit itaque ut corporeo plerumque grosso et testeo utatur instumento. Quod euenit quociens 
uisum uel ceteros sensus instrumentis exercet corporeis». 

16 Comm., II, 9, 71: «In mathematica quoque intelligentia utitur et se ipsa pro 
instrumento sed solas corporum formas abstractas quidem a materia intuetur. Phisica uero 
rationalis est. Cum ergo phisice agimus ratione utitur anima pro instrumento: scilicet 
rationali utens spiritu». 
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As faculdades boécianas da physica — sentidos, imaginagäo, razäo — 
são portanto, para Teodorico, grosseiras e pouco acuradas17. A physica é 
plenamente, e em todos os aspectos, o dominio da materialidade e da 
corporeidade. Não só tem como objecto as formas na matéria, como as 
faculdades mesmas que lhe säo pröprias säo também elas matéria e corpo. 

A tematizacäo teodoriciana de cada uma destas faculdades é 
invariavelmente desenvolvida na sua relação com a teoria metafísica dos 
modos da rerum universitas. No entanto, se a teorização da physica, da sua 
natureza e do seu objecto recebe do mestre chartrense desenvolvimentos 
particularmente aprofundados — precisamente na medida em que 
corresponde ao modo da rerum universitas a que Teodorico chama 
possibilitas determinata — o mesmo não se passa com o tratamento 
concedido às faculdades, que, essas, não têm em rigor um pendente 
ontológico. Os sentidos são geralmente considerados como faculdades 
pelas quais percebemos imediatamente os corpos concretos, ou seja: 
permitem a apreensão da forma na matéria, em presença do corpo concreto 
em que essa forma se encontra. Enquanto imaginação (imaginatio) a alma 
utiliza um spiritus subtilior (relativamente aos sentidos), e tem como 
objecto a forma, mas fazendo abstracção da matéria. No entanto, e porque 
considera ainda o ser concreto e a forma singular na matéria (mesmo na 
ausência desse ser e fazendo abstracção da matéria), a imaginação produz 
unicamente uma percepção confusa, e é incapaz de discernimento. É 
incapaz, por exemplo, de distinguir o branco do pretol8. A faculdade de 
discernimento — e portanto de juízo — pertence unicamente à ratio, 
faculdade em que a alma, contrariamente ao que acontece com os sentidos 
e com a imaginação, encontra em si mesma o princípio do seu movimento, 
e ganha por conseguinte uma certa autonomia relativamente ao 
instrumento corpóreo de que se servel?. 

Numa única passagem, Teodorico nos apresenta uma caracterização 
dos sentidos, da imaginação e da razão que vai além da simples referência 
ao modo de percepção da forma — e retomamos o que já acima aludimos 


17 Comm. II, 3-6, 68-70. 

18 Comm. II, 4, 69: «Utens igitur illo instrumento anima aliquando plus subtiliatur: 
adeo scilicet ut formam rei absente corporere comprehendat sed confuse. Neque enim 
album a nigro neque, ut generaliter loquar, statum a statu discernit uel separat». Cfr. 
também Glosa, II, 5, 269. 

19 Glosa, II, 6, 269: «Ratio autem est uis anime sui agilitate sese mouens (...)». 
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sobre a localizacäo das faculdades. Os sentidos säo agora apresentados 
como faculdade da alma, vis animae, pelas qual, ao animal, € dada a 
sensibilidade20. 

Enquanto sensibilidade, precisamente, a alma parte dos cinco sentidos 
e, pelas artérias, chega ao cérebro. No cérebro, mais precisamente na 
phantastica cellula, a imaginagäo trata os dados colhidos, formando enfim 
as imagens respectivas2l. É sobre estas que se exercerá entäo o 
discernimento próprio da razáo. Nessa medida, justamente, a razáo é a 
primeira faculdade especificamente humana: abstraindo a partir de uma 
pluralidade, é capaz de, pelo seu movimento, distinguir estados e 
condicöes e alcangar o universal, ainda que de forma medíocre e grosseira. 
Mais ainda: é na sua própria capacidade de movimento que reside a 
peculiaridade humana da ratio, ou seja, a sua capacidade de produzir 
intellectus, comuns a todos os homens22 — e por isso susceptíveis de 
garantir a universalidade do humano e do conhecimento da physica23. 

No quadro restricto desta comunicagäo, limitamo-nos a colocar em 
evidéncia dois aspectos que, nesta passagem, se nos afiguram 
particularmente dignos de nota. Trata-se, por um lado, do ünico caso em 
que a função da imaginação como produtora de imagens nos aparece mais 
explicitamente. Permite-nos, por exemplo, imaginar Júlio César, baixo, 
calvo, pálido e sem pélos24, como diz Teodorico. O interesse desta função 
remete-nos, por seu turno, para a importância que detinha, para os autores 


20 É, de resto, a única passagem em que se encontram enumerados os cinco 
sentidos: Glosa, II, 4, 269: «Sensus est uis anime comprehensiva corporeorum ex qua 
animal sentire dicitur ueluti cum uidemus colorata, audimus voces, humecto aere odoratus 
tenetur, humido terreo gustus tangitur, solido tactus offenditur». 

21 Glosa, U, 9, 270: «Sic itaque anima primum est sensus ex arteriis a cerebro 
profluentibus quinquepartito. Deinde uisarum recolens imaginum fit imaginatio utens 
phantastice celle spiritu in imaginando». 

22 Veja-se, com efeito, o que se afirma em Glosa, II, 9, 270, e, um pouco mais à 
frente, em Glosa, II, 7, 285. A complexidade e a importância das questões implicadas 
nestas passagens obrigam-nos a sublinhar aqui unicamente a vocacäo de generalidade e, 
sobretudo, de universalidade da ratio, não obstante a passagem no Comm., II, 4, 69, em que 
a progressáo da ratio é dita «per singula». 

23 Dai, o carácter universal da physica, näo obstante a materialidade das suas 
faculdades. A speculativa é, neste sentido, o conhecimento do universal, em todas e em 
cada uma das suas partes. Cfr. Glosa, II, 2, 269. 


24 Cfr. Glosa, U, 5, 269. 
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da chamada Escola de Chartres, a tematizacäo da causalidade exemplar, 
nela compreendida a causalidade humana e o poder criador do homem. 
Significativo do embaraco e da ambiguidade do estatuto concedido ä 
imaginatio — em particular da sua natureza cabalmente animal - é, sem 
düvida, o facto de nunca o mestre chartrense invocar esta capacidade de 
produção de imagens no contexto da criação humana e da discussão do 
tipo de causalidade, e natureza da forma, nela implicada. Da mesma 
maneira, de resto, que a imaginatio é considerada bastante aquém do 
domínio da mathematica, muito embora esta tenha como objectos as 
figuras e as proporções. | 

Por outro lado, é nesta passagem — a única em que o processo de 
percepção é exposto de maneira um pouco mais desenvolvida — que, pela 
primeira e única vez, os sentidos e a imaginação são explicitamente 
afirmados como faculdades animais, definindo a anima bestialis25. No que 
diz respeito especificamente à imaginatio, uma outra passagem apenas a 
apresenta no seu aspecto mais funcional. Trata-se da passagem no 
Commentum, 114,69 onde podemos ler que a faculdade que os antigos 
chamavam imaginatio é definida pelos physici como um certo spiritus 
(spiritus quidam), localizado na cellula phantastica; a articulação 
orgânica da imaginação e da razão é tal que a cellula phantastica se 
encontra muitíssimo próxima da cellula rationalis, situada, esta, in media 
parte capitis26. De resto, segundo Teodorico, é precisamente em virtude 
desta proximidade que os estóicos identificaram as duas faculdades, 
embora sejam diferentes27. 

Ora, se é certo que a terminologia utlizada nestas duas passagens é a 
terminologia dos physici, físicos ou médicos — e, designadamente, do 
Pantegni de Constantino Africano, onde bebeu avidamente Guilherme de 


25 Cfr. Glosa, H 10, 270: «Sic anima bestialis est cum sensu detinetur atque 
imaginatione». 

26 As opções assumidas por N. Háring na edição dos textos de Teodorico, e 
particulamente as regras de pontuação seguidas, podem induzir em erro o leitor mais 
atento. Foi sem dúvida o caso de A.-M. BAUTIER, «Phantasia-Imaginatio. De l'image à 
l’imaginaire dans les textes du haut moyen äge» in M. FATTORI, M. BIANCHI (eds.), 
Phantasia-Imaginatio (V? Colloquio Internazionale, Roma 9-11 gennaio 1986), Roma, Ed. 
dell" Ateneo, 1988, p. 104. Trata-se, na realidade, de um parágrafo que deveria ocorrer, nào 
no termo da lin. 45, mas, sim, na frase seguinte, terminada em «imaginatio a ueteribus 
appellatur». O mestre chartrense é claro: «Est autem in media parte capitis i.e. in rationali 
cellula spiritus quidam tenuissimus: lux uidelicet etherea». 

27 Comm. II, 5, 69-70. 
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Conches — não é menos certo que estas são as únicas reverberações das 
novas fontes físicas recentemente intróduzidas no norte de França. Que se 
trate de terminologia flutuante ou do que poderíamos chamar hoje 
“conceitos nómadas”, ou, ainda, de um conhecimento extremamente 
superficial das novas doutrinas (contrastando com a seriedade e a 
sistematicidade tão características do nosso autor) o facto é que, em mais 
nenhuma outra passagem, encontramos elementos susceptíveis de revelar 
um conhecimento das novas fontes médicas. O mesmo desconhecimento 
desconcertante se aplica à tradução do De natura hominis de Nemésio, 
feita por Alfano de Salemo e amplamente utilizada por Guilherme de 
Conches28. Trata-se, no entanto, do mesmo Teodorico que se encontra 
efectivamente em relação com uma constelação de espíritos inquietos em 
busca de novos saberes, particularmente de origem ou mediação árabe 
(Hermann de Carinthia, Roberto de Chester). Trata-se do mestre que inclui 
no seu Eptatheucon, com uma precocidade surpreendente, as 
recentíssimas traduções dos Elementos de Euclides ou das tábuas de al- 
Khwarizmi. 

O desinteresse pelas faculdades secundárias ou auxiliares (ingenium, 
memoria, opinio), tematizadas no entanto em fontes correntes e 
prestigiadas29, a omissão absoluta do tratamento da memória, em qualquer 
das suas funções, e não obstante a sua importância na tradição 
augustiniana, configuram-se assim como indícios fortes apontando para 
um outro centro de gravidade do pensamento teodoriciano. Mais 
importante do que o processo de percepção ou do que uma noética 
sistematicamente formulada será, para o nosso mestre, a definição da 
natureza e das condições de possibilidade dos próprios domínios do saber. 
Teorização que, à luz dos princípios platónicos e neo-platónicos 
assumidos, se prende tanto com a definição de um domínio material como, 
e sobretudo, com as suas condições de validade, fundamentadas, essas, na 


28 Sobre a presença e testemunhos de manuscritos científicos em Chartres no séc. 
XII e a introdução de novos textos, designadamente de medicina (Articella, Pantegni) e de 
astronomia (textos de tradição gerbertiana, Preceptum canonis Ptolomei), veja-se €. 
BURNETT, «The content and affiliation of the scientific manuscripts written at, or brought 
to, Chartres in the time of John of Salisbury», in M. WILKS (ed.), The World of John of 
Salisbury, Oxford, Blackwell, 1994, p. 127-160. 

29 E, desde logo, na tradição agostiniana. Cfr. P. FLURY, «Phantasia und Imaginatio 
im Bereich des antiken Lateins» in M. FATTORI, M. BIANCHI (eds.), Phantasia-Imaginatio, 
op.cit, p. 76-79. 
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definição de um dispositivo metafísico que as estruture e as defina. Assim 
se compreende que a questäo das faculdades merega um interesse menor 
relativamente ao que exige a definicäo do pröprio objecto da physica. 
Definir e caracterizar os dominios das disciplinas da speculativa equivale 
assim a definir as regiöes ontolögicas correspon-dentes ou, como diz 
Teodorico, os modos da rerum universitas. 

Nesse sentido se deveräo compreender os longos excursos que, da 
teorização da physica — e das duas faculdades — nos conduzem à 
consideragäo da possibilitas determinata, modo da rerum universitas a que 
correspondem os actualia ou seres concretos. Assinalado pela 
materialidade das faculdades que Ihe correspondem e pela materialidade (e 
portanto potencialidade) do seu objecto, o conhecimento da physica seria, 
desde logo, grosseiro e incapaz de encontrar em si mesmo as suas 
condições de verdade e de necessidade, não obstante o carácter de 
universalidade que lhe é conferido pela ratio, faculdade especificamente 
humana. A estas razões vem acrescentar-se uma outra, qualitativamente 
diferente e, essa sim, merecedora de amplos desenvolvimentos pelo mestre 
chartrense. Trata-se da insuficéncia ôntica do próprio objecto da primeira 
das partes da speculativa. Ou seja, as formas na matéria, que constituem o 
objecto da physica, não são verdadeiras formas — que, essas, não podem 
nunca misturar-se com a matéria — mas imagens ou cópias das verdadeiras 
formas. Não são portanto verdadeiras30; o conhecimento que delas resulta 
é forçosamente um conhecimento aproximativo, não verdadeiro também 
ele, mas tão aproximado como o círculo na água se aproxima do círculo 
em si mesmo, ou do círculo perfeito31. Por outras palavras: o fundamento 
da physica é extrínseco e retroactivo, na medida em que consiste 


30 O que representa, como se sabe, um traço constitutivo comum aos vários 
platonismos, desenvolvido nomeadamente por Calcídio no seu comentário ao Timeu. Veja- 
se em particular, sobre a noção de species nativa (central em Bernardo de Chartres), T. 
GREGORY, «Note sul platonismo della scuola di Chartres - la dottrina delle specie native», 
Giornale critico della filosofia italiana 32 (1953), p. 358-62. 

31 Lectiones, IL 47, 170: «Imago enim a philosophis uocatur forma immateriata. 
Imago scilicet eo quod in materia non potest esse ueritas sed imago tantum ueritatis sicut 
in mathematica potest uideri: in circulo qui in se uerus est. Si euro admisceatur materie fit 
imago circuli, non uerus circulus. In materia enim non potest retineri ueritas propter fluxum 
materie». Que a teoria teodoriciana da forma-imago seja profundamente tributária de 
Agostinho é o que podemos concluir das várias referéncias explícitas que o nosso mestre faz 
a Agostinho. Sobre a imagem do círculo, em particular, cfr. Agostinho, Soliloquium, II, 17. 
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precisamente na mathematica, cujo princípio é o número e cujo objecto é a 
forma abstraída da matéria — e já não a imagem da forma. Só na 
mathematica se cumpre verdadeiramente a universalidade esboçada pela 
ratio physica. Nesse sentido, e de maneira mediata, a physica é 
efectivamente objecto de uma requalificação noética, cujo pendente 
metafísico consiste na doutrina da explicatio e da complicatio da rerum 
universitas32 (e, portanto, da própria forma). Prova dessa requalificação nos 
dá Teodorico no seu Tractatus, exposição cosmogónica secundum physicam. 

Em qualquer dos casos, que o pendor metafísico do mestre chartrense 
seja predominante, no quadro embora de um interesse profundo pelas 
disciplinas do quadrivium, é o que nos parece indicar a parte mais 
substancial e original da sua obra. Relegados para segundo plano, os 
aspectos estrictamente gnoseológicos da sua reflexão parecem decorrer 
quase subsidiariamente de uma teorização ontológica particularmente 
complexa e delicada. O naturalismo explícito e virtualmente autónomo de 
um autor como Guilherme de Conches, abrindo o espaço em que virá 
instalar-se pouco depois a física aristotélica encontra-se bastante distante 
do nosso autor. Mais do que proceder a uma implementação de princípios 
ou a uma elaboração de conteúdos, trata-se, para Teodorico, de definir e 
caracterizar, teorica mas sobretudo ontologicamente, os domínios e limites 
das diversas partes do conhecimento das causas. No centro desta 
teorização se situa, em plena tradição platónica e neo-platónica, a teoria da 
forma e a concepção de imagem, forma nativa ou simulacro da verdadeira 
forma. Na mesma linha de orientação encontramos, num comentário 
anónimo ao Asclepius, datävel do segundo quarto do séc. XII33, uma teoria 
da forma e do ser cujos pontos de contacto com o pensamento de 
Teodorico de Chartres nos parecem longe de ser fortuitos. As 
expressões «imaginaria cognitio»34 ou a consideração do corpo humano 


32 Glosa, II, 20, 273: «Hec igitur uniuersitas quam in quandam simplicitatem in se 
complicauit absoluta necessitas explicatur in formarum atque in imaginum ueritates quas 
ideas dicimus». 

33 P. LUCENTINI (ed.), «Glosae super Trimegistum. Un commento medievale 
all’Asclepius ermetico» in Archives d'Histoire Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age 62 
(1995) 210-282. 

34 Cuja origem é, muito provavelmente, Agostinho, onde encontramos a expressão 
cogitatio imaginaria: cfr. In Ioh. euang. tractatus, tract. 102, par. 4,10; Solliloquium, IL 17- 
22. 
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como composto «ex imaginariis elementis»35 säo alguns dos aspectos que 
se nos afiguram particularmente interessantes neste comentário. Um 
pouco antes, Clarembaldo de Arras, discípulo de Teodorico, alude ao 
carácter “imaginário” do conhecimento do sensível36. Se devemos 
provavelmente remontar a Calcídio e a Agostinho para encontrar as fontes 
mais explicitamente próximas desta formulação, não assumirimos 
certamente riscos excessivos ao considerar os comentários de Teodorico 
de Chartres ao De Trinitate como um momento particularmente 
privilegiado da sua elaboração; e, nessa medida, como um testemunho 
incontornável das nuances e polaridades diversas assumidas pelas 
múltiplas orientações que compõem essa vasta constelação teórica a que 
se dá o nome cabal de platonismo do século XII*. 


École Pratique des Hautes Etudes - 
Gabinete de Filosofia Medieval, Porto 


35 P. LUCENTINI (ed.), Glosae super Trimegistum, ed. cit., respectivamente § 37, p. 
235 e 8 54, p. 232. 

36 Clarembaldo de Arras, Tractatus super Librum Boetii de Trinitate, 11,61: cfr. N. 
HániNG, Life and works of Clarembald of Arras, Toronto, PIMS, 1965, p. 131. 

*  Ainvestigacáo e elaboracäo deste artigo apenas foram tornados possíveis pelo 
apoio que a Fundacäo Calouste Gulbenkian, sob a forma de uma bolsa, teve a generosidade 
de nos facultar. Deixamos aqui expresso o nosso maior agradecimento. 
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LOS LIMITES DEL CONOCIMIENTO: 
JUAN DE SALISBURY Y FRANCESCO PETRARCA 


AI medievalista gallego César L. Raña Dafonte, maestro 
y amigo, especialista en la filosofía europea del siglo XII 


Juan de Salisbury (1110/20-1180) es uno de los intelectuales mäs 
destacados del movimiento humanista europeo del siglo XII, nacido al abrigo 
de las escuelas urbanas de la época (en especial de la Escuela de Chartres). 
Francesco Petrarca (1304-1374) fue una de las figuras más relevantes entre los 
precursores del Humanismo italiano y europeo de los siglos KV y XVI. Entre 
ellos, salvando los dos siglos que les separan, y como ya han sefialado los 
especialistas, existen numerosas coincidencias y afinidades!. 


1 Cfr. CL. RANA DAFONTE, «El humanismo del siglo XII y su proyección en el 
humanismo renacentista», en Filosofía y Ciencia en el Renacimiento, Santiago de 
Compostela, Serv. de Public. de la Universidad de Santiago, 1988, pp. 357-362; y, más 
recientemente, la espléndida monografía Juan de Salisbury (1110/20-1180), Madrid, 
Ediciones del Orto, 1999, además de otros muchos trabajos. Pero tampoco debemos olvidar 
que estas dos centurias fueron cruciales en la historia y evolución de la cultura europea. 
Entre 1180 y 1380, por ejemplo, se había asistido al «redescubrimiento de Aristóteles» y al 
nacimiento y desarrollo de la Escolática en los siglos XIII y XIV. Y, en este mismo 
horizonte, igualmente relevante va a ser la penetración de las ideas «impías», al decir de 
Petrarca, de Averroes en Occidente. Juan es casi estrictamente contemporáneo de Averroes 
(1126-1198), incluso un poco mayor que él, y las ünicas doctrinas «temerarias» que 
conoce, y que causarán tanto impacto en él, son las condenadas (o delatadas) por Bernardo 
de Claraval y el aparato oficial de la Iglesia, por la ortodoxia católica, a través de Sínodos 
o Concilios, de Pedro Abelardo, Arnaldo de Brescia o Gilberto Porretano, figuras todas 
ellas muy cercanas a Juan y que evoca, en el calor de sus propios recuerdos y de la más 
candente actualidad, en su Historia Pontificalis (notas, recuerdos y experiencias de los 
años en la Curia romana, 1148-1152, redactados en la Abadía de San Remigio en 1162- 
1170, de la que era abad su amigo Pierre de Celle). Ni siquiera se había desatado todavía 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. II, pp. 1039-1052. 
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«AQUELLA TERRIBLE VISION» 


Juan, marcado por la teoria de la «verdad» heredada de la Escuela de 
Chartres (platonismo sincrético o, al decir de E Gilson, «polimorfo»), 
fertilizada por la lögica integra de Aristöteles, que divulga en su 
Metalogicon (1159) y que presumiblemente conociö de las traducciones 
recientes efectuadas en el Sur de Italia 2, templando el hierro al rojo de la 


en su extrema virulencia, por ejemplo, la herejfa cätara, que pronto habria de convulsionar 
la Europa del sur. Präcticamente, el único «neopagano» que conoce —porque para él los 
mejores autores antiguos, son cristianos, mejor catölicos, en potencia, aunque, por 
desgracia para ellos, todavia sin la Luz de la Revelación— es el personaje ficticio del 
Dialogus inter philosophum, iudaeum et christianum (1141-1142) del que fuera su maestro 
de lögica Pedro Abelardo, aquél «fil6sofo» que dice creer tan s6lo en la ley natural y en la 
razón, ...si es que llegó a leer el texto. Los cambios, culturales e históricos, fueron, pues, 
importantes en estos dos siglos y explican en parte algunas diferencias de talante y 
posicionamiento filosöfico que encontramos en ambos personajes. Por ejemplo, la actitud 
ante la figura de Aristöteles, de marcada y creciente admiraciön por parte de Juan de 
Salisbury, pero claramente negativa en el caso de Petrarca, que lo juzga con severos ojos 
anti-averroistas (en su ira y menosprecio hacia los intermediarios árabes, tiende, en efecto, 
a confundir Aristöteles con Averroes), a quien hace responsable de los excesos de los 
dialécticos de su época (saber limitado y «deshumanizado») y en quien denuncia la pobreza 
de contenidos, en general, en el plano ético-politico (donde, dejando a un lado las 
Escrituras Sagradas y los Padres, los estoicos sin duda le aventajan). Por lo demás, 
intelectuales de su tiempo como eran, no dejaron de plantearse desafios y paradojas, como 
la que nos ocupa: el problema del conocimiento, su naturaleza y limites, 0, lo que es lo 
mismo, en ültimo término, el problema del escepticismo. Para el conocimiento que Juan de 
Salisbury tenia de Aristöteles: Cfr. E. JEAUNEAU, «Jean de Salisbury et la lecture des 
philosophes», en M. WILKS (ed.), The World of John of Salisbury, Cambridge, Blackwell 
Publishers, 1998, pp. 74-108. Como enseguida se aclarará, no se trata de escribir aquí un 
nuevo capîtulo, o revisitar uno antiguo, de la historia de los avatares de los Academica de 
Cicerön, al modo de los estudios de Ch. C. Schmitt (Cfr. Ch. B. SCHMITT, Cicero scepticus: 
a study of the influence ofthe Academica in the Renaissance, The Hague, Martinus Nijhoff, 
1972, Chapter II, «The Academica and its influence and distribution in Antiquity and the 
Middle Ages», pp. 18-42, para Juan de Salisbury, pp. 36-38), ni siquiera analizar la forma 
en que este texto, a modo de «sombra de una sombra», es recibido y metabolizado en el 
Contra académicos de San Agustin. Juan, y no digamos Petrarca, parecen ajenos al 
contexto del debate doctrinal en que surge dicho escepticismo, a las problemäticas en torno 
a la noci6n de «evidencia», fisiologia de la percepción o reacción anti-aristotélica en que 
se inscribe, en parte por desconocer realmente las fuentes griegas (no sélo Sexto Empirico, 
sino incluso al mismo Diögenes Laercio), en parte por desinterés personal. 

2 Jacobo de Venecia traducía hacia 1128, los primeros y segundo Analíticos, los 
Tópicos y las Refutaciones Sofísticas, el organon íntegro de Aristóteles se recupera entre 
1120 y 1160. Pasó allí grandes temporadas (Apulia, 1155-1159) acompafiando el Papa 
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cultura pagana con el agua «purificadora» de la pagina sacra y los Padres 
de la Iglesia, vive la singular y determinante experiencia histörica de la 
condena, en el Sinodo de Sens (1140-1141) y en el Concilio de Reims 
(1148), con Bernardo de Claraval en la figura de gran inquisidor, de los, 
considerados por la ortodoxia, excesos o audacias «racionalista» de quienes 
fueran sus maestros, en lögica y teologia, respectivamente, Pedro Abelardo y 
Gilberto Porretano (una primera advertencia la habia tenido ya el «peripatético 
Palatino» en el Sinodo de Soissons de 1121). Para él, hombre de fe profunda, 
escritor que reivindica a los cläsicos greco-latinos en la convicciön de que, a 
un cierto nivel, «filosofia» y «religión» son dos hermanas gemelas, esta 
experiencia fue, creemos, absolutamente determinante. Baste tomar el 
Policraticus (1159) para entenderlo en su justa medida. El frecuente recurso a 
la sátira y la apelación al escepticismo académico son dos manifestaciones o 
síntomas, sin duda los más obvios pero no únicos, de tal impacto. Ciertos 
pasajes del libro apuntan en la misma dirección. 

Es en este contexto en el que, creemos, hay que entender la evocación 
del suefio, mejor pesadilla, «aquella terrible visión» le llamará Petrarca 
(Ign., 205), que S. Jerónimo narraba en una de sus cartas, la famosa 
Epístola XXII. Oigamos a Juan de Salisbury: 


La santa Madre Iglesia conoce, por el testimonio de Jerónimo, cómo él fue arrebatado 
hasta el Tribunal de Dios Juez, y allí, porque se dedicaba con demasiada vehemencia 
a los libros de los gentiles, fue obligado a prometer que tales libros, no sólo no los iba 
a leer, sino que ni los iba a tener. Y, antes de dicha promesa, se le había interrogado, y 
cuando dijo que él era cristiano, el juez le objetó, echándoselo en cara, que no era 
cristiano, sino ciceroniano. No me atrevería a afirmar, sin embargo, que esto se 
catalogue con el nombre de suefio, pues este verdaderísimo y prudentísimo doctor 
confirma, aun con juramento, que esto no fue sombra de un suefio, sino que la cosa 
verdaderamente sucedió así en una visita del Sefior. Para probar su afirmación, mostró, 
estando despierto, los cardenales de los azotes en su piel y las cicatrices de sus 
heridas3. 


Adriano IV (su compafiero de estudios y amigo, el inglés Nicoläs Breakpear). Por cierto, 
la clasificación de los tres tipos de lógica, demostrativa, probable y sofística, que deja 
establecida, no solo nos ayuda a comprender su propia teorfa de la verdad, deudora tanto 
del «platonismo» chartreano como de este «nuevo» Aristóteles, como su propia posición 
ante el tema del escepticismo. Vid., para este punto en concreto, entre otros valiosos 
trabajos suyos, M. BRASA Dfez, «Tres clases de lógica en Juan de Salisbury», en 
Miscellanea Medievalia, Berlin-New York, vol. 13/1, 1981, pp. 357-367. 

3 Juan de Salisbury, Policraticus. De las frivolidades de los cortesanos y las 
ensefianzas de los filösofos, M. ANGEL LADERO (ed.), Madrid, Editora Nacional, 1984, 
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Juan de Salisbury conocia bien los Academica de Cicerön, como otros 
textos de este autor en los que habla del escepticismo académico de la 
Antigiiedad (aunque nuestro Juan desconociere ciertamente las fuentes 
griegas), asi como el Contra academicos de San Agustin, en donde va a 
encontrar un principio de legitimaciön en su manipulaciön, en el marco de 
la causa de la fe, de estos materiales paganos. Habla de este ideario, 
ademas, en todas sus obras, unas de caräcter expositivo y otras de caräcter 
doctrinal: Entheticus, Metalogicum y Policraticus, redactadas en el 
fructifero y muy activo periodo de 1159 y 1160. En todas ellas, establecido 
el principio de que no existe ciencia sin Gracia, conocimiento sin 
Revelaciön, sabiduria verdadera al margen de la pagina sacra —por mas 
que los hombres, en su orgullo y vanidad, se empefien en elevar «mäquinas 
amenazantes al cielo», nuevas Torres de Babel, emblema de la sinrazön-, 
se detiene a reflexionar sobre la naturaleza y limites del saber humano. 

Restringiendo nuestro anälisis al Policraticus, suficientemente 
representativo de este abordaje al escepticismo académico, vemos, en 
primer lugar, que Juan, no se esfuerza siquiera al modo de San Jerönimo 
por purgar el tono académico de su estilo, sino que, ya desde el Prölogo, 
se declara abiertamente ciceroniano en este punto. No se trata de una pura 
cuestiön de estilo, por más que le fascine el de Marco Tulio, sino de 
prudencia o cautela intelectual, 0, como dirà en otro lugar, de «modestia» 
(Cfr. P., VII, 1, 502), virtud cristiana por excelencia pero legado 
obviamente cläsico. 


No me avergiienzo de pertenecer a la escuela de los académicos, y, en lo dudoso para 
el sabio, no dejo de seguir sus huellas. Pues, aunque esta secta parece oscurecer todas 
las cosas, no hay ninguna que indague la verdad con mäs vigor, y, segün Cicerön (que 
se acercö en ella en su vejez), ninguna estä mäs cerca del propio enriquecimiento. En 
lo que incidentalmente se dice sobre la providencia, el destino, el libre albedrio y 
temas semejantes, me encontrarás más cerca de los académicos que como temerario 
sustentador de tesis firmes ante lo que es dudoso (P., Prölogo, 105)4. 


Libro II, Cap. 17, p. 179 (citaremos siempre por esta ediciön, con la abreviatura P., libro, 
capitulo y página). Juan de Salisbury se está refiriendo a la epístola de San Jerónimo a 
Eustoquia (384) (Cfr. San Jerönimo, Cartas, ediciön bilingiie, introduceiön, versiön y notas 
por D. Ruiz BUENO, Madrid, Biblioteca de Autores Cristianos, 1962, Epístola XXII a 
Eustoquia, par. 30, pp. 191-193). 

4 Cotéjense otros pasajes paralelos: P., VII, 6, 517 o P., IL 22, 199-200 y 206. 
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Antes de caer en el pecado de injustificado dogmatismo, que no deja 
de ser finalmente un «pecado de razön», y en su mente tiene sin duda a 
Pedro Abelardo y Gilberto Porretano, coetáneos y maestros suyos5, el 
hombre debe reconocer que existen grados de certeza y «cuestiones 
oscuras» en la realidad, que le dificultan la comprensiön de ésta, por mäs 
que las artes liberales se muestren como vfas honorables e instrumentos 
6ptimos en el camino a recorrer en la büsqueda de la verdad, pero, en todo 
caso, en modo alguno suficientes para alcanzar una sabiduria humana 
satisfactoria y, más allá, la auténtica sabiduría, que no es otra que la 
«ciencia de la piedad». 

De las «cuestiones oscuras» (dubitalibilia), impenetrables para los 
sentidos y la razón, al margen de la pericia del sabio, nos habla en muchos 
lugares: 


Para el sabio existen cuestiones dudosas, que ni la autoridad de la fe ode los sentidos 
ni la de una raz6n manifiesta llegan a disipar, por apoyarse en razones de una u otra 
parte. Tales son las que se investigan en torno a la providencia; de la sustancia, la 


5 Este escrito, por si tuviéramos algún tipo de dudas, recoge indicios directos: 
«Confieso abiertamente que yo sé muy pocas cosas, y que las que ignoro son muchisimas; 
pero, desde luego, no reniego por vergüenza del don de la vida, como hizo Homero. Pues 
si no soy capaz de resolver la oposiciön que hay entre la Providencia y el libre albedrio, si 
no puedo conciliar el antagonismo entre el destino y la espontaneidad de la Naturaleza, 
¿acaso por ello estas cosas son menos verdad? Del mismo modo que en el Derecho civil se 
trata a menudo al reo mas bien indulgentemente, de manera similar en las investigaciones 
filosöficas, la mejor parte parece estar del lado del autor. Pienso que esto sucede por 
nuestra debilidad, pues el entendimiento falla en los primeros principios de las cosas. Entre 
estas cosas primordiales yo considero que están el conocimiento de la Providencia, las 
investigaciones sobre la materia y muchos articulos de nuestra fe./ Mientras te esfuerzas 
por resolver un solo enigma de los que plantea la cuestiön de la Providencia, de éste surgen 
más y más cuestiones, como cuando se corta la cabeza de la Hidra, y si avanzamos por la 
espesa selva de la materia, nos ocurre algo parecido a los que sueñan: que nos quedamos a 
mitad de camino entre la realidad y la nada. En cuanto a las preguntas acerca del alma, el 
entendimiento nos opone la dificultad del pecado original. Si aceptas, finalmente, la 
trinidad de personas en la sustancia divina, a no ser por la fuerza de la fe ¿cómo escaparás 
a los lazos de Arrio? Y si aceptas siempre una simple e indivisa sustancia divina, ¿cómo 
escaparäs de las manos de Sabelio, si no es apoyado en la fe?/ Sin embargo, estas cosas no 
son menos verdaderas por el hecho de que puedan impugnarse con muchas objeciones. Y 
aunque la Sabidurfa de Dios se nos ha hecho visible por el misterio de la Encarnaciön, no 
por ello se hizo tan palpable a nuestro entendimiento que con ella podamos discurrir por 
todas partes, conociendo ‘la longitud, anchura, altura y profundidad’ [Horacio, Epistolas I 
3, 17] de todas las cosas» (P, II, 26, 218). No eran otras, según el criterio de Bernardo de 
Claraval, recordemos, las «impiedades» de Pedro Abelardo y su circulo de seguidores. 
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cantidad, fuerzas, eficacia y origen del alma; del hado y la disposiciön de la 
Naturaleza; de la causalidad y el libre albedrio; de la materia, movimiento y 
principios de los cuerpos; del progreso de lo plural y de la divisiön de la magnitud; 
sobre si no tienen limites en absoluto o sólo aquellos que son inaccesibles a la razön; 
del tiempo y del lugar; del nümero y la elocuciön; de lo mismo y lo diverso, donde 
hay abundantes fricciones; de lo divisible e indivisible; de la sustancia y de la forma 
de la voz; de la entidad de los universales; del uso, fin y lugar de virtudes y vicios; si 
quien tiene una virtud las tiene todas; si todos los pecados son iguales y deben ser 
castigados de la misma forma. Lo mismo se diga de las causas de las cosas y de su 
atracción o discordancia; de las pleamares y bajamares del océano; del nacimiento del 
Nilo; del aumento y disminuciön de los humores en los cuerpos animales, segün los 
movimientos de la luna; de varios secretos escondidos de la Naturaleza; de las 
obligaciones y varias figuras de las causas, que se originan de tan variado modo, de 
los contratos o cuasicontratos, en los maleficios o cuasimaleficios o en otras formas 
de las cosas; de la Naturaleza y sus obras; de la verdad y los primeros origenes de las 
cosas; en qué falla el ingenio humano; si los angeles no tienen en absoluto cuerpos o 
qué clase de cuerpos tienen y qué cosas soliciten piadosamente de un Dios, que 
excede la investigaciön de toda la naturaleza racional y estä exaltado sobre todo lo 
que puede ser concebido por la mente./ De este modo podrian enumerarse 
muchisimas cosas que asi admiten la duda del sabio, aunque la misma duda escape al 
vulgo. En estas cosas yo creerfa fäcilmente que los académicos han dudado tanto mas 
discretamente cuanto con mayor diligencia veo que han evitado el precipicio de la 
temeridad: De forma que cuando los escritores, en lugares ordinariamente no 
dudosos, utilizan palabras suscitadoras de duda, como son: si quizd, tal vez, acaso, se 
dice que usan temple académico, por el hecho de ser los académicos más moderados 
que otros y haber temido incurrir en el baldön de una definiciön temeraria o en el 
precipicio de la falsedad (P., VII, 2, 504-505) 6. 


Juan cultiva este talante académico pero lo aplica de modo 
restringido, porque, como él mismo indica en diversos lugares, también el 
alcance de la duda debe ser limitado. Porque, en efecto, hay un conjunto 
de otras cuestiones sobre las que no cabe plantearse ningün ápice de duda: 


6  Acertadamente, a nuestro entender, anota Maurice de Wulf: «A menudo se ha 
recalcado la larga lista de las dubitabilia, olvidándose que hace una enumeración de 
cuestiones difíciles, pero no insolubles. Ha extrafiado ver que entre éstas incluye los 
problemas de la sustancia, los universales, la Providencia y muchas otras, cuando él mismo 
tiene respuestas para estas cuestiones. Simplemente quiere insistir en los límites e 
insuficiencia de nuestro saber. El sabio debe resignarse a ello y ser modesto, en lo que no 
lo desaprobará ningün escolástico del siglo XIII» (M. DE WULF, , Historia de la Filosofía 
Medieval, México, Editorial Jus, 1945, trad. J. TORAL MORENO, t. I, p. 200). Opinión que 
es claramente compartida por otros especialistas. Así, por ejemplo, para el problema de la 
naturaleza los «universales»: Cfr. L.C. RANA DAFONTE, «El tema de los universales en 
Juan de Salisbury», Revista Espafiola de Filosofía Medieval, n° 6, 1999, pp. 233-239. 
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evidencias de los sentidos, principios matemäticos, las nociones lögicas 
(«conceptos», dice él) del sentido común y, sobre todo, los dogmas de la 
fe. Se puede llegar a ellos por distintas vias y depende en parte de la 
capacitaciön, pericia y formación de quien indaga, y, en cuestiones de fe, 
de la Gracia, por supuesto. Pero lo cierto es que la licitud en «imitar a los 
vacilantes académicos» acaba aqui: 


Hay algunas cosas de las que nos convence el peso de los sentidos, de la razón o de 
la religión. Dudar de éstas tiene marchamo de enfermedad, de error o de culpa. 
Porque preguntar si el sol resplandece, si la nieve es blanca o si el fuego calienta, es 
propio de hombre insensato. Por otra parte, preguntar si la terna es mayor que la bina 
o si el todo completo contiene su mitad y si el cuädruplo es doble que el duplo, es 
tipico de un insensato, cuya razén o esta indolente o falta por completo. Quien, por 
su parte, se cuestiona si Dios existe o si es poderoso, sabio o bueno, no sélo es 
irreligioso, sino hombre de mala fe y es digno de instrucciön para la ensefianza del 
castigo [...] Nada puede probarse a quien todas las cosas son igual de probables. De 
aquellas cosas que son perspicuas, unas lo son para todos; otras, sélo para los mäs 
doctos, para cada uno segün su propia capacidad... Asi, pues, es propio de un 
insensato, un perverso 0, lo que seria peor, de un criminal, oponerse a los principios 
o cosas evidentes o dudar de ellas (P., VII, 7, 517-519)7. 


La «experiencia de la razön», como €] mismo la llama en este pasaje, 
tiene ciertamente sus limites. Al otro lado estä, claramente, la impiedad. 


LOS MODERNOS 


Un muerto resucitado [Cristo] confundia las sutilezas 
de Aristöteles, las agudezas de Crisipo y los enredos de 
todos los fil6sofos (Juan de Salisbury, P., IV, 3, 313). 


El escenario, tanto cultural como histérico, en el que escribe 
Francesco Pretarca, el poeta laureadisimo, es distinto, como ya quedö 
subrayado mäs arriba. 


7 No hay que olvidar que, tras estos pasajes, en el Cap. 9 del mismo Libro VII, 
Juan de Salisbury va a arremeter contra los «viejos dialécticos», aquellos que, abusando de 
la raz6n y basändose en el culto a la autoridad, nos empujan al «laberinto» y al «abismo» 
(Cfr P., VII, 9, 525-527). Para los «conceptos del sentido comin», véase otros pasajes: 
«Ciertamente me dejan perplejo y enormemente extrafiado cuando se contradicen y 
discuten en sus enfrentamientos verbales y dialécticos. De una cosa estoy convencido: que 
cosas contradictorias no pueden ser verdad al mismo tiempo» (P., II, 29, 243) (algunas 
evidencias matemáticas, por lo demás, lo son también del sentido común). 
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Las «invectivas» de Petrarca son, desde luego, mäs breves que las de 
Juan de Salisbury (pensemos, por ejemplo, en el mismo Policraticus), y, 
sin duda, mäs incisivas (sin dejar de usar, por cierto, la sätira). Baste 
recordar la Invective contra medicum (1353), la diatriba «contra un 
medico rüstico y parlero» (contra los médicos, o fisicos, que rodeaban al 
Papa Clemente VI), la Invectiva contra quendam magni status hominem 
sed nullius sciente aut virtutis (1355), o sea la arremetida «contra un cierto 
sujeto de tan alta situación como poco saber y poca virtud» (contra el 
Cardenal de la Curia avifionense Jean de Caraman), la Invectiva contra 
eum qui maledixit Italiae (1373), la invectiva «contra aquél que maldice 
Italia» (contra el cisterciense Jean de Hesdin), pero, sobre todo, el De sui 
ipsius et multorum ignorantia (1371), o sea «la ignorancia del autor y la 
de otros muchos», en donde aborda el problema del conocimiento, su 
naturaleza y los limites, en pugna con cuatro destacados miembros del 
movimiento averroista, en la que ataca los estudios dialécticos de la baja 
escolätica, aquella «secta» vocinglera, herederos de Ockham, los lögicos 
terministas o moderni, que, procedentes de Oxford y sobre todo de Paris, 
se afianzan, pese al decreto condenatorio del obispo de Paris E. Tampier 
de 1277, en Italia a mediados del siglo XIV (no sölo la que se fragua en 
aquél «quartier latin» de Venecia, en expresiön feliz de E. Renan, que era 
la Universidad de Padua, sino también en la Bolonia en donde habia 
estudiado Petrarca en el periodo 1316-1326, o en la propia corte 
avifionense que tanto frecuenté nuestro autor, como nos ha ensefiado A. 
Renaudet). El debate, o lucha abierta, aborda, no sélo cuestiones de 
método, sino también de talante, cultura e ideología, para cerrarse, o 
recogerse, en una suerte de autobiografia intelectual. El autor mismo la 
define como «una disertación profana en torno a la cultura» (Ign., 216)8. 

Los cuatro jövenes en cuestiön, a cuyas calumnias se enfrenta y da 
respuesta Petrarca en este agudo y esclarecedor texto eran Leonardo 
Dandolo, caballero, miles; Tommaso Talenti, simples mercator; Zaccaria 


8 Para detalles, pero de sumo interés: AA. VV., Averroes y los averroísmos (Actas 
del III Congreso Nacional de Filosofía Medieval, coord. J. AYALA MARTÍNEZ), Zaragoza, 
Sociedad Espaiiola de Filosofía Medieval, 1999, especialmente los trabajos de R. RÁMON 
GUERRERO, «La transmisión a Europa de Averroes» (Ibid., pp. 103-128) y M. A. GRANADA 
MARTÍNEZ, «El averrofsmo en Europa» (Jbid., pp. 163-182); y M.-R. HAYOUN, y A. DE 
LIBERA, Averroès et l’averroisme, Paris, PUF, 1991 y A. Popri, Introduzione 
all'aristotelismo padovano, Padua, Antenore, 1991 (citados por Granada). 
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Contarini, simples nobilis, y Guido di Bagnol di Reggio, medicus physicus 
(segün glosa contemporanea del manuscrito CIV 86 de la Marciana). Ellos 
son los «escribas en la ley aristotélica» (/gn., 168) a que se refiere nuestro 
Petrarca, representantes del «averroísmo latino» véneto y paduano9. El 
perfil de sus rivales puede perfectamente reconstruirse a partir de la réplica 
de Petrarca, que los combate, como ha sefialado y resume PO Kristeller 
en un célebre trabajo, por poner el acento «en las ciencias naturales, en 
detrimento de la literatura y la filosofía moral; por la ciega sumisión a la 
autoridad de Aristóteles, por la aceptación de las doctrinas aristotélicas 
incompatibles con la doctrina cristiana en cuanto a la consecución de la 
felicidad en la vida terrena y en cuanto a la eternidad del mundo, opuesta 
a la creación de la nada; y, en fin, por la llamada teoría de la doble verdad, 
que disimula una secreta incredulidad en las ensefianzas del 
cristianismo»10. La diatriba se extiende a los «filósofos modernos» que 
consideran que la «elocuencia» es «indigna de un hombre letrado». La 
estrategia de defensa de nuestro autor se despliega en varios movimientos. 


9 Nos referiremos al De sui ipsius et multorum ignorantia (1371) por la versión 
castellana: Petrarca, Obras, I. Prosa, al cuidado de Francisco Rico, textos, prólogos y notas 
de P.M. CÁTEDRA, J.M. TATIER y C. YARZA, Madrid, Alfaguara, 1978, pp. 161-223; 
empleando la abreviatura Ign. y página. 

10 Cfr. P.O. KRISTELLER, «Petrarch's ‘Averroists’», Bibliothèque d'Humanisme et 
Renaissance, vol, XIV, 1952, pp. 59-65 y «Il Petrarca, l'Umanesimo e la Scolastica», 
Lettere Italiane, vol. VII, 1955, pp. 367-388 (trad. de C. YARZA). Vid., también: L. 
LAZZARINI, «Francesco Petrarca e il primo Umanesimo a Venecia», en V. BRANCA (ed.), 
Umanesimo Europeo e Umanesimo Veneciano, Florencia, 1963, pp. 63-92. Nótese, con 
todo, que no se hace mención alguna a la doctrina de la «unidad del intelecto agente» —de 
donde derivará el filón de la «mortalidad del alma», el naturalismo radical o la presentación 
de la religión como impostura, remarcando así su proclamación de la autonomía de la razón 
y de la filosofía, que sí aparece aquí registrada—, el aspecto más técnico del averrofsmo 
latino y el que más rendimiento ético-político va a aportar a los debates de la época (es éste, 
por ejemplo, el fantasma que recorre la Monarquía del florentino Dante Alighieri, 1265- 
1321, tratado político redactado en latín en defensa del Imperio romano frente a las 
pretensiones eclesiásticas relativas a la plenitud de soberanía —y no eran otras, por cierto, 
las tesis defendidas por Juan de Salisbury en el Policraticus—, escrita en 1312-1313, 
cuando nuestro Petrarca tenía apenas ocho aiios de edad). Las investigaciones de P. de 
Nolhac y Paul Renucci han confirmado hace ya tiempo que, realmente, el conocimiento 
que tenía Petrarca de Aristóteles era muy limitado y superficial: Cfr. P NOLHAC, Petrarque 
et l'Humanisme, nouv. édit., París, H Champion, 1907, t. IL, pp. 151 y sigs.; y P. RENUCCI, 
L'Aventure de l'Humanisme européen au Moyen-Áge (IVe-XIVe siecle), Paris, «Les Belles 
Lettres», 1953, pp. 163-164 y notas. Su conocimiento de la lengua griega era realmente 
precario: se limitaba a las pocas lecciones que había recibido en casa del monje calabrés 
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En primer lugar, rebajando la condiciön de sabio que los averroistas 
atribuyen a «su dios Aristöteles» ([gn., 172 y 206), paso que le sirve para 
mostrar las limitaciones de todo conocimiento humano, incluso en las 
personalidades de reconocido prestigio. 


Ellos solian plantear problemas aristotélicos o cuestiones de zoologia. Yo callaba, 
bromeaba o desviaba la conversaciön; a veces preguntaba sonriendo c6mo habria 
logrado Aristöteles conocimientos que no pueden justificarse racional ni 
experimentalmente. Se quedaban aténitos y, exasperändose en silencio, me miraban 
como a un blasfemo que, para creer, pedia algo más que la autoridad de aquel hombre 
[...] Yo pienso que Aristöteles fue un gran hombre, de enorme saber, pero que, como 
cualquier ser humano, ignoraba algunas cosas, por no decir muchas. Y diré más, si 
esos sectarios que a la verdad anteponen su escuela me lo permiten: creo que, sin 
lugar a dudas, ese filósofo griego no sólo se equivocó plenamente de camino -como 
suele decirse— en menudencias, en las que el error no serfa importante ni peligroso, 
sino en lo fundamental, en aquello que toca a la salvaciön eterna. Pues, aunque tanto 
al principio como al final de su Ética trata de la felicidad, me atrevo a afirmar —y que 
protesten cuanto les plazca mis censores— que tuvo un desconocimiento absoluto de 
la auténtica dicha, que cualquier vieja devota, cualquier pescador, pastor o labriego 
creyente le hubiera aventajado, sino en sutiles razonamientos sobre el tema, si, por lo 
menos, en ventura. Por ello me sorprende aún más que algunos de los nuestros 
admiren tanto ese tratado aristotélico, que tengan casi por impiedad —y así lo 
manifiesten en sus obras— hablar de felicidad después de él; a mí, en cambio (tal vez 
sea una opiniön audaz, pero, si no me equivoco, tiene fundamento) se me antoja que 
Aristételes vio la felicidad como ve la lechuza el sol: percibe su luz y sus rayos, pero 
no la cosa en si. De hecho, no supo sentar la felicidad en su propio terreno ni sobre 
una base firme, como cumple a un alto edificio, sino lejos, en un territorio hostil y 
sobre suelo inestable; y no descubriö (0, si lo hizo, no lo tuvo en consideraciön) las 
condiciones indispensables para la felicidad, es decir, la fe y la inmortalidad. Me 
arrepiento de haber dicho que tal vez no las tuvo en consideraci6n; debfa haberme 
limitado a escribir que no los descubrió. Nadie tenia noticias de ellas en aquel tiempo 
[...] Si le parecen sacrilegas [estas palabras], que me acusen de lesa religiön, pero 
tendrän que acusar también a Jer6nimo, que sigue las ensefianzas de Cristo y no las 
de Aristöteles. Yo si que no dudaria de su impiedad sacrilega, si estuvieran en 
desacuerdo conmigo. jAntes me quite Dios la vida y todo cuanto estimo, que 
renunciar a esta convicciön piadosa, verdadera y salvadora, renegando de Cristo por 


Barlaam de Seminara, «un moderno representante de la cultura helénica» (/gn., 204), en 
1342 (quien, ese mismo afio y tal vez por influencia del poeta, será promovido al obispado 
de Calabria). Incluso P.O. KRISTELLER llega a reconocer que, ciertamente, en su diatriba 
contra los aristotélicos hay mäs de «antipatfa o animosidad personal» (visceral, emocional) 
que cualquier otra cosa y que «su principal argumento es que esas doctrinas son contrarias 
a la religi6n cristiana» (Cfr. P.O. KRISTELLER, Ocho filösofos del Renacimiento italiano, 
México, F.C.E., 1970, trad. M. MARTINEZ PENOLZA, Cap. I, «Petrarca», pp. 18-19). 
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amor a Aristöteles! Llämense ellos filösofos, llämense aristotélicos (sin ser lo uno ni 
lo otro, por supuesto); pero es que, aun suponiendo que lo fueran, yo no les envidiaria 
esos ilustres titulos de los que ahora se envanecen sin razön. Que ellos no me 
envidien el título humilde y verdadero de cristiano y católico (/gn., 178-179). 


Pero, nos dirä en un segundo momento, Aristöteles no es una 
excepciön, por mäs que les cueste reconocerlo a los averroistas, o a los 
admiradores de Platön o Cicerön, o sea por mäs que le duela reconocerlo 
al propio Petrarca. La ignorancia humana es universal. Petrarca, por lo 
tanto, no queda en mala compafifa, puesto que lo hace en compafiia de 
todos los mortales. Y por consiguiente, ante esta evidencia, de la profesién 
de fe escéptica pasa, a continuaciön, a una claudicaciön manifiesta. 


. cualquiera que me declare ignorante estä de acuerdo conmigo, porque, si 
reflexiono acerca de los muchos conocimientos que me faltan para satisfacer mi afän 
de saber, me siento afligido y reconozco en silencio mi ignorancia. Pero mientras 
espero el fin de este exilio terreno, con el que terminarä nuestra imperfecciön, me 
consuelo de mis defectos observando la naturaleza humana. E imagino que a 
cualquier hombre inteligente, bueno y modesto le sucede lo mismo: conoce sus 
limitaciones y se consuela de igual forma; ni los genios se libran de este sentimiento, 
porque, si bien su ciencia puede parecer extraordinaria en comparación a la de otros 
hombres, es, en esencia, insignificante, por la angostura de sus límites. Los 
conocimientos que es capaz de reunir la mente humana son tan exiguos y de valor 
tan escaso que yo me pregunto si nuestra ciencia admite algún parangón no con la 
sabidurfa de Dios, sino con nuestra propia ignorancia. Y me atrevo a conjeturar que 
el conocimiento de sí mismos, las apreciación de sus imperfecciones y el consuelo 
del que he hablado están más arraigados en los que más saben y comprenden. ;Qué 
felices son en su error mis jueces, que no precisan tales consuelos! Felices, digo, no 
por su saber, sino por su arrogante ignorancia; creen que nada les falta para alcanzar 
la sabiduría de los ángeles, mientras que, en verdad, a todos les falta mucho para 
llegar a la cima del conocimiento humano, y a muchos, todo (/g7., 172-173)11. 


ll Porque, como dice ya al final de su opúsculo, en la parte V y última: «pensemos 
sólo que si escaso y humilde es el saber de cualquiera de los filósofos de mayor prestigio, 
también lo es en su totalidad la ciencia de los hombres, que abarca únicamente una parte 
insignificante de la realidad, si se la compara con la magnitud de la ignorancia humana y 
de la sabiduría divina» (Zgn., 212). El único imperio posible del hombre, por lo tanto, es el 
de «esta minúscula provincia de las cosas cognoscibles» (/gn., 213). Una angostura en la 
que, incluso, se mueve el más sabio: «En idéntica angostura se mueven incluso los más 
grandes; saben poco e ignoran mucho, aunque, si están en sus cabales, saben cuánto 
ignoran. Es absolutamente cierta, en efecto, la afirmación ciceroniana de que cualquier 
pensador serio reconoce sus limitaciones» (Igrı., 214). 
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Es, entonces, lícito, legítimo, el escepticismo, y aún la duda 
académica? 

La respuesta de Petrarca, frente a la apertura de Juan, es radicalmente 
negativa. De la desconfianza hacia el conocimiento humano, de la 
constatación de esta penuria en el saber o científica, también pueden nacer 
«actitudes temerarias», desconfianza en los hombres ilustres y pérdida de 
«la esperanza de alcanzar la verdad», lo que no es bueno. 

Una de estas actitudes temerarias parece ser, para él, la del 
escepticismo académico. Así, al evocar la figura de Arcesilao, no dudará 
en indicar: 


Sócrates dijo: “Sólo sé que nada sé”. Y, sin embargo, Arcesilao censuró esta humilde 
declaración de ignorancia por ser demasiado audaz, afirmando que ni siquiera 
sabemos que nada sabemos. ¡Brillante filosofía es ésta que proclama su ignorancia o 
excluye hasta el conocimiento de esta ignorancia!¡Es un callejón sin salida!, ¡un 
enigma insoluble! [...] Hoy en dia, sin embargo, está comprobado que el hombre es 
incapaz de alcanzar un saber amplio y -menos aún— absoluto, si bien la doctrina de 
la Academia ha sido, por su parte, refutada y condenada, porque la Revelación divina 
ha demostrado que hay ciertas cosas cognoscibles. Vale más, por consiguiente, 


contentarse con aprender lo que es indispensable para la salvación (Ign., 213-214). 


En conclusión, para él, no debemos caer ni en la arrogancia averroísta 
ni en la desesperanza escéptica, venga de donde venga: Amicus Cicero, sed 
magis amica veritas. 

Pero, pensándolo bien, no es otra la posición definitiva —con sus 
matizaciones, con el declarado usufructo que hace del escepticismo 
académico, incluso con su valoración positiva, y con su relativa y 
ocasional legitimación— que hallamos en Juan: 


Porque quienes dudan de todo por no tener nada por cierto, son ajenos tanto de la fe 
como de la ciencia. Aunque la fe no llegue a obtener el galardón de ciencia, al 
contemplar como en un espejo la verdad de las realidades ausentes [1 Cor 13, 12], 
con todo, tiene una certeza que excluye toda sombra de ambigüedad. Más aún, si el 
académico duda de todas y cada una de las cosas, no está cierto de nada, a no ser que 
tiene por incierto si puede estar simultáneamente cierto y dudoso de cosas 
mutuamente contrarias, acerca de lo mismo. Pero tiene por incierto si duda, mientras 
que no sabe siquiera que no sabe [..] Luego, ¿por qué camino avanzará la 
investigación de la filosofía aquel a quien su razón no convence de nada, sobre lo que 
tiene que defender o seguir, sino que siempre está incierto respecto de todo? Tal 
académico, al no poder compararse con los brutos, ni es digno del honor de llamarse 
hombre, ni mucho menos del de filósofo» (P., VII, 2, 504). 
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«CICERONIANO SOY, SOY CRISTIANO» 


Por eso, así como tiene más libertad para criticar a la Curia papal 
(avifionense) también tiene un modo menos atormentado de revivir el 
suefio de San Jerönimo, o lo que es lo mismo, reproducir la altercatio entre 
cultura pagana y cristianismo. 

En efecto, en una de sus famosas cartas, «respuesta a una epistola 
burlesca de Giacomo Colonna, obispo de Lompez», antiguo compafiero de 
estudios, amigo y miembro ilustre del clan que le protegia, vuelve a evocar 
el suefio que con tanto dramatismo vivieran S. Jerönimo y Juan de 
Salisbury (en éste como en otros asuntos más cercano a la Patristica que a 
la modernidad); y lo hace en estos términos: 


Nunca mi Agustin fue llamado en suefios, como tu Jer6nimo, ante el Tribunal del Juez 
Eterno; nunca oyó reproches por ser ciceroniano; ya sabes con cuánto escrüpulo se 
abstuvo Jerönimo de todos los autores paganos, pero especialmente de Cicerön, 
después de oirse aplicar tal apelativo y de prometer que nunca mäs se acercaria a los 
libros de aquellos. Pero Agustin, al que ningtin suefio se lo habia prohibido, no sdlo 
no tuvo reparos en utilizarlos con profusión, sino que incluso confiesa francamente 
que encontró una gran parte de nuestra fe en los libros de los platónicos y que, gracias 
al libro de Cicerón que se titula Hortensio, una maravillosa conversación le apartó de 
las esperanzas engafiosas y de las inütiles discordias de las sectas y le condujo al 
estudio de la ánica verdad, empujado por la lectura de aquel libro a iniciar un vuelo 
más alto, después de cambiar sus sentimientos y de abandonar los placeres. jQué 
hombre tan extraordinario y tan digno de que Cicerón en persona lo elogiara 
püblicamente y le diera gracias de que sólo él, entre tantos amigos, quisiera ser 
agradecido!;Qué hombre tan gloriosamente humilde y tan humildemente egregio! No 
denigra a sus autoridades después de adornarse con plumaje ajeno, sino que, llevando 
a flote la nave de 1a religión cristiana entre los escollos de la herejía, recuerda la 
verdad de sus inicios y los primeros pasos de su adolescencia, consciente sin 
arrogancia de su grandeza presente; y siendo un doctor de la Iglesia tan egregio, no 
se avergüenza del magisterio del Arpinate, aunque éste tenía otras creencias. Y jpor 
qué debería avergonzarse? No se debe menospreciar el magisterio de quien ensefia el 
camino de salvación. Por lo tanto, ¿cómo pueden dificultar el estudio de la verdad 
Platón o Cicerón, si la escuela del primero no sólo no impugna sino que ensefia y 
predica la verdadera fe y los libros del segundo son guías del camino recto hacia ella? 
Lo mismo puede decirse de otros; sin embargo, resulta molesto aducir testimonios 
superfluos en un asunto muy sabido. Pero tampoco podría yo negar que en esos 
autores hay muchas cosas que deben evitarse, cuando también en los nuestros algunas 
cosas son peligrosas para los incautos, y el propio Agustín, en un volumen laborioso, 
arranca con su propia mano la cizafia de los errores intercalados en la riquísima mies 
de sus estudios ; Y entonces? Rara es la lectura que carece de peligro, a no ser que la 
luz de la verdad divina ilumine al lector indicándole qué debe seguir y qué esquivar; 
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cuando ésta nos guia, la seguridad es completa y lo que podria perjudicarnos se 
vuelve más evidente que las Sirtes, Caribdis y los escollos famosos12. 


La elocuencia ciceroniana en modo alguno puede perjudicar al 
dogma católico (Cfr. Ign., 206). Petrarca, como Juan de Salisbury, no duda 
en elogiar a Cicerön. No incluye, entre sus ocupaciones vanas y 
peligrosas, desde luego, dice, el estudio de Cicerön, «por que sé que su 
lectura nunca me ha perjudicado y que, en cambio, a menudo me ha 
resultado provechosa». Y nos recuerda, para quien se escandalice, «que 
Agustin se expresa en términos parecidos, refiriéndose a si mismo». No se 
trata, pues, de renegar de él, ni siquiera de su estilo, por mas que moleste 
a la aludida «tribu frenética y ruidosa de los escolästicos», esos escribas o 
sacerdotes de la «dyaleticorum garrulitas», por mäs que moleste a los 
impios seguidores contemporäneos de Averroes («ese perro rabioso de 
Averroes, el cual, transportado de ciego furor, no cesa de ladrar contra 
Cristo y la religiön catölica», segün la ültima de sus epistolas Sine nome). 


En realidad, la lectura de Cicerón, hecha con fe y humildad, nunca le perjudicó a él 
[S. Jer6nimo] ni a nadie; antes bien, sus obras han sido un provechoso modelo: de 
elocuencia para todos, y de conducta para muchos, en particular, como queda dicho, 
para Agustin [...] Si admirar a Cicerön es ser ciceroniano, ciceroniano soy. Lo 
admiro, sin duda; y me sorprende que otros no le admiren. Tal vez esta declaración 
será tomada como una nueva muestra de mi ignorancia; no obstante, refleja mi 
opiniön y mi estupor. Ahora bien, cuando la meditaciön o el discurso versan acerca 
de la religi6n, es decir, de la suma verdad, de la verdadera felicidad y de la salvaci6n 
eterna, ya no soy ciceroniano ni platónico, sino cristiano (/gn., 205). 


Esta es la ültima palabra del «poeta laureadisimo», «dulce palabra», 
que, sin duda, Juan — ciceroniano y cristiano hasta la médula — serfa el 
primero en suscribir13. 


Universidad de Santiago de Compostela 


12 Petrarca, Familiarum rerum libri, Il ix, Ybid., pp. 250-251. 

13 ]nteresantísimo trabajo, sobre estas y otras cuestiones, el de: Cfr. B. MUNCK 
OLSEN, «L'Humanisme de Jean de Salisbury, un ciceronien au XIIe siècle», en M. DE 
GANDILLAC y E. JEAUNEAU, Entrétiens sur la Renaissance du XIlè siècle, Paris-La Haye, 
Mouton, 1968, pp. 53-69, y la «Discussion», pp. 70-83, especialmente las muy agudas 
intervenciones de Maurice de Gandillac. 


CESAR RANA DAFONTE 


CONOCIMIENTO Y VERDAD EN JUAN DE SALISBURY 


Juan de Salisbury (1110/20-1180) ocupa un lugar central en el siglo 
XII, como se aprecia incluso en su cronologia. Este siglo, en plena Edad 
Media, tiene un interés muy especial, es de los mas fecundos; mucho de lo 
desarrollado en los siguientes está alli en germen. Pues bien, nuestro autor 
informa generosamente sobre la vida, la cultura y el pensamiento de su 
época. El Policraticus y el Metalogicon, sus obras cumbres, son de lo más 
bello desde el punto de vista literario que se escribió en el Medievo; y de 
lo mas fecundo informativamente. Antes de centrarnos en el tema concreto 
que nos ocupa, quisiera subrayar algunos aspectos que sin duda son 
significativos para la comprensiön del autor!. 

En un capitulo autobiografico del Metalogicon pone de manifiesto el 
conocimiento de las principales escuelas francesas y de los grandes 
maestros del siglo XII: «Siendo todavia un adolescente emigré a las Galias 
para estudiar, al afio siguiente de morir el rey de Inglaterra Enrique, y me 
dirigi primeramente al Peripatético Palatino, eminente doctor en Santa 
Genoveva que destacaba sobre todos. Alli, a su lado, recibí la primera 
instrucciön de dialéctica, y con avidez escuchaba todo lo que decia. 
Después de su marcha, que me pareció precipitada, me encaminé al 
maestro Alberico que era muy considerado como dialéctico, y se oponia 
radicalmente a la secta nominalista. Así durante dos años tuve como 
docentes de dialéctica a Alberico y Roberto Meludense, que era originario 
de Inglaterra [..]. No había otros dialécticos más perspicaces en las 
discusiones que ellos [..]. Con ellos estuve dos apos [...]. Después, 
teniendo en cuenta mis aptitudes y consultando a mis preceptores, me 
trasladé a estudiar con el gramático de Conches, y fui su oyente durante 


1 Para una visión más completa, cfr. mi libro: Juan de Salisbury (1110/1120-1180), 
Madrid, Ediciones del Orto, 1999. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I. E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1053-1062. 
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tres afios. Entre tanto lei muchisimos libros, y nunca me arrepenti de esta 
actividad. A continuaciön me encaminé a estudiar con Ricardo Obispo, 
hombre no especialista en ninguna disciplina concreta, que tenfa mäs 
corazön que ciencia. Con él repasé lo que ya habia estudiado, y también 
me introduje en algunos temas del quadrivio, de los que ya había recibido 
alguna nociön de Hardewino el Teutönico. También repasé la retörica, que 
antes habia visto parcamente con el maestro Teodorico, y habia asimilado 
muy poco. Posteriormente llegué a dominarla con Pedro Elias. Dada mi 
precaria economia, varios amigos me facilitaron poder subsanarla 
impartiendo clases a hijos de nobles, lo cual me exigió actualizar mis 
conocimientos [...]. Después del trienio me encontré con el maestro 
Gilberto, con él estudié la lógica y la teología. Le sucedió Roberto Pullo, 
interesante por su ciencia y actitud [...]. De este modo estuve ocupado en 
mis estudios durante doce afios. Me pareció grato visitar a mis compafieros 
que todavía permanecían en el Monte (de Santa Genoveva) dedicados a la 
dialéctica, y hablar con ellos de las vivencias juveniles, para que nos 
confortase a todos. Allí encontré a muchos de entonces. No habían 
progresado ni un palmo de terreno. Discutían las mismas cuestiones de 
nuestros tiempos juveniles [...]. Me vi profundamente decepcionado. Me 
confirmé en algo que tenía muy claro: así como la dialéctica es sumamente 
interesante para progresar en otros saberes, si se encierra en sí misma, 
resulta estéril y vacía; y no fecunda al alma para la filosofía, si no toma 
contenidos de otros saberes»2. Este famoso capítulo del Metalogicon es 
bien elocuente, por ello lo reproduzco casi íntegro a pesar de su extensión. 


2 Metalogicon, II, 10 (PL, 199, 867B-869B): «Cum primum adulescens admodum 
studiorum causa migrassem in Gallias, anno altero postquam illustris res Anglorum 
Henricus leo iustitiae rebus excessit humanis, contuli me ad Peripateticum Palatinum, qui 
tunc in monte sanctae Genovefae clarus doctor, et admirabilis ominibus praesidebat. Ibi ad 
pedes eius prima artis huius rudimenta accepi, et pro modulo ingenioli mei quicquid 
excidebat ab ore eius tota mentis aviditate excipiebant. Deinde post discessum eius qui 
mihi praepoperus visus est, adhaesi magistro Alberico qui inter ceteros opinatissimus 
dialecticus enitebat, et erat revera nominalis sectae acerrimus impugnator. Sic ferme toto 
bienio conversatus in monte, artis huius praeceptoribus usus sum, Alberico, et magistro 
Roberto Meludensi, ut cognomine designetur quod meruit in scolarum regimine, natione 
siquidem Angligena est [...]. Ille ergo in quaestionibuis subtilis et multus, iste in responsis 
perspicax, brevis et commodus [...]. Apud hos toto exercitatus bienio [...] Deinde reversus 
in me et metiens vires meas, bona praeceptorum meorum gratia consulto me ad 
grammaticum de Conchis transtuli, ipsumque triennio docentem audivi. Interim legi plura, 
nec me unquam paenitebit temporis eius. Postmodum vero Ricardum cognomento 
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Nuestro autor es con gran probabilidad el primero que en el siglo XII 
conoce y comenta todo el conjunto de las obras lögicas de Aristöteles. En 
este sentido escribe V. Mufioz: «Después de mediados del XII, el 
Occidente se encuentra en posesién de todo el Organon. El Metalogicon 
de Juan de Salisbury (T 1180), escrito en 1159, parece ser la primera obra 
que tiene en cuenta en lögica todo el corpus logicum del Estagirita»3. 

Es mas, estimo que Juan es un verdadero precursor del aristotelismo 
medieval. En efecto, refiriéndose a Platon, afirma: «Llegö a tanta 
eminencia de filosofia por el rigor del ingenio, el ejercicio del estudio, la 


Episcopum, hominem fere nullius disciplinae expertem et qui plus pectoris habet quam 
oris, plus scientiae quam facundiae, plus veritatis quam vanitatis, virtutis quam 
ostentationis, secutus sum, et quae ab aliis audieram ab eo cuncta relegi, et inaudita 
quaedam ad quadruvium pertinentia, in quo aliquatenus Teutonicum praeaudieram 
Hardewinum. Relegi quoque rethoricam, quam prius cum quibusdam aliis a magistro 
Theodorico tenuiter auditis paululum intelligebam. Sed eam postmodum a Petro Helia 
plenius accepi. Et quia nobilium liberos qui mihi amicorum et cognatorum auxiliis 
destituto paupertati meae solaciante Deo alimenta praestabant instruendos susceperam, ex 
necesitate officii et instantia iuvenum urgebar quod audieram ad memoriam crebrius 
revocare [...]. Reversus itaque in fine triennii reperi magistrum Gillebertum, ipsumque 
audivi in logicis et in divinis, sed nimis cito subtractus est. Successit Rodbertus Pullus, 
quem vita pariter et scientia commendabant [...]. Sic fere duodennium mihi elapsum est, 
diversis studiis occupato. Iucundum itaque visum est, veteres quos reliqueram et quos 
adhuc dialectica detinebat in monte revisere socios, conferre cum eis super ambiguitatibus 
pristinis, ut nostrum invicem ex collatione mutua commetiremur profectum. Inventi sunt 
qui fuerant et ubi. Neque enim ad palmum visi sunt processisse. Ad quaestiones pristinas 
dirimendas, nec propositiunculam unam adiecerant [...] Adeo quidem, ut de reparatione 
eorum posset desperari. Expertus itaque sum quod liquido colligi potest, quia sicut 
dialéctica alias expedit disciplinas, sic si sola fuerit iacet exanguis et sterilis, nec ad 
fructum philosophiae fecundat animam, si aliunde non concepit». (Para texto latino tengo 
en cuenta la edición de J.P. MIGNE, Patrología latina [en adelante PL], vol. 199, segán Ja 
reimpresión de Brepols, Tumhout [Belgium], 1980; y la edición crítica del Metalogicon in 
Corpus Christianorum [Continuatio Medievalis], Vol. XCVIII, editado por J.B. HALL y 
K.S.B. KEATS-ROHAN, Turnhout, Brepols, 1991). La traducción al español es mía. En 
nümeros romanos y arábigos indico el libro y capítulo respectivamente. 

3 V. Muñoz DELGADO, «La Lógica Medieval», in Actas del I Congreso Nacional 
de Filosofía Medieval, Zaragoza, Sociedad [Espafiola] de Filosofía Medieval, 1992, p. 107. 
El historiador de la filosofía medieval M. VERWEYEN afirma que «el discipulo de Gilberto 
[Porretano], Otto de Freisin (muerto en 1158) es [...] el primer escritor del siglo XII que 
informa sobre la totalidad del Organon aristotélico» (M. VERWEYEN, Historia de la 
Filosofía Medieval, Buenos Aires, Ed. Nova, - sin fecha, probablemente del año 1920 — p. 
91). De todas formas, quien realmente comenta con detención todo el Corpus Logicum en 
el siglo XII es el saresberiense. Por ello podemos considerarlo el primer gran representante 
de la Logica nova. 
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perfecta hermosura de costumbres, la suavidad y riqueza de palabra, que, 
como sentado en un trono de sabiduria, pareció con cierta autoridad dar 
preceptos, tanto a los filösofos que le precedieron como a sus sucesores»4. 
En otros lugares no duda en llamarlo el principe de todos los filésofos. 
Pero ya comienzan las matizaciones: «Platén, principe de todos los 
filösofos (si los aristotélicos no disienten)»5. Ademäs, llega a subrayar, sin 
ambages, una actitud de máximo elogio hacia Aristóteles. A título de 
ejemplo, entre otros lugares: «Porque igual que Urbe significa Roma, 
poeta, Virgilio, así también el nombre filósofo, por deseo de quienes lo 
usan, se restringiö a Aristöteles»6. Considera, pues, al estagirita como el 
filösofo por antonomasia. La estrella del platonismo medieval va cediendo 
paso a la nueva estrella del aristotelismo. 

Es momento ya de abordar nuestro tema especifico. Aunque estemos 
todavia lejos de encontramos con un sistema filosöfico entre los 
medievales (esto sölo podemos rastrearlo en el siglo XIII), las 
aportaciones de Juan de Salisbury suponen un hito en la reivindicaciön de 
la autonomia de la filosofia y de la actividad racional en general, no en 
vano establece: «La razön tiene capacidad natural [...] para examinar las 
cosas con juicio firme y veraz (fiable)»7. En otro lugar aporta este 
bellísimo elogio de la filosofía: «;Qué es la filosofia, si no manantial, 
camino y guía liberadora; luz del alma, norma de la vida, paz gozosa?»8. 


^ Policraticus, Madrid, Editora Nacional, 1984, ed. castellana preparada por M.A. 
LADERO, p. 510 (PL, VII, 5; vol. 199, 644A): «Et in tantam eminentiam philosophiae, et 
vigore ingenii, et studii exercitio, et omnium morum venustate, eloquii quoque suavitate et 
copia subvectus est, ut quasi in throno sapientiae residens, praecepta quaedam auctoritate 
visus est, tam antecessoribus quam successoribus philosophis, imperare» (Para texto latino 
utilizo la edición de J.P. MIGNE, citada anteriormente). En adelante utilizo las siglas 
M=Metalogicon y P=Policraticus. 

5 Bp.125 (PL, I, 6; vol. 199, 401C): «Totius enim philosophiae princeps Plato, (si 
tamen Ariostotelici acquiescunt)». 

6 P, p. 515 (PL, VII, 6; vol. 199, 647D-648A): «Sicut enim urbs Romam, 
Maronem poeta exprimit sic et philosophi nomen circa Aristotelem utentium placito 
contractum est». Sobre el tema del aristotelismo y platonismo en el Medievo remito al 
excelente estudio de A. KovRÉ: «Aristotelismo y Platonismo en la Filosofía de la Edad 
Media», in Estudios de historia del pensamiento científico, Madrid, Ed. Siglo XXI , 1977, 
pp. 16-40. 

7 — M,IV, 15; PL, vol. 199, 924D : «Ratio est potentia spiritualis naturae [...], quae 
res appetit firmo et sincero examinare iudicio». 

8  Entheticus, versos 277-278 (PL, vol. 199, col. 269): «Philosophia quid est, nisi 
fons, via, duxque salutis / Lux animae, vitae regula, grata quies?». 
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Tambien son muy elocuentes sus apreciaciones sobre el metodo a seguir: 
«Para el ejercicio de toda filosofia son medios indispensables: la lectura, 
la asimilación de la doctrina y la reflexión, todo esto unido a una 
investigaciön constante»9. Un apartado interesante en sus aportaciones 
para la filosofia lo constituyen los temas del conocimiento y de la verdad. 


EL TEMA DEL CONOCIMIENTO 


Duda y certeza. Nuestro pensador alaba la modestia de los 
Académicos, que no emiten juicios definitivos de todo aquello que no es 
totalmente asequible («esto es mäs seguro que definir con temeridad las 
cosas inciertas»)10. Sin embargo no podemos tacharlo de escéptico: «¿Qué 
es más insensato que fluctuar en todas las cosas y no tener certeza de 
nada?»1l, Precisamente, si no poseyéramos certeza alguna, seríamos 
inferiores a los animales12. E] que duda de todo «ni es digno del honor de 
llamarse hombre, ni mucho menos del de filósofo»13. Es claro que el 
saresberiense defiende con energía la certeza del conocimiento, al menos 
en algunos temas, lo cual le aleja del escepticismo: «Hay algunas cosas de 
las que nos convence el peso de los sentidos, de la razón o de la 
religión»14. 

La certeza es punto de partida, y postulado esencial de la filosofía: 
«Así como en los edificios es necesario algo fijo y estable, sobre lo que 
pueda apoyarse la estructura que se ha de montar, así en toda doctrina, la 
exigencia de la sapientísima razón pide cierto comienzo estable para 
proceder adelante»15 . Hechas estas advertencias es cuando recuerda que 


9 M,L 23; PL, vol. 199, 853A: «Praecipua autem sunt ad totius philosophiae [...] 
exercitium, lectio, doctrina, meditatio, et assiduitas operis». 

10 P, p. 502 (PL, VIL 1; vol. 199, 638C): «Quod quidem longe tutius est, quam 
incerta temere definire». 

l1 Ep 502 (PL, VII, 2; vol. 199, 638D): «Quid enim ineptius quam fluctuare in 
singulis, et nullius rei habere certitudinem?». 

12 Cfr. P, pp. 503-504 (PL, VII, 2; vol. 199, 639 A-640B). 

13 P, p. 504 (PL, VIL 2; vol. 199; 640A): «Nec dignus est hominis, nedum 
philosophi, vel honore, vel nomine». 

14 P, p. 517 (PL, VII, 7; vol. 199, 649A): «Sunt enim nonnulla, quae sensus, 
rationis, aut religionis persuadet auctoritas». 

15 Pp.518 (PL,VIL 7 ; vol. 199, 650A): «Nam sicut in aedificiis necesse est aliquid 
fixum esse et stabile, cui erigenda structura possit inniti: sic in omni doctrina aliquod 
stabile initium procedendi, necessitas consultissimae rationis exposcit». 
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no hemos de hacer afirmaciones tajantes sobre los temas abiertos y 
dificiles, smo sölo emitir opiniones provisionales: «Existen cuestiones 
dudosas, que ni la autoridad de la fe o de los sentidos ni la de una razön 
manifiesta llegan a disipar»16. A continuaciön (asi como en otros lugares 
de sus obras) cita una extensa lista de tales temas, entre los cuales señala 
la famosa cuestión de los universales!7. 

Grados de conocimiento.- Ante todo establece con nitidez que el 
conocimiento humano tiene su origen en la experiencia sensible, pero esto no 
es Óbice para que pueda trascenderla y llegar a realidades suprasensibles 
mediante la actividad intelectual. Distingue, pues, entre conocimiento 
«sensible» y conocimiento «intelectual». Las relaciones entre ambos son 
estrechas, indispensables. Aunque el conocimiento comienza por los sentidos, 
su meta está en la adquisición de la verdad, que es patrimonio de la inteligencia. 

Conocimiento sensible.- El primer paso en el conocimiento lo aporta 
la «sensación» que es «una potencia natural indicativa de las cosas 
presentes»18, es una «conmoción orgánica que sacude al alma»19. 
Constituye el punto de partida del conocimiento humano y de cualquier 
actividad filosófica: «El filósofo [...] comienza su actividad a partir de lo 
que suministran los sentidos»20. Mediante la sensación se perciben las 
cualidades de las cosas sensibles y se retienen sus imágenes. Repitiendo 
esta actividad, «se llega a elaborar el tesoro de la memoria»21. La 
«imaginación» viene a ser el segundo nivel dentro del conocimiento 
sensible: «Cuando nos fijamos en esas imágenes representativas de las 
cosas sensibles, surge la imaginación, que no sólo es recuerdo de las cosas 
percibidas, sino también es capacidad de reavivar los ejemplares, con su 
fuerza creadora» 22. Vemos, pues, que la imaginación brota, en su raíz, de 


16 P, p. 504 (PL, VII, 2; vol. 199, 640B): «Sunt autem dubitabilia sapienti, quae nec 
fidei, nec sensus, aut rationis manifestae persuadet auctoritas». 

17 Cfr. P, pp. 504-505 (PL, VII, 2; vol. 199, 640B-641A). 

18 M,IV, 9; PL, vol. 199, 921C: «Cum sensus [...] sit naturalis potentia indicativa 
rerum». 

19 M, IV, 9; PL, vol. 199, 921D: «Sensus est [...] passio corporis [...], usque ad 
animam commeans». 

20 M, IV, 9; PL, vol. 199, 921C: «Philosophus [...] ab his incipit quae sensuum 
testimonio convalescunt». 

21 M, IV, 9; PL, vol. 199, 921D: «Quasi thesaurum memoriae sibi format». 

22 M, IV, 9; PL, vol. 199, 921D: «Dum vero rerum voluit imagines, nascitur 
imaginatio, quae non modo perceptorum recordatur, sed ad eorum exempla conformanda 
sui vivacitate progreditur». 
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las sensaciones, pero se debe a la capacidad de recuerdo de la memoria, y 
ya no queda atada a las cosas presentes; puede abarcar lo ausente local o 
temporalmente por una intuiciön de los recuerdos. Por lo cual la 
imaginaciön es la primera conmociön del alma proveniente de un estimulo 
extrinseco, la cual conmociön produce un juicio sensible derivado o 
segundo, o vuelve al primero por el recuerdo. El juicio sensible primero se 
da en las sensaciones, al percibir aqui y ahora este color, este cuerpo, etc. 
El juicio segundo es el de la imaginaciön, que al retener la imagen de lo 
percibido, vuelve sobre tal imagen en ausencia del objeto. Estos juicios de 
la sensibilidad se llaman «opiniones» (que pueden ser verdaderas o falsas). 
Para que obtengan el rango de verdad ha de intervenir la inteligencia. Nos 
recalca Juan: «Es pues evidente que la imaginaciön proviene de la 
sensaciön, y de ambas la opiniön, y de aqui puede surgir la ciencia, por 
ello la ciencia tiene su origen en la sensación»23. 

Conocimiento intelectual.- Ya queda insinuado que la verdad es 
patrimonio de una facultad superior a los sentidos, y cuyo ejercicio esta 
ligado, depende de la sensación. En este nivel del conocimiento distingue 
entre razón e inteligencia. La «razón» («ratio») es «una potencia de 
naturaleza espiritual, conocedora de las cosas corporales e incorporales, y 
que está inclinada a examinar las cosas con juicio firme y veraz 
(fiable)»24. Otra noción de razón, citando a Casiodoro: «La razón es una 
tendencia del alma, que de lo conocido progresa a lo desconocido, 
llegando al arcano de la verdad (a la verdad oculta)»25. Por tanto se llama 
razón no sólo a la potencia, sino también a la actividad de la misma. «Los 
animales, aunque tienen cierta capacidad para discernir (las comidas, los 
peligros, etc.), no tienen razón. Son meras pulsiones naturales, pero de 
ningún modo pueden indagar las causas de las cosas»26. La razón supera 


23 M, IV,12; PL, vol. 199, 923CD: «Ex his patet quod cum de sensu imaginatio, et 
ex his duobus opinio, et ex opinione prudentia nascatur, quae in scientiam convalescit, 
quod scientia de sensu trahit originem». 

24 M, IV, 15; PL, vol. 199, 924D: «Ratio est potentia spiritualis naturae, discretiva 
rerum corporalium, et incorporalium, quae res appetit firmo et sincero examinare iudicio». 

25 M, IV, 16; PL, vol. 199, 925B: «Rationem, animi probabilem motum, qui per ea 
quae conceduntur et nota sunt, ad aliquid incognitum ducit, perveniens ad veritatis 
arcanum». 

26 M, IV, 16; PL, vol. 199, 925C: «Habent enim et bruta animalia vim quodammodo 
discretivam, qua discernunt cibos, declinant insidias [...]; non tamem rationem exercent, sed 
naturali appetitu vigent [...], sed causas rerum discutere nequaquam possunt». 
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a todo sentido, y a todo juicio sensible, y se eleva a cosas de tipo 
incorpöreo y espiritual. Es como cierto destello del espiritu divino inmerso 
en los seres humanos. Dada la importancia y preeminencia de la razön, ha 
de ser cultivada sobre todas las cosas, según opinión comun de los 
filósofos27. En un texto muy bello sefiala nuestro filósofo: «Dado que la 
razón es la que controla y juzga a los sentidos, que por la costumbre de 
engafiarnos resultan sospechosos; la naturaleza, la mejor madre, 
localizando todos los sentidos en la cabeza, estableció a la razón como 
sefiora en la cima de la misma (al modo de un senado en el Capitolio), 
atribuyéndole una sede entre la celda de la fantasía y de la memoria, para 
que, como desde una atalaya, pueda controlar (vigilar) los juicios de los 
sentidos y de la imaginación»28. Del mismo modo que la razón trasciende 
los sentidos, el «intelecto» sobrepasa a la razón. En efecto, el «intelecto 
comprende lo que descubre la razón. Y así se enriquece para la sabiduría 
con lo que la razón adquirió por su actividad. Es, pues, el intelecto la 
suprema fuerza de la naturaleza espiritual, que contemplando las cosas 
humanas y divinas, tiene en sí las causas de todas las cosas, asequibles de 
modo natural»29. De lo dicho se desprende la noción de «sabiduría» 
(«sapientia»). La sabiduría sigue al entendimiento, en cuanto que lo 
descubierto por la razón y recibido por el intelecto, lo disfruta con un gusto 
muy suave, y las almas inteligentes disfrutan con una especie de gozo 
amoroso. El autor no se mantiene constante en sus apreciaciones sobre la 
primacía jerárquica entre razón e inteligencia. Así, al hablar de la 
abstracción, tarea del intelecto, lo pone al servicio de la razón (a la que 
provee de sus nociones abstractas)30. En este contexto concluye concisa y 


27 Cfr. M, IV, 17; PL, vol. 199, 926B 

28 M, IV, 17; PL, vol. 199, 926B: «Et quia[ratio] sensuum examinatrix est qui ob 
fallendi consuetudinem possunt esse suspecti, natura optima parens omnium universos 
sensus locans in capite, velut quendam senatum in Capitolio animae rationem quasi 
dominam in arce capitis statuit, mediam quidem sedem tribuens inter cellam phantasticam 
et memorialem, ut velut e specula sensuum et imaginationum possit examinare iudicia». 

29 M, IV, 18; PL, vol. 199, 926D: «Nam intellectus assequitur, quod ratio investigat. 
Siquidem in labores rationis intrat intellectus, et sibi ad sapientiam thesaurizat quod ratio 
praeparans adquisivit. Est igitur intellectus, suprema vis spirtiualis naturae, quae humana 
contuens et divina penes se causas habet onmium rationum, naturaliter sibi 
perceptibilium». 

30 Cfr. P, pp.181-183 (PL, II, 18; vol. 199, 436D-438D). No obstante creo que se 
debe de mantener la apreciación del Metalogicon, pues su redacción es posterior al 
Policraticus. 
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certeramente M. de Wulf: «Exceptuando la distinciön fundamental entre 
sensaciön y pensamiento, estas clasificaciones son bastante confusas. El 
filósofo inglés se esmera por referir a potencias o facultades distintas las 
actividades caracteristicas del alma, pero de este correcto principio hace 
aplicaciones poco fundadas. Templa la psicologia de Agustin con la 
aristotélica sin llegar a una doctrina coherente»31. 


EL CONOCIMIENTO Y LA VERDAD 


En los ültimos capitulos del Metalogicon el saresberiense afronta el 
tema de la verdad: la auténtica meta del conocimiento intelectual, cuya 
consecuciön implica un esfuerzo tenaz. Analiza aquellos lugares más 
asequibles para descubrirla. El más familiar es la «opiniön» o «juicio»: 
«Cuando el hombre aprehende las cosas tal como son tiene una opiniön 
verdadera , y la expresión de-la misma es una proposiciön verdadera»32. 
He ahi las dos clases de verdad más asequibles (en consonancia con el 
talante lógico de nuestro autor): el «juicio» y la «proposición» verdaderas 
son, así, el medio por el que obtenemos el verdadero conocimiento de las 
cosas externas. Se presupone una inspección fiel de la realidad. Habla, 
asimismo, de la «verdad de las cosas» mismas: «También se dicen 
verdaderas las cosas»33. Una cosa es verdadera cuando se manifiesta tal 
como es (este cerezo que contemplo se me manifiesta como tal), y una 
cosa es falsa cuando sucede lo contrario (este cerezo se me manifiesta 
como un manzano). En contraposición al valor de verdad está la falsedad: 
«tanto la opinión, como la locución, como las cosas mismas también 
pueden denominarse falsas»34. Opinión falsa: la que se equivoca 
(«deceptionis fallaciam patitur»), no se corresponde con la realidad. 
Locución falsa: la que designa una opinión falsa. Realidad falsa: la que se 
percibe inadecuadamente. «Por tanto del modo de percibir [..] se 
manifiesta la verdad o falsedad, tanto de las opiniones como de las cosas. 


31 M. DE WULF, Historia de la Filosofía Medieval, México, Ed. Jus, 1945, vol. I, 
p.202. 

32 M, IV, 33; PL, vol. 199, 936B: «Si enim res ut se habet comprehenditur, vera 
opinio est, si sic verbo exponitur, est vera locutio». 

33 M, IV, 33; PL, vol. 199, 936B: «Res quoque singulae verae dicuntur». 

34 M,IV, 36; PL, vol. 199, 939B: «Cum vero nomen falsi opinioni, locutioni, et rei 
pariter applicetur». 
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Sin embargo, la verdad o falsedad de las locuciones se manifiesta por el 
modo de significar»35. Afirma Juan que Dios conoce siempre con verdad, 
porque aprehende todo tal cual es, en si mismo, en la idea originaria, a la 
que todo se acomoda por necesidad. El hombre, en cambio, esta expuesto 
al error, por ello tiene que esforzarse en la consecuciön de la verdad, y no 
siempre acierta36. 

La verdad es patrimonio exclusivo del conocimiento superior, de la 
inteligencia. La verdad y la razön son coherentes, es decir, la verdad es el 
objeto del conocimiento racional, es el horizonte de la razön, su atmösfera. 
Esta correspondencia entre verdad y razön, la denomina «iucundissimam 
rationis veritatisque coherentiam» (dulcisima correspondencia entre verdad 
y razön), y nos pide que contemplemos con veneraciön esta maravillosa 
armonia37. «La verdad es la luz de la mente y la materia de la razón»38. Es 
tal la correspondencia que eliminar la verdad es dejar a la razön sin objeto, 
sin luz. Es como eliminar la luz para la percepciön visual, y todo objeto 
sensible. En sintesis, «eliminada la verdad seria inütil la razön»39. 

Termina con estas hermosas palabras: «La verdad es cierta imagen de 
la divinidad en las cosas, que la razón busca y encuentra en las mismas»40. 
Estas consideraciones sobre la verdad son como el broche de oro de la 
obra Metalogicon. La precisión conceptual resulta escurridiza, pero la 
unción poética del autor es manifiesta. De todas formas, asumo las 
apreciaciones de E. Gilson, que ponen de manifiesto el auténtico perfil de 
Juan, de quien afirma que fue «un espíritu [...] tan fino, tan rico y tan 
perfectamente cultivado, que su presencia realza y ennoblece, en nuestro 
pensamiento, la imagen de todo el siglo XII»41. 


Universidad de Santiago de Compostela 


35 M, IV, 36; PL, vol. 199, 939D: «Ergo a modo percipiendi [...] convincitur veritas 
aut falsitas tam opinionum quam rerum. Sermonum vero, a modo significandi». 

36 Cfr. M, IV, 36; PL, vol. 199, 939D 

37 M, IV, 38; PL, vol. 199, 941B 

38 M, IV, 39; PL, vol. 199, 942A: «Veritas [...], lux mentis est, et materia rationis». 

39 M, IV, 39; PL, vol. 199, 942A: «Omnis sensus rationis frustrabitur, veritate 
subducta». 

40 M, IV, 39; PL, vol. 199, 942C: «Veritas, imago quaedam Divinitatis est, quam in 
rebus ratio quaerit et invenit». 

41 E. Gilson, La Filosofía en la Edad Media, Madrid, Gredos, 1982, 3° 
reimpresión, p. 260. 
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A INTELIGENCIA NO LIBER DE CAVSIS 
I. INTRODUÇÃO 


Para o atento leitor do Livro das Causas! torna-se claro o lugar 
importante e relevante que o tema da Inteligéncia nele ocupa. Ao ler esta 
pequena obra poder-se-ia, conforme dizer de Fortuny2 até pensar de estar 
diante de um «Tractatus de Intelligentia» (Tratado sobre a Inteligéncia) e 
cujo centro consistiria, ao olhar dos modernos, numa teoria 
epistemolégica3. Um estudo mais atento, porém, revela que nos 
encontramos diante de um texto que apresenta uma ordenagäo e estrutura 
metafisica, ou, conforme a pretensäo de alguns, simplesmente fisica, em 
termos neoplatönicos, isto é, fortemente alicerçado no pensamento 
platônico e aristotélico. Quando, então, a Inteligência é apresentada não é 
tão importante inquirir e descobrir o que ela pode conhecer, mas muito 
mais identificar a base em que repousa a sua existência e como o 
conhecimento, nas suas diversas formas, é consequência dessa base. 


II. A INTELIGÊNCIA NA ORDEM DOS SERES 


A primeira menção da Inteligência no Liber de Causis acontece no 
contexto da apresentação da grande escala ou da ordem hierárquica dos 


1 A tradução utilizada € a da minha autoria: Livro das Causas - Liber de Causis, 
Porto Alegre, Edipucrs, 2000. 

2 Em: «Los comentários de Tomás e Siger al Liber de Causis», Seminários de 
Filosofía, Anuario, 10 (1997). 

3 Veja por ex., as questóes de Siger de Brabantia sobre o Livro das Causas, prop. 
V até XII, que tratam da esséncia e a acäo da Inteligéncia (A. MARLASCA (ed.), Les 
Quaestiones..., Louvain, 1972, pp. 117-172). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. II, pp. 1063-1070. 
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seres. Afirma-se, antes de tudo, a absoluta e incondicional dependéncia, 
tanto da Inteligéncia como da Alma, da Causa Primeira, «o Ser que é antes 
da eternidade ... porque é causa da eternidade» (I, 20)4. 

A Inteligência apresentada como «o ser que é com a eternidade» (II, 
21), é criada, mas por causa de sua coexistência com a eternidade, sendo 
então coextensiva com esta, não conhece alteração nem destruição e 
nenhum tipo de mudança ou movimento a atinge (cfr. II, 25): 

Na grande ordem das coisas, a Inteligência, então, é um ser 
secundário, que, exatamente pelo fato de ser secundário não pode ser 
considerada origem de si mesma. Vale, entretanto, ressaltar, e isso é 
fundamental para o entendimento do lugar e da função que a Inteligência 
assume na grande ordem das coisas, que ela é a primeira na linha de todas 
as coisas que dependem da Causa Primeira, que ela é anterior a tudo e que 
a existência de tudo dela depende, seguindo a ordem lhe inerente: as 
inteligências primeiras e as segundas que, cada qual a sua maneira, pelo 
grau de sua universalidade, em outras palavras pela proximidade de suas 
formas à Causa Primeira, são razão da diversificação do mundo sensível. 

Assim, podemos vislumbrar a seguinte grande ordem do ser: 

- Causa Primeira 

- Inteligência 

- Alma, 

- Mundo sensível, 

ordem essa que nos revela, então, o significado especial que a palavra 
causa assume no contexto medieval: ao lado da idéia de uma conexão de 
fato - do modo que nós modernos a entendemos e explicamos -, o conceito 
transmite para os medievais e os antigos que constituem as suas fontes, a 
idéia de uma ordenação metafísica que se revela claramente na análise que 
o LdC realiza «pelo exemplo do ser, do vivo e do homem» (I, 6) e em que 
se manifesta não somente a idéia de «agir pela sua própria essência», como 
também «contem de antemão ou possui por antecipação em si mesma O 
efeito de modo eminente»5. 


4 Os números, como II, 20, referem-se aos capítulos e números do Liber de 
Causis. 

5 Veja e.o. C. D'ANCONA Costa em: Tommaso d' Aquino, Commento al ‘Libro 
delle Cause’, Rusconi 1986, 95-101; como também: Encyclopédie Philosophique 
Universelle, Les Notions Philosophiques, Dictionnaîre I, 283-287, especialmente A. DE 
LIBERA, «Causa (essentialis)», p. 283. 
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TIL A DEFINIÇÃO DA INTELIGÊNCIA 


Apresentada, entäo, a grande escala do ser e o lugar da Inteligéncia 
nela, como se define a Inteligéncia no LdC ? 

A Inteligência, observando seu lugar na estrutura geral, não deve ser 
considerada como um ser que consiste por si, mas como um ser 
participante, isto é, um ser que recebe a sua existência de outra fonte, um 
ser que depende de uma causa, neste caso especial a Causa Primeira, o 
Uno, o Ser que é além de todo ser. Isto, entretanto, não impede que ela 
seja um ser completo, possuindo uma existência perfeita ou completa, 
subsistindo por si mesma, e não por outrem. É isto que nos diz o Livro 
das Causas: «A Inteligência é uma substância que não se divide» (VI, 64). 

São importantes as consequências desse status ontológico, próprio e 
exclusivo, da Inteligência. Ela está fora do contexto da sensibilidade, e, 
por isso, indivisível não conhecendo «multiplicidade, grandeza ou 
movimento» (VI, 66). Em razão disso, também se (re)afirma que ela está 
fora do tempo, que é princípio de divisão e movimento, e que ela, pelo 
contrário, está com a eternidade. Isto acontece por causa das perfeições 
que lhe são passadas pela Causa Primeira. Esta forma de multiplicidade - 
as perfeições lhe infundidas pela Causa Primeira - não conduz à 
divisibilidade por ser ela a primeira coisa criada, estando acima da ordem 
sensível, cuja marca é a materialidade, princípio de divisão. 

A presença das formas de tudo que existe após ela, afirma-se nela 
«como se fosse uma única coisa» (VI, 67), uma vez que não admite 
divisão em hipótese nenhuma. 

Esta maneira de ser - substância indivisível - é demonstrada pelo fato 
de ela se voltar sobre si mesma, proeza impossível aos corpos sensíveis, 
regidos pela multiplicidade. Em outras palavras, a sua atuação não cria 
afastamento, como no caso de causa e efeito, no sentido de se construir 
uma linha extensa em que domina a ordem do prius et posterius, do antes 
e depois, indicando movimento e tempo. A sua atuação realiza-se de 
forma circular, sempre voltando sobre si mesma, de forma que início e 
fim coincidem e se confundem, excluindo, assim, qualquer vestígio de 
sequência temporal. Daí a tese fundamental: na Inteligência o ser e o agir 
são a mesma coisa. Compreende-se, na luz dessa sua constituição, que ela 
conhecendo não muda, uma vez que é a forma de tudo que existe. 
Conhecendo-se a si mesma, o que acontece na realização da volta sobre 
si mesma, conhece tudo, com exceção da Causa Primeira, que está na 
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raiz de sua existéncia, € a sua causa e como tal nao lhe «pertence» como 
as coisas existentes, cujo ser - por forga da mesma Causa Primeira - dela 
depende. 

Tudo que se afirmou é pröprio da substäncia indivisivel que é a 
Inteligência e é consequência de sua posição como «primeira coisa 
criada». Na condição de «primeira» na linha das criaturas, ela informa o 
que é informe e determina o que indeterminado. Por causa disso tem que 


estar acima da grandeza e do corporal, acima do tempo, com a eternidade 
(VI, 71)6. 


IV. A RELACAO ENTRE A INTELIGENCIA E A CAUSA PRIMEIRA 


Partindo, então, da análise da definição como apresentada em cima, 
chegamos à afirmação que a Inteligência é daquela maneira, sem 
«grandeza nem corpo, nem movida por um dos modos do movimento 
corporal» (VI, 71), por causa de sua relação de dependência quanto à 
Causa Primeira, isto que dizer, por causa do fato de ser a primeira coisa 
criada «acima do tempo e com a eternidade» (II, 21). 

O autor do Liber de Causis diante dessa dependência essencial afirma 
que a força da Inteligência vem da Causa Primeira. Em razão disso, ela 
possui uma unidade mais forte do que «as coisas segundas que vem depois 
dela», que são causadas por ela e «não chegam ao seu conhecimento» 
(VIII, 80). É bom lembrar, porém, que a Inteligência causa não por força 
própria, mas através da força divina «que ela possui por ser a primeira 
criatura» (VIII, 79 etc.). 

Reforça-se, desta forma, a tese de que a Causa Primeira é a única que 
realmente cria, a única que pode ser chamada de Criador. A Inteligência é 
essencialmente criatura e se lhe passa a ser atribuída qualquer «virtus», 
«força» criadora, ela a possui enquanto é bondade ou perfeição que lhe 
advém por sua dependência essencial do Absoluto Primeiro. 

Esta perfeição faz que a Inteligência, então, cause, mantenha e reja 
tudo que vem depois ou abaixo dela. Numa bela frase esta verdade 
expressa-se da seguinte forma: «A Inteligência rege a natureza pelo poder 


6 Proclus expressa esta realidade da seguinte maneira: a inteligência é uma 
multiplicidade unificada em que os inteligíveis são pensados como distintos uns dos outros, 
e, ao mesmo tempo, idênticos (ET 171). 
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divino» (VII, 82). Dito de outra forma, a Inteligência contém todas as 
coisas pelo fato «da eminência da Causa Primeira acima de todas as 
coisas» (VIII, 86), o que faz ela se constituir a causa da Inteligência. 

Destarte torna-se evidente porque para o autor do LdC a Causa 
Primeira não é Inteligência, como aliás, também «não é alma, nem 
natureza» (VIII, 87): esta foi criada por aquela. Neste sentido a 
Inteligência possui uma yliathim (VIII, 90), uma forma, porque o seu ser 
é caracterizado pelo fato de nela estarem, de maneira unificada e 
indistinta, todas as formas da realidade sensível. Ao contrário, a Causa 
Primeira está acima de tudo isso, é «somente ser» (VIII,90), nada se 
encontrando nela além disso, nenhuma determinação ou esséncia7. Se lhe 
for, portanto, atribuído uma yliathim, esta deve ser entendida de modo 
diferente do que no caso da Inteligência, quer dizer a yliathim da Causa 
Primeira deve ser entendida como infinitude. A sua individualidade, 
continuando a linha reflexiva iniciada, seria «o bem puro», enquanto 
princípio de tudo que é perfeito na Inteligência. 


V. A HIERARQUIA DAS FORMAS NA INTELIGÊNCIA 


Tomando como ponto de partida estas colocações do Liber de Causis, 
em que se define claramente tanto o lugar como a função da Inteligência 
na grande ordem dos seres, podemos entender a afirmação que aprofunda 
a questão em estudo: todas as coisas estão na Inteligência, não de forma 
múltipla, mas unida. É por esta razão que, quando iniciam sua existência 
no mundo sensível, através da Alma, elas são dependentes, isto é, regidas 
e mantidas pela Inteligência, enquanto a sua criação, como pertencendo ao 
tudo, não depende nem da Alma nem da Inteligência, mas exclusivamente 
da Causa Primeira, princípio absoluto e único, de que tudo que existe 
recebe o ser. 

Neste princípio geral, porém, como já indicado no IV, entrelaçam-se 


duas dimensões do conceito ser ...: na medida em que tudo que vem da Causa 
Primeira é, o ser precede todo o resto, ele é criatura da Causa Primeira e está na 


7 Veja o importante e incisivo estudo de C. D' ANCONA COSTA, «Causa Prima non 
est yliathim. Liber de Causis, prop. 8/9: Les sources et la Doctrine», em EAD., Recherches 
sur le Liber de Causis, Paris, 1995, 97-119. 
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base das outras determinações. Na cadeia causal, porém, a Inteligência é o primeiro 
ser e nesta situação da emanação, o ser total é inteligência.8 


À descrição das propriedades e características gerais do «fenômeno» 
Inteligência, mas sobretudo à explicação da composição do Ser em finito 
e infinito, princípio de multiplicidade que não elimina a sua simplicidade, 
segue agora uma especificação de sua existência e das consequências 
desta. Afirma o LdC: «toda inteligência está repleta de formas»... (1X,92). 
Estas formas, entretanto não são todas iguais: algumas apresentam uma 
universalidade maior de que outras, isto como consequência de sua 
localização respectivamente nas inteligências primeiras ou segundas, 
existindo entre elas uma relação: as formas que estão nas inteligências 
primeiras de forma universal, estão nas segundas de forma particular e 
vice-versa (cfr. IX, 93). O critério de maior ou menor universalidade, de 
maior ou menor força, é a proximidade em relação à Causa Primeira, o 
princípio primeiro, o Uno. Esta proximidade, determinando o lugar na 
escalada hierárquica, é também a medida do poder que a Inteligência 
possui: as Inteligências segundas contemplam as primeiras e a força que 
desta forma lhes é comunicada faz com que se distinga nelas a forma 
universal que, em seguida, é dividida e separada; elas só poderão receber 
as formas nesta perspectiva, visto que a sua maneira de ser não lhes 
permite captá-las de modo universal único. 


VI. O CONHECIMENTO DA INTELIGÊNCIA DAS COISAS 


O conhecimento das coisas pela Inteligência segue o que foi afirmado 
no VI: a Inteligência está com a eternidade, consequentemente é antes de 
todas as coisas, que dependem dela como «intermediária» do poder 
criador da Causa Primeira. Assim, isenta de mudança, corrupção ou 
destruição, a Inteligência é o que de fato é, possui o que tem: desta forma 


8 «Insofern alles der ersten Ursache Nachfolgend ist, geht das Sein allem Weiteren 
vorher; es ist das erste Geschöpf der ersten Ursache und liegt allen weiteren Bestimmungen 
zugrunde. In der Kausalkette aber ist die Intelligenz das erste Sein, und in diesem Zustand 
der Emanation ist das ganze Sein Intelligenz, d.h. das Sein wird trotz seiner spezifischen 
Art der Vorgängigkeit nicht hipostisiert, aber erlangt nur mit den bereits bekannten 
Hypostasen Wirklichkeit.» (A. FIDORA, A. NIEDERBERGER, Von Bagdad nach Toledo, Das 
Buch der Ursachen und seine Rezeption im Mittelalter, DVB, Mainz, 2001, 160. 
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conhece as coisas perpétuas porque estä no mesmo nivel ontolögico, e 
conhecendo a si mesma, conhece tudo em si. Mas, visto a partir da mesma 
perspectiva, porém sob outro ängulo, as coisas pereciveis tem sua raiz 
numa causa corporal e temporal, visto que corpo e tempo säo os principios 
de mudanga, condigäo impossivel para uma causa inteligivel e eterna Todo 
este relacionamento deve ser lido na perspectiva da grande afirmação que 
qualquer sujeito recebe em conformidade com a sua capacidade de 
receber, de forma que as Inteligências segundas, embora dependam quanto 
ao conteúdo do seu conhecimento fundamentalmente das Inteligências 
primeiras, não conhecem as formas nelas contidas da mesma forma: a 
universalidade lhes escapa, ou, em outras palavras 


...as Inteligências segundas não podem, não obstante todo o seu direcionamento à 
inteligência primeira, entender em si as suas formas, mas sempre como 


especiais9. 


Quando é exposta a relacáo entre as trés hipóstases: «Todos os seres 
primeiros são uns nos outros...» (XI, 103), é reforçada a idéia da 
«intermediariedade» da Inteligéncia, a saber a presenga nela, de forma 
inteligente, tanto da Causa Primeira - que está acima dela -,.como de tudo 
que vem depois dela. A expressäo usada «sáo uns nos outros» indica bem 
que tanto no aspecto ontológico como no epistemológico existe uma 
profunda e essencial reciprocidade ou interdependéncia. A esséncia dos 
seres primeiros - Ser, Inteligéncia, Vida - se define em termos de causa e 
efeito. Esta relação atinge, além do modo de existir - a Causa Primeira é o 
primeiro princípio causador, dela depende tudo, utilizando-se da 
Inteligéncia - também o modo de ser conhecido: a Causa Primeira näo é 
conhecida em si mas através de seus efeitos: a Inteligéncia e a Vida. Desta 
forma, o autor do LdC pode afirmar «o ser e a vida são na inteligência duas 
inteligências, o ser e a inteligência são na vida duas vidas e a inteligência 
e a vida sáo dois seres no ser» (XI, 105). Reitera-se, entáo, com estas 
palavras o princípio: isto € assim porque entre eles existe uma relacäo de 
causa e efeito. 


9  «.. können die zweiten Intelligenzen trotz aller Ausrichtung auf die ersten 
Intelligenz deren Formen niemals na sich erfassen, sondern stets nur als besondere» (Id. 
172). 
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A ultima proposicäo do bloco que trata da Inteligéncia pode ser 
considerada como a fundamentação do modo de conhecer das coisas, 
enquanto afirma que «Toda a inteligência entende a sua própria essência» 
(XII, 109). Nela sujeito cognoscente e objeto conhecido coincidem, não 
há divisão, nem mudança. Este entendimento da própria essência faz com 
que nela sejam conhecidas todas as coisas, porque a Inteligência é origem 
de tudo que vem depois dela, na medida que estende sobre todas as coisas 
as perfeições da Causa Primeira, criadora absoluta. A Inteligência sempre 
volta, por essência, sobre si mesma e assim exerce a sua função que existe 
exatamente em razão de seu lugar no grande sistema dos seres. 


VII. CONCLUSÃO 


Assim, ao longo da exposição sobre a Inteligência, torna-se evidente 
não somente o carater próprio de seu modo de ser, mas também o de sua 
forma de conhecer. Enquanto primeiro causado está no topo dos seres 
segundos, «parecido com Deus Altíssimo» (XXII, 172), e sendo desta 
forma a unicidade múltipla, conhece tudo que lhe segue em si mesma; 
assim, as coisas vêm dela e são por ela regidas. Sempre, porém, deve ser 
ressaltada a sua absoluta dependência da Causa Primeira, que dela exclui 
categoricamente o ser auto-suficiente em si, o ser sem nenhuma relação de 
efeito. Como a Causa Primeira estende sobre as coisas as «perfeições ou 
bondades», ela, a Inteligência, «estende o conhecimento sobre as coisas 
que estão abaixo dela» (id.), o que faz com que ela governe - depois da 
soberania absoluta da Causa Primeira - e mantenha todas as coisas. 
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FROM GUNDISALVUS TO BONAVENTURE: 
INTELLECT AND INTELLIGENCES IN THE LATE TWELFTH 
AND EARLY THIRTEENTH CENTURIES 


In Chapter 2 of his Itinerarium mentis in Deum, Bonaventure, 
reflecting on the relation of the microcosm of the human being to the 
macrocosm of the universe, reminds his readers that, as he says: 
«Governing [and controlling] all things [generated and generative in the 
world] are spiritual substances. And they may be fully conjoined to bodies, 
as are the souls of brute animals, or conjoined to bodies while in 
themselves separable, as are rational spirits, or fully separated from 
bodies, as are the celestial spirits. These [last] the philosophers called 
Intelligences, but we call them Angels». He added that in the systems of 
the philosophers this highest rank of spiritual being was thought to move 
the heavenly bodies, and thus administer the universe, acting through a 
power received from God. Christian philosophers, on the other hand, 
understand that God has instead vested such incorporeal beings with the 
job of bringing the universe in line with the divine plan for ultimate 
restoration and reparation. Among Christians, therefore, they are 
conceived as administrators of the spirit, sent to transmit salvation. 

Bonaventure’s words recall a notable debate from the middle of the 
twentieth century, embroiling Etienne Gilson and several interlocutors. In 
it they argued out what functional relationship they thought was posited 
among precisely such intelligences and human souls and the acts of human 


1 Bonaventure, Itinerarium mentis in Deum, Quaracchi 1891, 2, p. 300a (Opera 
Omnia, vol. 5). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.L. E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1071-1081. 
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understanding in Latin European philosophical texts from the late twelfth 
and early thirteenth century. At stake was Gilson’s controversial notion of 
an «augustinisme avicennisant»2. It is convenient to approach this 
debate—or rather, the issues at stake in it—initially with reference to the 
single Latin thinker, the Spaniard once known among medievalists as 
Dominicus Gundissalinus or Gundisalvi but now revealed to have been 
named simply Gundisalvus, or in the Romance, Gonzalo3. Gilson 
summarized his place in the debate over Avicennian influence among 
Latin scholastics in the introduction to J.T. Muckle’s edition of 
Gundisalvus’ Treatise on the Soul4. 

In Gilson’s eyes, Gundisalvus’s psychology could be considered an 
exemplary type for how Arabic views on the active operations of intellect 
in human understanding were initially taken up by Latin European thinkers 
at the turn of the twelfth to thirteenth centuries. Gilson intuited what we 
now know more empirically, that the way was prepared for the eventual 
absorption of Aristotle’s psychology into high - scholastic habits of thought 
by the preceding ingestion of Arabic variations on the Aristotelian model, 
first of all that of Avicenna. On the issue of importance for us today, he read 
Avicenna — again much as current scholarship does-as holding that for the 
human intellect, which was in itself receptive of knowledge, there existed 
a single separate active intelligence, the «agent intellect», responsible for 
actualizing human cognitive potential by impressing knowledge upon the 
mind. This agent was, moreover, a celestial being, one of the lower if not 
the lowest of the Intelligences (to use the word introduced above) 
governing or residing among the heavenly spheres. And it served, in its 
capacity as activator of the mind, as the goal or end-point towards which 


2 The classic text from E. GILSON is «Les sources gréco-arabes de l'augustinisme 
avicennisant», Archives d’Histoire Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age 4 (1929) 5-149. 

3 I rely on the reasoning of A. RUCQUOI, «Gundisalvus ou Dominicus 
Gundisalvi?» Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale 41 (1999) 85-106, that the philosopher 
Gundisalvus must be distinguished from the quite separate contemporary translator of 
Avicenna and Avicebron, among others, whose name actually was Dominicus Gundisalvi. 
More recently, however, A. FIDORA and M.J.S. BRUNA, in «“Gundisalvus ou Dominicus 
Gundisalvi?” Algunas observaciones sobre un reciente articulo de Adeline Rucquoi», 
Estudios Eclesiasticos 76 (2001) 467-473, have warned us not to take the case as definitely 
closed. 

4 See this introduction to J.T. MUCKLE (ed), «The Treatise De Anima of 
Dominicus Gundissalinus», Mediaeval Studies 2 (1940) 23-27. 
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human intellectual efforts were directed, with full access to such an 
intelligence constituting for the human mind true happiness or beatitude. 

According to Gilson’s story, precocious Latin thinkers of the late 
twelfth century, Gundisalvus among them, turned to Avicenna for 
guidance about the wisdom of Antiquity, particularly Aristotelian wisdom, 
which they were anxious to understand and integrate into their own 
thinking. They therefore adopted some variant of Avicenna, as much of 
Avicenna as could be made compatible with their own Christian 
principles, as a primary foundation for the psychology they constructed as 
part of their project to philosophize the learning of the schools. That 
meant, of course, to a greater or lesser extent making their own thought 
Avicennian. But Avicenna in pure form was unacceptable. What they did 
was to graft Avicenna onto a psychology at once more familiar to them and 
more compatible with their Christian ideas, the ancient Latin 
Neoplatonism of Augustine’s theory of mind. In the case of Gundisalvus— 
exemplary case, you remember, to Gilson’s eyes—the result was a De 
anima retaining Avicenna’s notion of human mind as receptive of 
knowledge from a separate active intellect that stood to it as actualizing 
intellectual principle, a De anima, moreover, employing Avicenna’s 
terminology of intelligence or agent intellect. Yet whenever it came to 
identifying this active principle or agent, it was not a celestial being or 
celestial mover to which the text referred but rather God, himself. At heart, 
the psychology was thus less Avicennian than Augustinian. It represented, 
Gilson insisted, not so much a Latin Avicennianism—«avicennisme 
latin»—as an Augustinianism brought into conformity with Avicennian 
language and analytical categories. This was, as I have already reminded 
you, in proper terms an Avicennizing Augustinianism—«augustinisme 
avicennisant». 

Gilson quickly learned that many of his contemporaries were not 
convinced. Indeed, for some of them, most prominently Roland de Vaux, 
Gundisalvus’s De anima as well as so much other early Latin scholastic 
psychology, was, contra Gilson, authentically a form of «avicennisme 
latin»—Latin Avicennianism. Thus, Gilson would have to argue his case. 
That is just what he was doing in the introduction to Muckle’s edition I 
mentioned before. If I were to summarize his argument, it would be that in 
its Latin instantiation, this early Aristotelianizing psychology emphasized 
that whatever the specific function of higher-than-human intelligences, 
behind them and immediately directing their operations stood God. 
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Therefore, whenever mention was made of intelligences—or of an 
intelligence—the fundamental point was that God was himself responsible 
for the active operations of human mind. And this was a point 
incompatible with the authentic Avicennian intention of making a celestial 
intelligence the source of human beatitude5. An indicator of this non- 
Avicennian cast of mind, and an index to watch for in reading Latin early 
scholastic works, was the habit of glossing the Avicennian term 
«intelligence» with the words «angel» or «angelic essence», or in any 
event, the absolute avoidance of the presumably un-Christian 
Neoplatonizing term: «dator formarum»6. 

Pace Gilson, an examination of the texts, both Arab and Latin early 
scholastic, does not reveal so clear a divide. First of all, the Arabic works. 
Despite his intention of refuting the philosophers, Al-Ghazali was most 
often read by Latin thinkers from the late twelfth century on for his 
epitome of the very doctrines against which he planned to inveigh. If we 
want a quick look, therefore, Al-Ghazali's Metaphysics can serve as stand- 
in for Avicenna's De anima itself. Sure enough, Ghazali did explain that, 
in the Avicennian system, the active intellectual principle necessary for 
human understanding was a separate intelligible substance. It was what 
should properly be called an intelligence, more precisely the tenth or last 
of the intelligences operating the heavens7. Yet he continually pointed out 
that such an intelligence could also correctly be referred to, using 
terminology he associated with the «law»—presumably the Bible and 


5 See GILSON introduction to J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), «The Treatise De Anima», pp. 25- 
26, especially the passage: «What Christian thinker, of wbom we actually have 
knowledge[,] has ever thought that we receive our knowledge from a separated substance 
which would be the active intellect common to the human species and consequently its 
final end?» The apparent incompatibility of any degree of Augustinianism with an 
Avicennian emphasis on the role of a celestial intelligence is presented even more 
dogmatically in the introduction at the bottom of p. 26. 

6 See GILSON, introduction to J.T. MUCKLE (ed.) «The Treatise De Anima», p. 26. 

7 Algazel, Metaphysics, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), Toronto, 1933, II, 5, p. 184: «Igitur 
causa eius est substancia nuda a materia, quod intelligitur de intelligencia agente. Sensus 
enim de intelligencia non est nisi quod est nudum. Sensus vero de agente est, quia semper 
est agens in animas incessanter. Et hec omnino est de numero substanciarum 
intelligibilium... Que autem dignior est ex omnibus illis ut hoc attribuatur ei est 
intelligencia, que est ultima decem intelligentiarum...». 
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Our" an as opposed to works of the philosophers—as an angel, precisely 
the marker Gilson thought would tip us off to an Augustinian approach®. 
And there can be no doubt that he took it as given even in his Avicennian 
source that directly above all the intelligences or angels, and quite 
purposefully orchestrating their work, hovered the one true God. So 
important was this fact that the angel communicating to human mind 
should rightly be seen as mediating—a medius—between God and 
mankind, or what we, in line with Bonaventure, might think of as 
administering God’s plan9. Moreover, lest it be supposed that God’s 
presence in this configuration was distant, perhaps even unremarkable and 
unnoticed by the individual human mind concerned, Ghazali insisted that 
critical above all else in the process was, at the end of the day, knowledge 
of God and of his all-sustaining being10. Likewise, the failure of the whole 
operation, and thus the real penalty for an evil life, was «distancing from 
God», express opposite of the «good life»11. 

In a word, the Arabic Neoplatonism Gilson expected to serve as a foil 
to his Augustinianism was in reality already more sympathetic to an 
Augustinian interpretation than Gilson would have been prepared to 


8  Alagzel, Metaphysics, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), IL, 4, p. 175: «Si autem forma son 
fuerit presens suo intellectui sine inquisicione, et meditacione, vocatur illa forma 
intellectus acquisitus scilicet, sciencia acquisita ex aliqua causarum divinarum que vocatur 
angelus, vel intelligencia agens...». See also the continuation of the passage quoted above, 
n. 7 (Muckle, p. 184): «[L]ex eciam manifeste docet quod hee cogniciones non fiunt in 
hominibus et (pro) [sic] prophetis, nisi mediantibus angelis». 

9  Algazel, Metaphysics, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), II, 5, p. 197: «Et propter hoc dicitur 
quod deus indidit rebus animadvertendi naturam, quia sicut dedit omni rei creacionem 
suam, sic et sensum animadvertendi. Igitur angelus est medius inter deum, et prophetam, 
et propheta est medius inter angelum, et sapientes. Et sapientes sunt medii inter prophetam, 
et vulgus». 

10 Algazel, Metaphysics, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), IL 5, p. 186: «Cum vero cogniciones 
que sunt adiudicate nature virtutis intelligibilis et sunt proprietas eius, ut est cognicio dei, 
et angelorum eius et prophetarum eius, ed de hoc quomodo esse venit ex eo, et cetera 
huiusmodi fuerint presentes anime, ita ut anima occupata, sit tantum circa illas existens in 
corpore, sed non diligens corpus neque eius accidencia, et fuerit studiossisima circa 
intelligenciam eorum...». 

1 Algazel, Metaphysics, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), IL 5, p. 188: «[P]ropterea lex dicit 
quod maior pena in die iudicii illorum hominum est, qui cum sapientes essent, male 
vixerunt; dicit eciam quod qui crescit in sciencia et non crescit in bona vita, elongabitur a 
deo». 
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admit. What about the other side of the coin, the works of the Latin early 
scholastics? As already indicated, here Gundisalvus will be our guide. The 
latter’s De anima does, indeed, as Gilson has informed us, explain that the 
human mind is of itself passive or material, so that in order to be brought 
to the act of intellection it must be actualized by, as Gundisalvus says, «an 
intellect that is always in act»12. This intellect can also be called an 
«intelligence in act»—intelligentia in effectu—and it holds the templates, 
so to speak, for all the abstract intelligible forms the human mind comes 
to know13. The mind arrives at its understanding by being impressed with 
the species of such abstract forms while in conjunction with the 
intelligencel4. Turning to the age-old Platonic image, Gundisalvus 
compares the relation of this intelligence to the soul with that of the sun to 
human sight, referring to it this time, almost as if it goes without saying, 
as the «agent intelligence»15. AIl of which is, as we have been led to 
expect, genuinely Avicennian in language and in inspiration. 

The question to pose is, of course: Exactly what did Gundisalvus have 
in mind for this «agent intelligence»? Gilson makes much of the fact that 
no sooner has Gundisalvus introduced the term «agent intelligence» and 
drawn the analogy between intellection and illumination by the sun, than 
he quotes, by way of confirmation, from Augustine’s Soliloquies: «For, 
after all, reason is to mind what vision is to the eye»16. Since Augustine 


12 Gundisalvus, Liber de anima (J.T. MUCKLE (ed.) in Mediaeval Studies) 10, pp. 
87-88: «Cum enim intellectus contemplativus est in effectu absoluto, scilicet cum forma 
intellecta est sibi praesens et considerat eam in effectu et intelligit in effectu . . . vocatur 
intellectus adeptus ab alio. Qui ideo vocatur intellectus adeptus ab alio quoniam intellectus 
in potentia non exit ad dffectum nisi per intellectum qui semper est in effectu». 

13 Gundisalvus, De anima (J.T. MuckLE(ed.)) 10, p. 88: «Aliquid igitur est per 
quod animae nostrae in rebus intelligibilibus exeunt de potentia ad effectum. Id autem non 
est nisi intelligentia in effectu, penes quam sunt principia formarum intelligibilium 
abstractarum». The passage follows immediately upon that quoted above in n. 12. 

14 See the sentence immediately following the quotation given above, n. 13. 

15 Again immediately following the passage referred to in the preceding note: «Ipse 
enim est qui dat formam intelligibilem, cuius comparatio ad nostras animas est sicut 
comparatio solis ad visus nostros. Sicut enim sine luce exteriore non fit visio, sic sine luce 
intelligentiae agentis in nos, nulla fit veritatis rei comprehensio...». 

16 Again, following immediately upon the quotation given, n. 15: «. .. hoc enim est 
menti ratio quod est aspectus oculo». Gilson alerts us in his introduction, p. 26, that this 
passage comes directly from Augustine, Soliloquies I, 6, 12. See also Muckle's n. 172, on 
p. 88 of the edition. 
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meant for the reader to understand that in the process under discussion the 
mind was illumined by God, then, asks Gilson — just rhetorically, for he is 
counting on only one answer — «Is it too much to suppose» that 
Gundisalvus intended the same17? 

Frankly, the correct response is not obvious. Other references to 
«agent intelligence» in Gundisalvus’s De anima are ambiguous, perhaps 
even contradictory. On the one hand, the author seems to be convinced that 
the agent intelligence envisioned by the philosophers was singular, a 
unique «first intelligence» (intelligentia prima)18. If so, it would be an 
easy matter to substitute for it Augustine’s illuminator-God. But on the 
other hand, there are places where he appears to hold that agent 
intelligences are multiple. Right after his reference to a «first intelligence» 
that is «agent intelligence», he comments that there are many of these, just 
as there are many human souls19. Whether he wants to imply that there are 
many «first intelligences» or many «intelligences» of whatever sort is 
simply not clear. In another location, he actually employs the plural, 
«agent intelligences»20. Here he is concerned with a particular intellective 
quality they possess that is also found in human intellects. Moreover he 
makes sure to leave no doubt that by «agent intelligence» he means on this 
occasion a separate substance2!. No elision this time of agent intelligence 


17 Girson’s introduction in MUCKLE's edition, p. 26. In the same place, GILSON 
adds another piece of evidence. He quotes from earlier on in Gundisalvus's De anima (J.T. 
MUCKLE (ed.), 10, p. 86), a reference to human mind's higher face (presumably identical to 
the conjunction between mind and agent intelligence) as that by which it «contemplates its 
superior, which is God». But this really is not all that different from what Ghazali had 
already said about the higher face, down to the specification that by means of it mind looks 
on its superior. See Algazel, Metaphysics, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), II, 4 , p. 172. To be sure, 
Ghazali makes no explicit mention of God, but he calls the «superior» a «vastitas». 

18 Gundisalvus De anima, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), 4, p. 47: «... ideo sapientes noluerunt 
appellare aliquam substantiarum formam simpliciter, nisi intelligentiam primam quae 
vocatur ab eis intelligentia agens». 

19 Gundisalvus, De anima, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), 4, p. 47: «Non solum autem istas, sed 
etiam humanas animas multas esse philosophi probant dicentes...». 

20 Gundisalvus, De anima, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), 10, p. 92: «. . . ipsa est virtus animae 
intellectiva absoluta quae est similis intelligentiis agentibus». 

21 Gundisalvus, De anima, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), 10, p. 92, glosses what he means by 
the similarity pointed to in the passage quoted just above, n. 20: «Ipse [i.e. virtus animae 
intellectiva absoluta] est principium omnis formae fluentis ab eo in animam. Similiter est 
dispositio separatorum pure in hoc quod intelligunt aliqua». 
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and God. Naturally he feels free to call such intelligences or separate 
substances by the name of «angels,» for we should now recognize that this 
latter term was commonplace in both the Arab and Latin traditions22. And 
when he continues by remarking that the rational soul of a human receives 
the actions of the Divine Maker only through the mediation of one of the 
intelligences — that is, an angelic creature (angelica creatura) — it would 
appear that he is simply parroting Ghazali, for whom God worked through 
ministers of precisely the same sort23. 

Indeed, setting aside the issue of what precisely the agent intelligence 
is, we can see how for Gundisalvus this higher-than-human intellectual 
actualizer occupies exactly the same structural position in an economy of 
morality, religion and beatitude as it did for Ghazali. The Spanish 
scholastic’s description of the «everlasting delight» of the virtuous soul 
once death has liberated it from the body is none other than conjunction 
with the agent intelligence24. Like Ghazali as well he believes that for 
some gifted souls, even in the body access to the agent intelligence is so 
readily and perspicuously available that they can receive from it the 
answer to every question they might have. Such are the souls of the 
prophets, who are hence justifiably conceded to be blessed with a «holy 
power of mind»25. Incredibly enough, Gundisalvus thus reproduces the 
very hierarchy of mediation, from God through angels to prophets and 


22 See Gundisalvus, De anima, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), 5, p. 51: «Hoc autem quod 
philosophi probant, animas non a Deo sed ab angelis creari, sane quidem potest intelligi, 
scilicet non Dei ministerio sed angelorum». 

23 Gundisalvus, De anima, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), 5, p. 51: «Sicut ergo corpus 
humanum non recipit actionem aliquam animae rationalis nisi mediante spiritu, sic et 
anima rationalis non recipit actionem factoris primi nisi mediante intelligentia, scilicet 
angelica creatura». Compare the passage from Ghazali quoted above, n. 9. 

24 Gundisalvus, De anima, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), 10, p. 95: «Cum autem anima 
liberabitur a corpore et ab accidentibus corporis, tunc poterit coniungi intelligentiae agenti 
et tunc inveniet in ea pulcritudinem intelligibilem et delectationem perennem...». 

25 Gundisalvus, De anima, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), 10, p. 96: «Possibile est ergo ut 
alicuius hominis anima eo quod est clara et cohaerens principiis intellectibilibus ita sit 
inspirata, ut accendatur ingenio ad recipiendum omnes quaestiones ab intelligentia agente 
vel subito vel paene subito firmiter impressas, non probabiliter sed cum ordine qui 
comprehendit medios terminos... [E]t hic est unus modus prophetiae, qui omnibus 
virtutibus prophetiae altior est. Unde congrue vocatur virtus sancta, quia est altior gradus 
inter omnes virtutes humanas». 
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thence to all other humans, entrenched at the foundations of the Arab 
Neoplatonist’s philosophical world26. What is there, then, to distinguish 
Gundisalvus’s psychology from that associated with Avicenna? 

To demonstrate that Gundisalvus was himself no historical aberration, 
let me tum for a moment to another of the Latin early scholastics about 
whom I also know a little. John Blund, English by birth, composed his 
own Treatise on the Soul a bit later than Gundisalvus. He wrote it around 
the year 1200 in either Paris or Oxford, at both of which universities we 
know he taught as master of arts27. Like Ghazali and Gundisalvus before 
him, Blund maintained that the human intellect was by nature so passive 
that in order for it to pass over into actual understanding it needed to be 
activated by an external intellective force. In his opinion, this intellectual 
actualizer was, as he said, the «first giver of forms» (primus dator 
formarum). That name contains, of course, just the phrase, dator 
formarum, that Gilson took as practically unthinkable in a Christian 
system of thought, although by adding the modifier «first» Blund gave it 
a potentially Christian twist. Yet Blund conceded that the majority of the 
authorities he had consulted insisted that the activator was instead a 
separate intelligence acting as «minister» for the first giver of forms and 
at its command. A common alternative name for the latter was, he added, 
«angel»28. Here is, in short, another Latin thinker profoundly impressed 
by Avicennian psychology and uncertain as to whether it can be turned in 
Gilson’s «Augustinian» direction. 

The first signs of movement out of this philosophical limbo appeared, 
I believe, in the 1220s, when, as René Antoine Gauthier has instructed us, 
the initial translations of Averroes into Latin emerged on the western 


26 Again, see above, n. 9. 

27 The text has been published in a modern edition as Iohannes Blund, Tractatus de 
anima, D.A. CALLUS and R.W. HUNT (eds.), London 1970. 

28 For all of the above, see BLUND, Tractatus de anima, CALLUS and HUNT (eds.), 
XXV, ii (n. 344), p. 94: «Solutio. Ad hoc dicendum est, ut superius ostensum est, quod... 
inprimitur in anima intellectus formalis mediante primo datore formarum; vel, ut plures 
auctores videntur velle, est illa forma impressio ab intelligentia ut ministerio eius, et a 
primo datore formarum ut auctoritate ipsius. Illa autem intelligentia a multis auctoribus 
dicitur esse angelus, qui minister est anime hominis». It is worth noting how much the 
reference to ministerium and auctoritas resonates of the language of Gundisalvus in the full 
passage from which are taken the quotations given above, nn. 22 and 23. 
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European academic scene29. As Gauthier has shown, Averroes was 
interpreted in these primitive years as positing an agent intellect that was 
not separate, as was the agent intelligence we have been dealing with so 
far, but was rather a power of the human soul in itself. Two of the earliest 
Latin scholastics of note to take a stand on this new psychological 
construction were my old friends, William of Auvergne and Robert 
Grosseteste. William positioned himself resolutely against both what we 
have seen was the Avicennian view, which he quite traditionally attributed 
to Aristotle, that the agent of the human mind was a separate substance, 
"tenth and last of the celestial intelligences, and the novel, in those years 
purportedly Averroistic understanding that there was an inherent agent 
intellect in the soul. Augustinian after a fashion that I find more genuine 
than anything Gilson had in mind, he insisted that the soul was on its own 
and indivisibly active and passive, generating knowledge of simple 
substances as if spontaneously upon exposure to a potentially intelligible 
object. Grosseteste, in contrast, proved more hospitable to the new idea. 
While accepting that along with God, separate intelligences might also 
supply the mind with forms for cognition, he proposed that most typical as 
source in this life were the essential forms of material objects in the world, 
suitably abstracted by immanent cognitive processes of human intellect 
itself. This was to his mind the authentic Aristotelian position, and it 
would seem he even leaned toward naming one of mind’s active powers 
an «agent intellect»30. 

From here, progress was steady and almost ineluctable towards what 
is today conventionally considered the mature Latin scholastic 
psychology, almost surely presupposed by Bonaventure in the Itinerarium 
quotation with which I began. Separate intelligences existed, not as 
movers of the heavens but rather as angels to which even the Bible 
attributed an important role in human affairs. But for the business of 
normal cognition, the human mind worked on its own with the evidence it 


29 See especially Gauthier, «Le traité De anima et de potenciis eius d'un maitre es 
arts (vers 1225)», Revue des Sciences Philosophiques et Théologiques 66 (1982) 17-18. 

20 For a beginning on William and Robert, see my article, «The Philosophy of 
Nature in the Early Thirteenth Century», soon to appear in Die Anfänge der Aristotelis- 
Rezeption im lateinischen Mittelalter, Proceedings of the Conference at the Albertus- 
Magnus-Institut, Bonn, August 2000, Miinster. 
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received via sensation from objects in the material world. It did so by 
means of its two inherent powers, the possible intellect and the agent. This 
circumstance was not only true of human intellection in nature; it was also 
the explanation of psychology Aristotle had put forth. 

So far as the earlier Latin period is concerned, however, I take the 
examples I have presented to show that we need to assume a more flexible 
interpretative posture than any of our predecessor scholars did in the mid- 
twentieth century. As I read both Gundisalvus and John Blund, they were 
offering a psychology that cannot be adequately described in neat terms 
of either «augustinisme avicennisant» or «avicennisme latin». If, as 
Gilson arguably rightly insisted, the latter phrase should be taken to 
indicate a determination to follow Avicenna in every detail, then probably 
none of the Latin works I am familiar with fall into this category. But if 
«augustinisme avicennisant» implies a definite break with Avicenna and 
the Neoplatonic hierarchy of his psychological universe, then that is not 
an appropriate category either. We must, I suggest, explore the territory of 
late-twelfth, early-thirteenth-century Latin philosophy completely 
anew3l. In the process, we should erect no a priori boundaries between 
Arab and Latin points of view. 


Tufts University, Medford 


31 The exploration is, in fact, already underway. See the fascinating work of A. 
FIDORA, beginning with his «On the Supposed ‘Augustinisme avicennisant’ of Dominicus 
Gundissalinus», Veritas 47 (2002) 387-394. 
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IMAGINATIO/PHANTASIA BEI MENSCH UND TIER. ASPEKTE 
PHILOSOPHISCHER URTEILSBILDUNG NACH 
VEROFFENTLICHTEN UND UNVEROFFENTLICHTEN 
QUELLEN DES 13. JAHRHUNDERTS 


Nach einer vielzitierten Formel Gregors des Großen weist der Mensch 
mit jedwedem anderen Geschöpf einen gemeinsamen Anteil auf: Mit den 
Steinen ist es das Sein, mit den Bäumen das Leben, mit den Tieren das 
sinnliche Erkennen und mit den Engeln die Vernunfterkenntnis!. Diese 
Überlegung, die in etwas abgewandelter Form seit dem letzten Drittel des 
12. Jahrhunderts vor allem durch die ps.-aristotelische Schrift De spiritu et 
anima verbreitet wurde2, gibt sehr allgemein das sinnliche Erkennen 
(sentire) als das zwischen Mensch und Tier Gemeinsame aus. 
Philosophisch gesehen konnte es mit einer solch allgemeinen Kennzeich- 
nung nur bis zu einem bestimmten Grade sein Genügen haben. Ein 
genaueres Zusehen wurde in dem Maße unumgänglich, in dem die 
philosophische Reflexion verstärkt auf die vielfältigen konkreten 
Ausprägungsformen tierischen Verhaltens Bedacht nahm. Dieser Prozeß 
setzte in großem Umfang in der ersten Hälfte des 13. Jahrhunderts ein, als 
im lateinischen Westen die aristotelischen und ps.-aristotelischen libri 
naturales, unter ihnen insbesondere die von Michael Scotus übersetzten 
19 Bücher De animalibus des Stagiriten, den Denkern zugänglich wurden. 
Aristoteles selbst hatte den Blick immer wieder auf auffallend men- 
schenähnliche Verhaltensweisen im Tierreich gelenkt und erörtert, 


1 Gregorius Magnus, Homiliae in evangelia II 29, PL. vol. 76, Paris 1849, col. 
1214B. 
2 De spiritu et anima 6, P.L. vol. 40, Paris 1887, col. 783. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), /ntellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1085-1098. 
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inwiefern sich in bezug auf sie spezifisch Menschliches und Tiekisches 
zueinander verhielten. Die hochscholastischen Kommentatoren seiner 
Schriften greifen diese Problematik auf und diskutieren sie ihrerseits. Die 
Diskussion verläuft in zwei Richtungen: Zum einen geht es um die grund- 
sätzliche Frage, ob die sensitiven Seelen von Mensch und Tier als solche 
derselben Art seien3; auch wird gefragt, ob die sensitive Seele in allen 
Tieren derselben Art sei4. Zum andern beschäftigt die Magistri die Frage 
nach den Ausprägungsformen der einzelnen Sinnesvermögen bei Mensch 
und Tier, und hier speziell nach den Ausprägungsformen der inneren Sin- 
ne5, auf denen das Auftreten von auffallend menschenähnlichen 
Verhaltensweisen bei Tieren zu beruhen scheint. Unter ihnen wiederum 
richtet sich das Augenmerk - außer auf die vis aestimativa - insbesondere 
auch auf die Vorstellungskraft (imaginatio/phantasia). Im Zuge ihrer 
Überlegungen zu diesem Sinnesvermögen arbeiten die Magistri im 
Anschluß an Aristoteles und seine arabischen Kommentatoren eine Reihe 
von Differenzierungen heraus. Diese betreffen zum einen die Frage, ob die 
imaginatiolphantasia bei allen Tieren anzunehmen sei - ob sie also der 
Mensch mit sämtlichen Tierarten gemein hat -, zum anderen das Problem, 
worin sich dann menschliche und tierische imaginatio/phantasia 
voneinander unterscheiden. Die Magister befassen sich mit diesen Fragen 
vor dem Hintergrund erheblicher Unsicherheiten hinsichtlich der 
Einteilung der inneren Sinne und ihrer exakten begrifflichen Abgrenzung 
voneinander, offenkundig bedingt durch die außerordentlich komplexe 


3 Eg. Galfrid von Aspall, Questiones in de anima II (Oxford, Merton College, 
272, f. 213ra): «Queritur, an sensitiva in hominibus et brutis sint sensitive eiusdem 
speciei»; cfr. f. 212rb: «Et racio huius est, quia univoce dicitur homo animal cum brutis et 
univoce est operacio animalis ex utroque, quia sicut homo generat hominem ex materia, sic 
brutum brutum». Cfr. Albertus Magnus, De animalibus XX, H. STADLER (ed.), Münster 
1920, p. 1319 1. 32-42 (Beitr. Gesch. Philos. Mittelalt. XVI); id., Super Dionysium De 
divinis nominibus, P. SIMON (ed.), Münster 1972, c. 4, p. 279 1. 56-78 (Ed. Colon. 
XXXVII/1); Robert Grosseteste, Tractatus de anima, L. BAUR (ed.), Die philosophischen 
Werke des Robert Grosseteste, Bischofs von Lincoln, Münster 1912, c. 6, pp. 268 1. 23 - 269 
I. 7 (Beitr. Gesch. Philos. Mittelalt. IX). 

^ E.g. Galfrid von Aspall, Questiones in de anima 1 (Oxford, Merton Coll., 272, 
f. 213rb-va): «Queritur, utrum sensitiva in omnibus brutis sit eiusdem speciei; et quod non 
videtur.» 

5 Eg. Wilhelm von Auvergne, De universo I, II c.3, Paris 1674/Frankfurt a.M. 
1963, p. 760a-b (Opera omnia I). 
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Überlieferungslage6, auf die sie stießen und die sie mit divergierenden 
Äußerungen der Autoritäten - vor allem des Aristoteles und Averroes auf 
der einen und Avicennas und Algazels auf der anderen - zu diesem 
Gegenstandsbereich konfrontierte. Das betrifft auch die Verhältnisbestim- 
mung von imaginatio und phantasia. Nur so viel sei hier gesagt, daß sich 
zwei Hauptrichtungen abzeichnen. Die Vertreter der einen, die sich an der 
Einteilung der inneren Sinne nach Aristoteles (vis imaginativa-phantasia, 
vis aestimativa, vis memorativa) bzw. nach Averroes (sensus communis, 
phantasia sive imaginatio, aestimativa, memorativa) orientieren, 
unterscheiden ausdrücklich oder faktisch zwischen imaginatio und 
phantasia nicht? Die Repräsentanten der anderen Richtung, die sich bei 
der Einteilung der inneren Sinne an Avicenna (fantasia=sensus communis, 
imaginatio, vis imaginativa, vis estimativa, vis memorialis)8 oder Algazel 
(sensus communis, virtus imaginativa, virtus cogitativa [fantasia], virtus 


6 Die komplexe Tradition beschreibt vorziiglich H.A. WOLFSON, «The Internal 
Senses in Latin, Arabic, and Hebrew Philosophic Texts», Harvard Theological Review 28 
(1935) 69-133. 

7 E.g. Adam von Bocfeld, Sentencia super librum de anima III (Oxford, Merton 
Coll., 272, f. 20vb): «Que quidem fantasia sive ymaginacio»; Lectura in librum de anima 
II, R.A. GAUTHIER (ed.), Grottaferrata 1985, p. 431 1. 125 (Spicilegium Bonaventurianum 
24); Questiones super librum de anima II (Siena, Biblioteca Comunale, L.III.21, f. 174ra): 
«utrum virtus fantastica sive ymaginativa»; ebd., f. 148vb: «Aliter dicitur, quod nu- 
merantur due exteriores, scilicet vegetativa et sensitiva, et 5 interiores: sensus communis, 
ymaginacio, cogitacio, estimacio, memoria, quia fantasia non differt ab ymaginativa»; cfr. 
ibid., f. 175vb; Scriptum super librum de anima (Firenze, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, 
Conv.soppr. G.4.853, f. 220rb): «Unde non universaliter habet appetitus deliberationem 
precedentem, sed appetitus in racionalibus, appetitus autem in brutis non, sed fantasiam 
sive ymaginativam precedentem naturaliter. Vel aliter: ‘Et causa hec est’, id est: et causa 
huius, scilicet «non» imitari in ipsis brutis, est non habere opinionem, id est: non habere 
aliquam rationem sive deliberationem precedentem, scilicet est h«ec», quoniam ipsorum 
fantasia sive ymaginatio appetitiva (appetitam cod.) non habet opinionem a sillogismo, id 
est: non habet aliquam deliberationem precedentem»; Thomas von Aquin, S. theol. I, q. 78, 
a. 4; Robert Kilwardby, Tractatus de spiritu fantastico 1, O. Lewry (ed.), Robert 
Kilwardby, O.P. On Time and Imagination, Oxford 1987, p. 55 1. 5-7; cfr. ibid., p. 901. 15; 
p. 1011. 6; Simon de Faversham, Questiones in tres libros de anima (Città del Vaticano, 
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 10135, f. 109vb): «Et ad conservacionem 
perfectam specierum sensatarum ordinatur «fantasia» (fantasma cod.) vel ymaginacio, quia 
fantasia est ut (Lücke) specierum sensibilium». 

8 Avicenna, De anima I c. 5, S. VAN RIET (ed.), Louvain-Leiden 1972, pp. 871. 19 
— 901. 60 (Avicenna Latinus). 
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estimativa, virtus memorialis)9 halten, setzen hingegen einen Unterschied 
zwischen beiden Größen an10. Sie sehen ihn sowohl in der Lokalisierung 
von imaginatio und phantasia in unterschiedlichen Hirnarealen, vor allem 
aber in deren unterschiedlichen Funktionsweisen begründet. Wie diese im 
einzelnen von den Autoren bestimmt und voneinander abgegrenzt werden, 
ist überaus nuancenreich. Über alle Details hinweg scheint eine gewisse 
Mindestübereinstimmung darin zu bestehen, daß man die imaginatio 
durch ihre Funktion, die Bilder von Wahrnehmungsgegenständen zu 
speichern, charakterisierte, während der phantasia darüber hinaus die 
Aufgabe zugewiesen wurde, die von den äußeren Sinnen empfangenen 
Bilder miteinander zu vergleichen und sie untereinander wie auch mit 
nicht sinnlich wahrnehmbaren Bedeutsamkeiten (intentiones) zu 


9 Algazel, Metaphysica II, J.T. MUCKLE (ed.), Algazel’s Metaphysics, Toronto 
1933, p. 169 1. 22-24. 

10 Vor allem e.g. Albertus Magnus in seinen frühen Werken, hierzu N.H. STENECK, 
Albert on the Psychology of Sense Perception, in J.A. WEISHEIPL (ed.), Albertus Magnus 
and the Sciences. Commemorative Essays 1980, Toronto 1980, pp. 263-290 (Studies and 
Texts 49); P. MICHAUD-QUANTIN, La psychologie de l'activité chez Albert le Grand, Paris 
1966, pp. 63-76 (Bibliothèque thomiste 36); J.A. TELLKAMP, Sinne, Gegenstände und sen- 
sibilia. Zur Wahrnehmungslehre des Thomas von Aquin, Leiden 1999, p. 255 (Studien und 
Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters 66); Quaestiones in tres libros de anima, J. 
VENNEBUSCH (ed.), Ein anonymer Aristoteleskommentar des XIII. Jahrhunderts, Paderbom 
1963, II q.55, pp. 247 1. 114 - 248 I. 135; Questiones et notabilia in de anima (Città del 
Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 2170, f. 93rb): «Ideo oportet esse aliam 
virtutem, que sensibilia reservet ipsis absentibus; que dicitur ymaginatio, quia differt a fan- 
tasia, ut patebit, sed non secundum quosdam»; Tractatus de anima (Erfurt, 
Wissenschaftliche Allgemeinbibliothek, CA 2° 346, f. 71ra): «Nunc autem de potenciis 
anime appre<hen>sivis. Dicendum (demonstratus add. cod.), quod sunt V: sensus 
communis, ymagin<ativ>a, formati<v>a sive fantasia, que due sunt secundum quosdam, 
secundum alios vero unica, exstimativa, que conservativa dicitur, et ultima est memoria. 
Sensus communis apprehendit obiecta sensuum ... Ymaginacio vero est apprehensio 
sensibilium obiecto absente ... Tercia potencia est formati<v>a, que a quibusdam vocatur 
vis ymaginativa...». Cfr. Questiones in Aristotilis de anima (Città del Vaticano, BAV, Vat. 
lat. 2170, f. 54va): «Sed quidam ponunt istas virtutes sufficere ad vitam animalis. Sed 
Avicenna et Algasel et Albertus aliam ponunt, que componit sensatas species et non 
sensatas etiam ad invicem, et tunc perfecte sensibile cognoscitur. Que est fantasia. Sed 
quidam dicunt, quod non ista quinta virtus, sed (est add. cod. sed exp.) estimativa ista facit 
et dirigit instinctu naturali in brutis <ad> (ad] et cod.) bonum <appetendum> vel malum 
fugiendum. In hominibus maxime dirigitur ab intellectu. Et sic non differt secundum 
<istos> (ias cod.) illa secunda virtus ab ymaginatione vel estimativa»; ähnlich Radulfus 
Brito, Questiones in tres libros de anima (Paris, Bibliothèque Nationale, Lat. 12971, £. 
23ra-rb). 
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verbinden. Fiir das Folgende ist dies indes nur insofern von Belang, als die 
zu besprechenden Differenzie-rungen jeweils auf die höherstufige 
phantasia Bezug nehmen, wenn Autoren imaginatio und phantasia als 
verschiedene Größen betrachten. 

Was zunächst die Frage betrifft, ob die imaginatio/phantasia bei allen 
Tieren anzunehmen sei, gehen die von uns untersuchten Autoren - 
veranlaßt offenbar durch eine verderbte lateinische Lesart einer Textstelle 
in De anima des Stagiriten!! - mehr oder minder ausführlich auf sie ein. 
Zweimal stoßen wir auch auf eine eigene Quaestio, ob die imaginatio bzw. 
die phantasia allen Tieren zukommel2. Bei der Lösung des Problems 
stützen sich die Magistri auf eine Reihe von Unterscheidungen, von denen 
die von Aristoteles selbst vorgegebene Differenzierung nach hochent- 
wickelten Tieren (animalia perfecta) und weniger entwickelten Tieren 
(animalia imperfecta)13 die wichtigste war. Abgesehenen von zusätzlichen 
Unterschieden, die bei dieser Frage indes keine Rolle spielen, zeichnen 
sich die hochentwickelten Tiere vor den weniger entwickelten dadurch 
aus, daß sie über alle (oder nahezu alle) äußeren Sinne samt 
entsprechender Körperorganisation sowie insbesondere über die Fähigkeit 
zur Fortbewegung im «eigentlichen» Sinnl4 verfügen und damit über die 
Fähigkeit, räumlich und zeitlich Entferntes anzustreben und zu erreichen. 

Alle Magister erkennen den Tieren insgesamt die imaginatio/ 
phantasia zu, allerdings in unterschiedlicher Form den animalia perfecta 
und den imperfecta. Das grundlegende Kriterium für diese Abstufung 
warl5, ob ein Tier Vorstellungsbilder von einem äußeren Gegenstand nur 


11 Aristoteles, De an. III 3 (428 a 8-11), in der lateinischen Übersetzung, R.A. 
GAUTHIER (ed.), Anonymi magistri artium (c. 1245-1250) Lectura in librum de anima, 
Grottaferrata 1985, p. 425 (Spicilegium Bonaventurianum 24). 

12 Questiones super de anima II (Siena, Biblioteca Comunale, L.II.21, f£. 175vb): 
«Sequitur querere, an hec virtus insit omni animali vel non»; Quaestiones in tres libros de 
anima, VENNEBUSCH (ed.), III q. 59 a[2], p. 261 1. 30: «Quod queritur secundo, utrum 
fantasia insit omnibus bestiis». 

13 E.g. Aristoteles, De an. III 1 (425 a 10). 

14 Hierzu e.g. Sententia super II et III de anima, B.C. BAZÁN (ed.), Louvain-la- 
Neuve, 1998, III lect. 9, pp. 514 1. 74 - 515 1. 79; cfr. ibid., lect. 10, pp. 528 1. 105sq. 
(Philosophes médiévaux 37); Albertus Magnus, De anima, C. STROICK (ed.), Münster 
1968, III tr. 4 c. 9, p. 238 1. 65sq. (Ed. Colon. VII/1). 

15 Cfr. Averroes, In de anima 11 20, F.S. CRAWFORD (ed.), Cambridge (Mass.) 1953, 
p. 159 1. 46-50 (Corpus commentariorum Averrois in Aristotelem VI/1). 
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dann zu haben vermag, wenn dieser präsent ist, und es sich auch nur unter 
dieser Bedingung in Bewegung setzt, oder ob dies auch in Abwesenheit 
des entsprechenden Objektes der Fall ist. Letzteres sehen sie allein bei den 
hochentwickelten Tieren gegeben. In diesem Sinne äußern sich 
beispielsweise der Autor der Lectura in librum de anima (um 1245/50) 
und - etwa um die gleiche Zeit - derjenige von Questiones super librum de 
anima in einer Sieneser Handschrift. Beide gehören zu jenen Magistern, 
die zwischen imaginatio und phantasia nicht unterscheiden. Nach 
ersterem verfügen zwar alle Tiere über phantasia der Substanz nach 
(secundum substantiam), insofern sie überhaupt mit Sinnesvermögen aus- 
gestattet sind, doch allein die hochentwickelten besitzen phantasia ihrer 
wesenhafter Bestimmung nach (secundum rationem suam)16. Das ist in 
der Sache auch die Einschätzung des Verfassers der Questiones, wenn 
dieser die  Vorstellungskraft ihrem eigentlichen Wesen nach 
(ymaginacionem et sub esse ymaginative) allein den hochentwickelten 
Tieren vorbehalten wissen will!7. Auch terminologisch unterstreichen die 
Magistri die Abstufung in der Ausprägungsform der Vorstellungskraft und 
spezifizieren sie zugleich weiter. Die Vorstellungskraft bei den 
hochentwickelten Tieren kennzeichnen sie als eine «bestimmte» (imagina- 
tiolphantasia finita, determinata, completa oder mit finite inesse), der sie 
die «unbestimmte»  (imaginatio/phantasia in(de)finita, confusa, 
indeterminata, incompleta oder ein infinite inesse) der weniger 


16 Lectura in librum de anima, R.A. GAUTHIER (ed.), Grottaferrata 1985, II 26, p. 
439 1. 384-386 (Spicilegium Bonaventurianum 24). 

17 Questiones super librum de anima II (Siena, Biblioteca Comunale, L.IU.21, f. 
175vb): «Ad illud (sc. dicendum), quod licet anima sensitiva sit in omnibus animalibus, 
tamen non est ymaginativa in omnibus, et hoc sub esse ymaginative. Sunt enim quedam 
perfecta, que habent motum processivum perfectum, et hec omnia habent ymaginacionem et 
sub esse ymaginative; sunt vero alia inperfecta motu processivo carencia, que non habent 
ymaginacionem, eo quod non moventur a specie sensibilis nisi in eius presencia tantum. Ad 
primum in contrarium dicendum, quod ubicumque est sensus, et fantasia quantum ad suam 
substaniam, non tamen sub esse fantasie nec quo ad eius operacionem. Ubicumque enim est 
anima sensitiva, ibi est substancia fantasie, immo sub esse sensus, ut in animalibus 
imperfectis, que solum moventur a specie sensibili in eius presencia. Et per hoc patet ad 
secundum, quod ubicumque differenciam non habeant in substancia, habent tamen in racione 
et esse. Et ideo potest sensus esse in aliquo sub racione sensus, in quo non est ymaginacio 
sub esse ymaginacionis. ... Ad ultimum (sc. dicendum), quod quedam sunt animalia, que non 
indigent ymaginacione, ut immobilia. Si enim eis inesset ymaginacio, frustra inesset, cum 
non possint <mediante> (meta cod.) ipsa fugere nociva nec consequi delectabilia, cum non 
sint mobilia (m. corr. ex immob- cod.). Et ideo responde per interempcionem». 
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entwickelten Tiere gegeniiberstellenl8. Die letztere Ausprägungsform 
zeigt sich gemäß etwa der anonymen Sententia super II et III de anima 


18 Adam von Bocfeld, Sentencia super librum de anima (Oxford, Merton Coll., 
272, f. 18ra): «Et intellige (intelligere cod.), quod ymaginacio dicitur inesse animalibus 
dupliciter, scilicet finite, et talis inest animalibus perfectis (perfectis corr. ex inperfectis 
cod.) (quibus inest ymaginacio add. cod., sed exp.) solum, que in absencia sensibilis 
ymaginantur et moventur ad loca determinata, ut consequantur ymaginatum, et de tali 
intelligit hic; alio modo infinite, qualis ymaginacio inest animalibus inperfectis, quibus 
inest ymaginacio solum, dum sensibile fuerit presens. Extendendo nomen ymaginacionis 
ad utrumque illorum duorum inest ymaginacio omni animali»; ibid., f. 21ra: «... quomodo 
fantasia est in illis; et respondet, cum dicit ‚aut sicut’, intendens quod in animalibus 
inperfectis est fantasia infinita (in s.l. cod.), sicut eorum motus est infinitus. In animalibus 
autem perfectis est fantasia finita ...»; Sententia super Il et III de anima, BAZAN (ed.), HI 
lect. 9, p. 513 1. 33-37; 514 1. 59-65; Scriptum super librum de anima (Firenze, Bibl. Naz. 
Centrale, Conv.soppr. G.4.853, f. 220ra): «Intendit autem in parte prima determinare, quod 
eciam in animalibus imperfectis est principium motivum fantasia et desiderium, sed 
differenter in hiis et animalibus perfectis. In hiis enim est fantasia infinita et desiderium 
«infinitum» principium motivum, sicut et eor<um> motus infinitus est. In animalibus 
autem perfectis est principium motus fantasia finita et desiderium finitum»; Albertus Mag- 
nus, De an. III tr. 4 c. 9 (Ed. Colon. VII/1, 239 1. 17); Thomas von Aquin, Sentencia libri 
de anima II c.6 (Ed. Leon. XLV/1, p. 92 1. 88-95); ibid., c. 29 (p. 194 1. 97-112); III c. 10 
(p. 250 1. 50-60); Commentum in de anima (Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Lat. 16609, f. 
50rb): «Duplex est fantasia. Quedam est confusa, et hec solum est in presencia sensibilium; 
talis inest animalibus «in»perfectis, quia ut arguit Philosophus secundo huius, 
quibuscumque inest sensus, eidem inest appetitus et per consequens fantasia; alia autem 
determinata, et hec inest animalibus perfectis, et hec deservit virtuti memorative»; ibid., f. 
61rb: «Et hoc est, quod dicit Commentator: Quedam animalia sunt, que habent fantasiam 
determinatam, sicut equs et homo, quia remanent species in absencia sensibilium; alia sunt 
animalia, que habent fantasiam indeterminatam, ut musce, et ideo non moventur ad 
alimentum in absencia sensibilium n«ec» ad locum determinatum nisi per accidens»; 
Questiones et notabilia in de anima II (Città del Vaticano, Bibl. Apost. Vatic., Vat. lat. 
2170, f. 92vb): «Dicendum est ad presens, quod fantasia quedam est indeterminata, sicut 
illa, que consequitur sensum, quem habent omnia animalia, ut dictum est in secundo huius; 
«qua» (que cod.) non fantasiamur nisi dum sensus fit in actu; alia autem fantasia 
determinata, que eciam fit abeuntibus sensibilibus»; Commentarius in Aristotilis librum de 
methaphisica (Rouen, Bibliothéque municipale, 924, f. 15va): «Animalibus vero 
inmobilibus sufficit ad proprias operationes presentis sensibilis accepcio, cum ad distans 
non moveantur, et ideo sola ymaginatione confusa habent aliquem (-quam cod.) motum 
indeterminatum... Inter ea vero, que memoriam habent, q«ue»dam sunt disciplinati, 
scilicet que auditum habent, quedam non, que scilicet auditum non [non] habent, sicut apes. 
Quedam igitur ymaginationibus et memoriis vivu<n>t, experimenti «autem» (an<te> cod.) 
parum participant». - In umgekehrtem Sinn verwendet die Termini Ps.-Petrus Hispanus, 
Expositio libri de anima, M. ALONSO (ed.), Pedro Hispano: Obras filosóficas, III, Madrid 
1952, p. 3761. 13-24 (Instituto de Filosofía ‘Luis Vives’. Serie A Núm. 4). 
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(um 1246/47) in der durch die Vorstellungskraft in diesem Fall ausgelösten 
richtung- und ziellosen Bewegung eines Tieres19. Diesen Gedanken führt 
Albert in De anima (1254/57) noch näher aus: Das Tier strebt in diesem 
Fall keinen durch die Vorstellungskraft und das sensitive Begehren 
bestimmten Ort oder ein bestimmtes Gut an. Dazu ist es nicht in der Lage; 
denn ihm fehlt die dazu erforderliche Organausstattung, vor allem ein 
ausgebildeter Kopf sowie ein Gehirn und damit auch eine klare 
Ausdifferenzierung der Sinnesfunktionen. Das wiederum hat ein unklares 
vorstellungsmäßiges Erfassen zur Folge, das lediglich zu richtungslosen 
Bewegungen führt20. Wie Thomas von Aquin erläutert, bringt die 
unbestimmte Vorstellungskraft (zusammen mit einem unbestimmten 
Begehren) der weniger entwickelten Tiere mit sich, daß diese nicht in der 
Lage sind, Vorstellungen von etwas räumlich-zeitlich Entferntem zu 
bilden und es anzustreben. Sie verfügen allein über Vorstellungen von 
etwas, das auch gegenwärtig ist. So stellt sich bei ihnen im Falle einer 
Verletzung die Vorstellung von etwas Schädlichem ein, und sie reagieren 
darauf, indem sie zurückweichen. Erfahren sie umgekehrt etwas als 
genußvoll, dann geben sie sich diesem restlos hin. Insgesamt - so Thomas 
- stellen sie sich etwas als ihnen entsprechend (conveniens) vor und 
streben es an, aber nicht als dieses oder jenes oder an einem bestimmten 
Platz Befindliches21. 

Noch markanter treten die Unterschiede in der Vorstellungskraft der 
hochentwickelten und der weniger entwickelten Tiere hervor, wenn solch 
komplexe, die «bestimmte» Vorstellungskraft voraussetzende Verhaltens- 
weisen in Erwägung gezogen werden wie das zielstrebige Aufsuchen von 
Plätzen auf der Suche nach Nahrung oder Geschlechtspartnern, das plan- 
volle Zusammentragen von Material für den Bau von Nestern und Waben, 
das Weben von Netzen oder das systematische Anlegen von Vorräten oder 
die Lautproduktion. Die Überlegungen hierzu betreffen indes weitgehend 
bereits den zweiten Differenzierungsbereich, der mit der Frage nach dem 
Unterschied von menschlicher und tierischer imaginatio/phantasia 
verbunden ist, und werden dort mit zur Geltung kommen. Hier soll 


19 Sententia super II et III de anima, BAZAN (ed.), III lect. 9, p. 514 1. 58-64; 
Aristoteles, De an. III 11 (434 a 4). 

20 Albertus Magnus, De an. III tr. 4 c. 9 (Ed. Colon. VIVI, p. 239 1. 13-41). 

21 Thomas von Aquin, Sentencia libri de anima III c.10 (Ed. Leon. XLV/1, p. 250 
1. 45-60). 
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lediglich vermerkt sein, daß Albert mit Blick auf sie eine durch die 
lateinische Übersetzung dem Stagiriten unterstellte sachliche 
Unstimmigkeit korrigierte, wonach Aristoteles zusammen mit Tieren wie 
etwa Würmern und Fliegen auch den Ameisen und Bienen die phantasia 
abgesprochen hátte22. 

Nachdem für die Magistri feststand, daß die Vorstellungskraft 
grundsätzlich allen Tieren zuzusprechen sei, wenngleich den weniger 
entwickelten nur in der unbestimmten Ausprägungsform, stellte sich die 
Frage nach der Abgrenzung zwischen menschlicher und tierischer 
Vorstellungskraft ernstlich nur im Hinblick auf die Äußerungsweisen 
derselben bei den hochentwickelten Tieren, bei denen sich in der Tat 
menschenähnliche Tätigkeiten beobachten ließen. Darüber zeigte sich 
naheliegenderweise vor allem Albert unterrichtet, der in seinen beiden 
großen Kommentarwerken zu De animalibus immer wieder darauf zu 
sprechen kommt. Außer den schon erwähnten zielgerichteten Aktivitäten 
scheint ihm besonders der Umstand beachtenswert, daß sich bei Tieren — 
bei den einen mehr, bei den anderen weniger - wahlähnliches Verhalten 
zeigt, so etwa bei der Nahrungswahl oder bei der Vermeidung von 
Freßfeinden. Beobachtungen dieser Art veranlaßten nach Albert sogar 
viele Gelehrte zu der Annahme, die Vorstellungskraft sei aliquid 
rationis23. Hier galt es also nachzufragen. 

Ein grundlegendes Abgrenzungskriterium hatte Aristoteles selbst mit 
der Unterscheidung einer sensitiven Vorstellungskraft (phantasia sensibilis) 
und einer rationalen Vorstellungskraft (phantasia rationalis/deliberativa), 
die definitionsgemäß allein dem vernunftbegabten Sinnenwesen Mensch 
vorbehalten ist, ausgegeben24. Diese Unterscheidung nimmt auf die Weise 
Bezug, in der die Vorstellungskraft in den vernunftlosen und in den ver- 


22 Albertus Magnus, De an. III tr. 1 c. 7 (Ed. Colon. VIVI, p. 173 1. 30-45). Cfr. 
Commentum in de anima (Paris, Bibl. Nat., Lat. 16609, f. 50rb): «Averroes: Mu<s>cis non 
inest fantasia determinata. Sed est dubium de apibus et araneis, que faciunt multa ingenia, 
ut patet in casa apium; eciam de formicis, cum sibi provideant de futuris. Averroes dicit, 
quod Philosophus non curavit de exemplo, quia exempla non ponimus et cetera; quod eciam 
dicit, quod hoc est vitium translatoris, ut dicit Albertus, quia Philosophus exemplificavit de 
vermibus lumbricis (libricis cod.), et translator addit ista». Demgegenüber: Sententia super 
II et HI de anima, BAZAN (ed.), II lect. 28, p. 374 1. 117-122; Thomas von Aquin, Sentencia 
libri de anima Il c. 29 (Ed. Leon. XLV/I, p. 1941. 102-112). 

23 Albertus Magnus, De an. MI tr. 1 c.3 (Ed. Colon. VII/1, p. 168 1. 39-50). 

24 Aristoteles, De an. III 10 (433 b 29). 
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nunftfähigen Sinnenwesen als ein bewegendes Prinzip wirkt. Die Magistri 
übernahmen dieses Kriterium und legten diesem entsprechend die Grenze 
zwischen menschlicher und tierischer Vorstellungskraft grundsätzlich fest. 
Was dieses Kriterium des näheren besagt, führt recht ausführlich unter 
anderem der Verfasser eines zwischen 1260 und 1280 anzusetzenden 
Scriptum super librum de anima aus. Die sinnliche Vorstellungskraft 
beschreibt dieser Autor als eine nicht durch den Intellekt ausgerichtete 
(non rectificata per intellectum). Das besagt nach ihm, daß beim Tier das 
Begehren und das durch dasselbe angestoßene Tun gewissermaßen 
blindlings den jeweiligen Vorstellungs-bildern folgt. Demgegenüber 
schließt beim Menschen das Begehren prinzipiell an ein Vorzugsurteil an, 
ob nämlich besser dieses oder besser jenes zu tun sei. Im Zuge dieses 
Abwägens mißt der Mensch vergleichend das jeweils Vorgestellte an 
einem schlechthin Guten und sucht zu ermitteln, was diesem Maßstab am 
besten entspricht. Danach handelt er dann. Auch das hochentwickelte Tier 
sei zu einem derartigen Vorzugsurteil nicht fähig25. Möglicherweise 


25 Scriptum super librum de anima (Firenze, Bibl. Naz. Centrale, Conv. soppr. 
G.4.853, f. 220rb-va): «Intendit autem primo determinare, quod sicut in brutis est fantasia, 
ad quam consequitur appetitus sensualis sine omni deliberatione, similiter in racionalibus 
est deliberatio, ad quam consequitur appetitus, qui est tamen decursu rationis precedente. 
Dicit igitur, quod sensibilis fantasia, id est: non rectificata per intellectum, inest irraciona- 
libus, scilicet quam consequitur appetitus sensualis; virtus autem deliberativa inest 
racionativis, scilicet ad quam consequitur appetitus intellectualis. Quod autem deliberatio 
sit in racionativis (racionativis cod.), ostendit: Quia considerare, utrum sit agendum hoc aut 
hoc, est opus racionis, sed huiusmodi opus est deliberatio, ergo deliberatio est in 
rationalibus. Et adiungit, quod ad eligendum alterum apprehensorum «oportet» (ol 
d«eb»et cod.) deliberantem mensurare uno, id est comparare ipsa apprehensa ad aliquid 
unum, quod est simpliciter bonum, considerando, «quid» (quod cod.) illorum plus 
communicat cum illo, quia tunc magis eligit et imitatur unum ex illis pluribus ymaginatis, 
quod ipse possit facere. Ex quo patet, quod in racionalibus consequitur appetitus ad 
deliberationem. Et consequenter manifestat, quod in brutis non consequitur appetitus deli- 
berationem, dicens, quod h<ec> causa, scilicet quod animal brutum non habet hanc, scilicet 
opinionem a sillogismo, id est: quod animal brutum non habet acceptionem aliquam per 
deliberationem precedentem, est causa huius, scilicet animal brutum habere hoc, scilicet 
non imitari opinionem, id est: est causa quare appetitus ipsius non sequitur ad aliquam 
deliberationem precedentem, per quam sit mot<us> ipsius bruti, sed quasi simul apprehen- 
dit sive ymaginatur ipsum appetibile et appetit et movetur. ‘H<ec> autem illam’, id est: sed 
appetitiva intellectiva habet deliberationem precedentem. Unde non universaliter habet 
appetitus deliberationem precedentem, sed appetitus in racionalibus, appetitus autem in 
brutis non, sed fantasiam sive ymaginativam precedentem naturaliter. Vel aliter: ‘Et causa 
hec est', id est: et causa huius, scilicet «non» imitari in ipsis brutis, est non habere 
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orientierte sich der Anonymus mit seiner Darlegung an der Deutung des 
Aquinaten in dessen De anima-Kommentar26. 

Dieser grundsátzliche Unterschied zwischen menschlicher und 
tierischer Vorstellungskraft erhellt für die Magistri auch noch unter einem 
etwas anderen Gesichtspunkt. Er besteht in der Annahme, daß beim Tier 
die Vorstellungsbilder und die durch sie ausgelösten Reaktionen naturhaft 
miteinander verknüpft sind. Ein Zeichen dafür wird darin gesehen, daß 
dergleichen Aktivitäten wie das Weben eines Spinnennetzes oder der 
Nestbau der Schwalben oder auch das Fluchtverhalten von Schafen 
gegenüber Wölfen und Ähnliches, innerartlich nach stets gleich- 
bleibendem Muster erfolgen. Bei den Tieren, so erläutert etwa Albert den 
Sachverhalt, werden Bewegungen nicht durch eine situationsgemäße (und 
damit den konkreten Umständen angepaßte) Erfassung der Besonderheit 
des Vorgestellten (non ... ab ipsis imaginatis secundum rationem imagina- 
torum) ausgelöst, sondern mittels einer naturgegebenen Zuordnung (a 
natura). In diesem Sinn steuert bei Tieren die vorstellende Seele (anima 
imaginativa) nicht die Natur und bewegt sie auch nicht zu Aktivitäten 
entsprechend unterschiedlichen Vorstellungen, wie dies beim Menschen 
der Fall ist, sondern unterliegt vielmehr umgekehrt der Steuerung durch 
die Natur und wird durch diese zu Aktivitäten angetrieben27. Die tierische 
Vorstellungskraft steuert allein nach Maßgabe des Naturinstinkts28, nicht 
nach Maßgabe der situationsgemäßen Erfassung der Besonderheit des Er- 
faßten. Der Autor der von Vennebusch edierten Quaestiones in tres libros 
de anima charakterisiert denn auch die den Tieren eignende 
Vorstellungskraft als eine virtus pure naturalis, während die 
Vorstellungskraft beim Menschen durch den Verstand geregelt wird und 
ihn befähigt, unzählige Produkte auf verschiedene Weise auszudenken29. 


opinionem, id est: non habere aliquam rationem sive deliberationem precedentem, scilicet 
est h<ec>, quoniam ipsorum fantasia sive ymaginatio appetitiva (appetitam cod.) non habet 
opinionem a sillogismo, id est: non habet aliquam deliberationem precedentem». 

26 Thomas von Aquin, Sentencia libri de anima III c. 10 (Ed. Leon. XLV/1, p. 250 
1. 69-96). Ex 

27 Albertus Magnus, De an. II tr. 3 à 22 (Ed. Colon. VIVI, p. 131 1. 33-42). 

28 Ibid., III tr. 1 c. 3 (p. 1681. 84); cfr. id., De homine I q. 39 a. 2 ad 3 (Ed. Paris. - 
XXXV, p. 338b). 

29 Quaestiones in tres libros de anima, VENNEBUSCH (ed.), II q. 55, p. 248 1. 141- 
147; cfr. Super ethycam (Erlangen, Universitätsbibliothek, 213, f. 47vb): «Bruta enim 
reguntur memoriis et ymaginacionibus ita quod ad suas operaciones diriguntur et sunt 
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Eine eigene Erklärung speziell für die vorausschauend-vorsorgenden 
Tätigkeiten von Ameisen und Bienen bietet Thomas von Aquin in der 
Sentencia libri de anima. Diese sind nach ihm nicht darauf zurück- 
zuführen, daß die Tiere sich ein in der Zukunft liegendes Ziel vorstellen 
würden. Sie besitzen vielmehr lediglich ein Vorstellungsbild von ihren 
augenblicklichen Tätigkeiten, und diese sind mehr aufgrund 
naturgegebener Neigung als aufgrund eines Erfassens zielgerichtet30. 

Die Unterscheidung zwischen sinnlicher und rationaler 
Vorstellungskraft reflektiert direkt den konstitutionell-wesenhaften 
Unterschied zwischen Mensch und Tier. Sie markiert damit eine 
prinzipiell unverrückbare Grenzziehung. Unter dem Gesichtspunkt von 
faktisch an den Tag gelegtem Verhalten jedoch erscheint die Grenzziehung 
gegenüber dem Tier weniger absolut. Die Magistri versäumen nicht, mit 
Aristoteles und seinen arabischen Kommentatoren darauf hinzuweisen, 
daß bei bestimmten psychischen Zuständen infolge etwa von großer 
Erregung, Schwermut, Trunkenheit, Schlaf oder Erkrankungen des 
Gehirns der Verstand verdunkelt wird und Menschen dann nicht aufgrund 
überlegter Wahl, sondern aufgrund ihrer sinnenhaften Vorstellungen 
agieren3l. In derlei Fällen überwältigt das sinnenhafte Begehren das 


determinata per naturam et diriguntur ab aliquo cognoscente primo, in cuius operacione et 
cognicione non contingit error, et sic non errant nec arte indigent». 

30 Thomas von Aquin, Sentencia libri de anima II c. 29 (Ed. Leon. XLV/1, p. 194 
1. 106-112). Cfr. id., Summa theologiae I q. 78 a. 4; q. 83 a. 1. 

31 Aristoteles, De an. III 3 (429 a 5-9); Albertus Magnus, De an. III tr. 1 c. 9 (Ed. 
Colon. VII/1, p. 176 1. 51-59), Thomas von Aquin, Sentencia libri de anima III c. 9 (Ed. 
Leon. XLV/1, p. 245 1. 26-29); Commentum in de anima (Paris, Bibl. Nat., Lat. 16609, f. 
511a): «Averroes: Per fantasiam multa operantur obiecta, et non solum bruta, sed homines, 
et maxime quando intellectus est obumbratus timoribus, ut melancolicis, vel in senectute, 
ut in freneticis, vel in humoribus, ut in sompno»; f. 58va: «Bonum autem apprehenditur vel 
per fantasiam vel intellectum, nam loco intellectus in brutis est fantasia, sicut in hominibus, 
in quibus intellectus est obumbratus, sicut in freneticis et in hominibus passi<on>atis»; f. 
61rb: «In brutis solum movet fantasia et appetitus, in hominibus quandoque movet 
intellectus et voluntas, et non solum voluntas et intellectus, sed electio. Et ideo est ibi 
quandoque error, puta quando pa<ssion>es sensitive sunt vehementes, obnubilant actum 
rationis, et per consequens appetitus sensitivus dominatur in intelligendo, et tunc est error 
in actionibus humanis. Sed quando intellectus dominatur supra appetitum, tunc est rectus 
ordo ...»; Commentarius in Aristotilis libros de anima (Rouen, Bibl. munic., 924, f. 12ra): 
«Ideo animalia multa operantur secundum fantasiam. Sed hoc contingit in defectu 
intellectus, quia cum intellectus adest, eius iudicium prevalet. Deficit autem intellectus tri- 
pliciter: aliquando quidem ex aliqua passione, ut ire, concupiscencie vel timoris, 
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verstandesmäßig kontrollierte32 mit der Folge, daß Menschen wie Tiere 
reagieren. 

Neben dem absoluten Unterschied zwischen menschlicher und 
tierischer Vorstellungskraft führen die Magistri auch noch verschiedene 
graduelle Unterschiede an. So etwa Adam von Bocfeld, wenn er die 
menschliche Vorstellungskraft gegenüber der tierischen als «mehr 
bestimmt» (magis determinata, magis perfecta) bezeichnet und damit den 
Sachverhalt zum Ausdruck bringt, daß sie als sensitive Kraft durch die 
intellektive Kraft vervollkommnet zu werden vermag33. Der Autor eines 
vermutlich nach 1277 verfaßten Commentum in de anima verweist auf die 
größere Unstofflichkeit (magis separata) der menschlichen Vor- 
stellungskraft34. Der Verfasser des bis in jüngste Zeit ‘Petrus Hispanus’ 
zugeschriebenen Scriptum super libros de animalibus, derjenige der 
Sentencia probleumatum Aristotilis, vor allem aber Albert der Große 
betonen die größere Variabilität der menschlichen Vorstellungskraft 
gegenüber der tierischen35. 


quandoque ex infirmitate, ut patet in freneticis et furiosis, quandoque autem a sumpno, ut 
accidit dormientibus». 

32 Sententia super II et III de anima, BAZAN (ed.) 1998, III lect. 9, p. 517 1. 123-127. 

33 Adam von Bocfeld, Sentencia super librum de anima (Oxford, Merton Coll., 
272, f. 7va): «Illud enim, quod prius est inter hec, in potencia est respectu posterioris et 
aliquo modo perfectibile ab ipso; et quod virtus sensitiva sit in potencia respectu 
intellective, patet per hoc, quod ymaginacio, que est ultima virtus sensitiva, perfectio est 
magis determinata in homine quam in aliis animalibus. Quod non esset, nisi esset in 
potencia respectu forme nobilioris et aliquo modo perfectiva ab ipsa»; Scriptum super 
librum de anima (Firenze, Bibl. Naz. Centrale, Conv.soppr. G.4.853, f. 199rb): «Quod 
autem anima intellectiva sit ut actus respectu anime sensitive, patet per hoc quod in 
hominibus est imaginatio, que est ultima sensitiva virtus, magis terminata et magis perfecta 
quam in aliis animalibus». 

34 Commentum in de anima (Paris, Bibl. Nat., Lat. 16609, f. 54va): «Dico, quod ..., 
quia intellectus est virtus separata, que est motor, et omnes operationes eius attribuuntur 
homini, cum sit ultimus in genere intelligibilis nature et natura media inter substancias 
separatas et ista inferiora; et quia recipit species existentes in fantasia hominis, ideo homini 
apropriatur, non a<utem> fantasm«ata» brutorum, quia ab istis species impure; sed fanta- 
sia hominis est magis separata». 

35 Scriptum super libros de animalibus XVIII (Firenze, Bibl. Naz. Centrale, 
Conv.soppr. G.4.853, f. 175ra): «In homine autem est maxima variacio ymagi<nacio>nis»; 
Sentencia probleumatum Aristotilis (Brugge, Stedelijke Openbare Bibliotheek, 481, f. 
35va) «Cetera autem animalia non sic fiunt nana ut homines tum quia principia 
generacionis eorum sunt acuciora et magis extensiva, tum quia eorum matrices sunt 
oblongiores et magis per cavernas distincte, tum quia non sic variantur in ymaginatione ut 
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Soweit einige Aspekte einer vielstimmigen Urteilsbildung über 
imaginatio/phantasia im 13. Jahrhundert, bei der der Tiervergleich zu 
einer Reihe von Differenzierungen Anlaß bot. Dabei übernahmen die 
Magistri im wesentlichen die Überlegungen des Stagiriten und seiner 
arabischen Kommentatoren. Das gilt auch für die von ihnen angeführten 
Beobachtungen. Zunehmend rückt in den Kommentaren Albert der Große 
in die Position einer Autorität. 


Universität Salzburg 


homo, cum ex imaginatione nanus possit concipi»; Albertus Magnus, De animal. VIII tr. 6 
c. 1, H. STADLER (ed.), Münster 1916, p. 669 1. 5-10 (Beitr. Gesch. Philos. Mittelalt. XV); 
id., De an. III tr. 1 c. 3 (Ed. Colon. VIVI, 168 1. 77-83). 


PAOLA BERNARDINI 


INTELLETTO AGENTE E INTELLETTO POSSIBILE IN UN 
DIBATTITO ALLA FACOLTA DI ARTI (1240-60 CA.) 


Gli studi degli ultimi decenni hanno mostrato che i commentatori 
della Vetus del De anima sono soliti muovere nella loro interpretazione 
della dottrina dell’intelletto di Aristotele! da premesse di tipo ontologico 
ed epistemologico sostanzialmente simili: essi considerano l’intelletto 
facoltà dell’anima umana, anche se essenzialmente separato dal corpo e 
distinguono tra intelletto possibile, immediatamente connesso alla 
sensibilità, destinato a ricevere le species intellegibiles, e intelletto agente, 
che ha scienza in atto dal momento della sua creazione, non potendo 
tuttavia comunicarla immediatamente al composto-essere umano2. 


1 Aristotele, De anima, II, 5, 430 a 10-6, 430 a 26. 

2 Per la dottrina dei maestri delle arti che operarono prima del 1260, cfr. R.A. 
GAUTHIER, «Les Commentaires de la Vetus», in Sancti Thomae de Aquino Sentencia Libri 
de Anima, R.A. GAUTHIER (ed.), Vrin, Roma-Paris 1984, pp. 235*-275*; R.A. GAUTHIER, 
«Notes sur les débuts (1225-1240) du premier ‘averroisme’», in Revue de Sciences 
philosophiques et theologiques, 66 (1982), pp. 321-374; B.C. BazAn, «On ‘First 
Averroism’ and its Doctrinal Background», in R. LINK-SALINGER, R. HERRERA (eds.) Of 
Scholars, Savants, and their Texts. Studies in Philosophy and Religious Thought. Essays in 
Honor of Arthur Hyman, New York-Bern-Frankfurt am Main-Paris, Peter Lang 1989, pp. 
9-22; B.C. BAZAN, «The human soul: form and substance? Thomas Aquinas’ Critique of 
eclectic Aristotelianism», Archives d'Histoire Docrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age 64 
(1997), pp. 95-126; ID., «Was There Ever a ‘First Averroism’?», in J.A. AERTSEN, A. SPEER, 
F. HENTSCHEL (eds.), Geistesleben im 13. Jahrhundert, Berlin-New York, de Gruyter, 1999, 
pp. 31-53 (Miscellanea Mediaevalia 27); P. BERNARDINI, «Scienza dell’anima. Le questioni 
epistemologiche del commento al de anima conservato nel ms. Siena, Bibl. Com. degli 
Intronati L.III.21, ff.134ra-177ra», Studi Medievali (1999, ID, pp. 897-939. Una 
ricostruzione della dottrina dei commenti editi (anche solo parzialmente) della Vetus 
translatio è stata messa a punto recentemente da B.C. Bazan; ho potuto prendere visione 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (£ds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Medievale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.!.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
medievale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. II, pp.1099-1112. 
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Questo orientamento ha caratterizzato, ad opinione di R. A. Gauthier, 
una vera e propria corrente dottrinale, i cui rappresentanti furono i magistri 
della facoltà di arti che a partire dagli anni ’20-‘30 del XIII secolo 
commentarono l’opera psicologica dello Stagirita. All’interno di questa 
‘corrente’ Gauthier segnala la presenza di sostenitori di una posizione, che, 
come vedremo, ha conosciuto una certa diffusione, secondo la quale 
intelletto agente e intelletto possibile sarebbero sostanzialmente identici, e 
distinti solo secundum rationem3. Alcune testimonianze di tale dottrina 
sono state rintracciate anche da B. C. Bazän in una sua recente 
pubblicazione4. 

Tra i sostenitori di questa dottrina, che chiameremo, per intenderci, 
«dell’identità degli intelletti», si annoverano Guglielmo di Clifford, autore 
del Super de anima conservato in ms Cambridge, Peterhouse 157, ff. 
105ra-131ra5 e l’anonimo della Lectura in librum de anima a quodam 
discipulo reportata, edita da Gauthier nel 19856. Nell'introduzione 
all’edizione del testo Gauthier afferma che questa concezione 
«dell'identità degli intelletti» doveva presentare dei vantaggi non 
irrilevanti, poiché metteva al riparo i maestri della facoltà di arti da critiche 


di questo saggio solo a stesura ultimata del presente articolo: mi limito perció a segnalare 
che un buon numero di passi presi in esame da Bazán trovano riscontro anche nella nostra 
trattazione. Rimando perció una volta per tutte al suddetto studio: B.C. BAZÁN, «13th 
Century Commentaries on De anima: from Peter of Spain to Thomas Aquinas», G. 
FIORAVANTI, C. LEONARDI, S. PERFETTI (eds.), /] commento filosofico nell'Occidente Latino 
(secoli XIII-XIV), Atti del Colloquio Firenze- Pisa, 19-22 ottobre 2000, Turnhout, Brepols 
Publisher 2002, pp. 119-84 (Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale, 10). 

3 Cfr. Anonymi Magistri Artium, Lectura in librum de anima a quodam discipulo 
reportata, R.A. GAUTHIER (ed.), Editiones Collegii S. Bonaventurae ad Claras Aquas, 
Grottaferrata 1985, Introduction, p. 21*: « (...) il [notre maître] distingue l' intellect agent 
et l'intellect possibile, mais ni l'un ni l'autre ne sont des parties de l'àme: ils sont l’un et 
l’autre l'àme toute entière, mais envisagée sous differents aspects. L' intellect agent, c'est 
l’intellect tel qui'il est en lui-méme; l’intellect possible, c'est ‘notre’ intellect, dans les 
conditions d'exercice ici-bas. (...) il ne connaît que ce qui impressionne les sens, à savoir 
les être inferiéures. L' intellect agent, lui, connait Dieu et les intelligences, car il est fait pour 
les connaitre». 

^ Cfr. nota 2, pp. 1-2. 

5 Cfr S. Donati, «William of Clifford (11306) and Some Anonymous 
Commentaries on the Libri naturales of MS Cambridge, Peterhouse, 157 (De anima, De 
generatione et corruptione, Meteora, De somno et vigilia, De vegetabilibus)», di prossima 
pubblicazione. 

6 Peril riferimento bibliografico completo dell'opera, vedi nota 3. 
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quali quelle rivolte loro da Guglielmo d’Alvernia: nel suo Tractatus de 
anima il teologo «avait réprouvé les deux interprétations [l’interpretation 
de l’intellect d’ Avicenne et l'interprétation d’ Averroés]: la première parce 
qu'elle substituait une Intelligence inférieure à Dieu, la seconde parce 
qu'elle divisait en parties l’âme dont il soutenait fermement l'unité». 
Sostenere che la distinzione tra intelletto possibile ed intelletto agente non 
fosse reale, ma solo concettuale, sembrava infatti poter salvare l'unità e la 
semplicità della sostanza intellettiva. 

Nel Super de anima di Guglielmo di Clifford la questione viene cosi 
posta: 


Potest igitur poni ista tertia positio, scilicet quod intellectus agens et possibilis idem 
sint in substantia, differens tantum secundum racionems. 


Come a questo proposito fa notare Silvia Donati9, sia il Super de 
anima che l'anonima Lectura presentano un'identica distinzione tra due 
possibili interpretazioni della dottrina dell'identità degli intelletti: in 
entrambi casi, intelletto agente e possibile sono detti identici secundum 
substantiam, ma mentre nella prima differiscono per le funzioni specifiche 
svolte da ciascuno di essi (l’intelletto possibile, passivo, l’intelletto agente, 
attivo), nella seconda la distinzione é dovuta alla diversa considerazione 
dell'intelletto: preso di per sé, indipendentemente dal corpo, esso é detto 
agente, mentre é detto possibile se posto in relazione con l'immaginazione 
per mezzo della quale si congiunge al principio corporeo nella costituzione 
dell’essere umano10. Entrambi gli autori, quindi, aderiscono generica- 


7 Anonymi Magistri Artium, Lectura in librum de anima, Introduction, p. 20*-1* 
(In questo caso l’interpretazione di Averro& cui Gauthier si sta riferendo & quella che lo 
studioso chiama 'primo averroismo', che concepisce l'intelletto agente come parte 
dell'anima umana). 

8 Cambridge, Peterhouse Library, 157, I, f. 129vb. 

9 Cfr ancora S. Donarı, «William of Clifford (11306) and Some Anonymous 
Commentaries on the Libri naturales of MS Cambridge, Peterhouse, 157 (De anima, De 
generatione et corruptione, Meteora, De somno et vigilia, De vegetabilibus)», op. cit.. 

10 Questa rilevante somiglianza fa ipotizzare che ci sia stato un rapporto diretto tra 
i due testi, almeno su questo punto specifico. Cfr. Anonymi Magistri Artium, Lectura in 
librum de anima, III 2, q. 5, p. 470: «Alie due sunt opiniones, que ponunt idem, non tamen 
eodem modo. «a» Et est prima quod intellectus possibilis est anima tota et similiter 
intellectus agens, et idem sunt secundum substanciam intellectus agens et possibilis, 
differunt tamen secundum rationem solum, quoniam intellectus agens dicitur in quantum 
fantasmata que sunt in fantasia illuminat et depuret et abstrahit a condicionibus 
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mente alla teoria «dell'identità degli intelletti», pur non prendendo 
esplicitamente posizione tra le due interpretazioni. La seconda soluzione 
ci sembra la piü interessante, poiché sostiene che l'origine della 
distinzione tra intelletto possibile ed intelletto agente risiede nel rapporto 
che l'anima intellettiva intrattiene con la corporeità: 


Et dicendum quod intellectus possibilis «est» ipsius anime secundum quod est in 
corpore, unde intellectus possibilis est coniuncti per animam et huiusmodi 
possibilitas est anime secundum quod est in corporell. 


In tal modo si asserisce dunque che l’intelletto possibile è presente nel 
composto-essere umano in quanto anima, ma la sua natura di potenzialità 
pertiene l'anima per il fatto di essere nel corpo. 

Un'altra testimonianza significativa di questa concezione & 
rintracciabile nella Sentencia cum questionibus di Pietro Ispano: nel 


H 


ribadire che l’intelletto è una facoltà dell’anima, egli vi distingue due 
aspetti, l'uno rivolto verso il mondo spirituale, che è quello proprio 
dell’anima in sé, l’altro verso il corpo, che gli permette di conoscere le 
cose materialil2. Bisogna precisare che in questo caso l’assenza del III 


materialibus, possibilis autem dicitur in quantum illas species recipit; et sic idem sunt 
intellectus agens secundum substanciam et possibilis. (...) <b> Dicunt enim sic dicentes 
quod <idem> est secundum substanciam intellectus agens et possibilis et uterque est anima 
tota, set differunt secundum rationem, quia intellectus secundum se consideratus agens 
dicitur; ipse autem consideratus secundum quod inclinatur ad fantasiam et ei unitur 
recipiens fantasmata que sunt in ea, possibilis dicitur; et hoc est intellectus noster, quod non 
intelligit sic nisi ea que faciunt fantasmata in sensu vel fantasia, ut sunt in inferiora; set 
agens intelligit substancias simplices et spirituales, ut primum et intelligencias, quod 
secundum se aptum natum ad intelligendum eas». Cambridge, Peterhouse Library, I, 157, 
f. 129vb: «Et hoc dupliciter est poni. <a> Uno modo sic, quod intellectus dupliciter 
consideratur: aut secundum quod abstrahit fantasmata a condicionibus materialibus et unit 
illa sibi aut secundum quod illa abstracta in se recipit. Sub prima racione dicitur agens, sub 
secunda dicitur possibilis. | <b> Alio modo potest poni sic, quod intellectus dupliciter 
consideratur: vel secundum se, secundum quod est in specie completum ex materia et 
forma preter comparationem ad fantasiam humanam, aut secundum quod est coniunctus 
fantasie humane, que est virtus organica et materialis. Primo modo dicitur agens, secundo 
modo dicitur possibilis». 

11 Anonymi Magistri Artium, Lectura in librum de anima, III 1, q. 2, p. 465. 

12 Pedro Hispano, Commentario al ‘De anima' de Aristóteles, M. ALONSO (ed.), 
Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Científicas, Madrid 1944, I, lect. VI, pp. 294-5 (Obras 
filosóficas, II): «Dicendum quod anima intellectiva habet duplicem aspectum: unum 
scilicet ad creatorem a quo exit in esse quem cognoscit, quoniam illius est causa. Item 
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libro ci impedisce di formulare ipotesi piü precise sullo status e sul 
reciproco rapporto dei due principi intellettivi aristotelici. Quello che perö 
sembra chiaro & che per Pietro sia intelletto agente che intelletto possibile 
sono preposti alla realizzazione dell’attivita intellettiva umana, mentre 
l’aspetto della potenzialita sembra tendere sostanzialmente a scomparire 
nella conoscenza dell’anima separatal3. 

Una distinzione tra intelletto agente e intelletto possibile simile a 
quella presentata da Pietro é identificabile nelle anonime Questiones super 
librum de anima conservate in ms Siena, L.IIL21, ff. 136ra-174vb; anche 
in questo caso, come nel precedente, abbiamo a che fare con un testo 
mutilo del commento al III libro, con le inevitabili conseguenze di 
approssimazione nella ricostruzione della posizione. Possiamo tuttavia 
cercare di esaminare la natura dei rapporti che legano i due principi 
intellettivi a partire dal respondeo delle questioni 8 e 15, dove l’attenzione 
è centrata sulla spiegazione del funzionamento della capacità intellettiva 
dell’anima umana, sia congiunta al corpo che da esso separata: 


Dicendum quod convenit loqui de intellectu dupliciter: aut prout est quedam 
substancia spiritualis habens exemplaria rerum sibi concreata, per que cognoscit et 
intelligit, et sub hac racione [non] copulatur nobis, sicut dicit Averroys quod 
intellectus operacio propria est praeter corpus, que est intelligere per exemplaria vel 
per intuicionem in exemplari divino vel per presenciam alterius substancie spiritualis. 
Vel contingit loqui de intellectu ut nobis copulatur, et dicere iste intellectus materialis, 
ut dicit Averroys, et intelligere istius non est sine ymaginatione; et licet secundum sui 
substanciam sit separabilis a corpore, sua tamen operacio desinit cum corporel4. 


habet aspectum ad substancias superiores sibi similes separatas a materia et ad corpus quod 
dirigit et ad ea que ad corpus ordinantur que sub ipsa sunt. Et secundum duplicem aspectum 
duplicem habet potentiam: unam per quam comparatur ad superiora et per quam nata est 
separari et que est lumine ipsius anime illuminata. Et hec potencia est intellectus agens, et 
hec ei propria. In hac enim non indiget corpore immo materia. Alia autem potentia eius est 
intellectus possibilis per quam cognoscit corpus et ista inferiora et regit corpus». 

13 Ip. Commentario al ‘De anima' de Aristóteles, I, lect. VI, pp. 295-6: «Set 
potentia supprema que est intellectus agens, dirigit inferiorem qui est intellectus possibilis 
excitando ipsam et illuminando et ducendo ipsam ad effectum et illuminare et dirigere 
ipsam et quantum ad hoc quodam modo a corpore dependet et quantum ad hoc non est 
omnino operatio anime propria. Alia est que est intelligere res separatas et quia has 
intelligit per distantiam a corpore et quanto plus ab ipso distat, tanto verius eas cognoscit, 
ideo quantum ad hoc est intellectus agens omnino proprius et operatio eius omnino propria 
anime intellective». 

14 Siena, Bibl. Com. degli Intronati, L.IIL21, q. 15, f.I41ra. 
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Secondo il magister senese l’intelletto in sé, separato dal corpo 
conosce in atto tutte le cose, di cui possiede gli exemplaria, pur non 
potendo comunicare tale conoscenza all’essere umano. L’intelletto ut 
nobis copulatur, detto intelletto ‘materiale’ sulla scorta di Averroé, 
conosce invece attraverso l’immaginazione a partire dal dato sensibile, 
ovvero mediante un processo in cui l’oggetto diventa da conoscibile in 
potenza conosciuto in atto. Nella q. 8 l’anonimo senese spiega inoltre che 
l’intelletto in sé, separato dal corpo, è l’intelletto agente di cui parla 
Aristotele, mentre il ‘nostro’ intelletto umano (prima definito ‘materialis’) 
conosce per mezzo dell’operazione dell’intelletto agente sul possibile: 
l’affermazione va intesa nel senso che, in qualità di esseri umani, non 
possediamo la scienza in atto, ma in potenza: 


Sic intellectus, cum sit quoddam speculum spirituale, in quo forme rerum sibi 
concreate sunt, videndo se cognoscit alia; hec autem cognicio est intellectus agentis, 
de quo dicit Aristoteles quod semper est actu intelligens, et sub hac racione non est 
nobis coniunctus. Unde Averroys Tercio De Anima, ubi solvit questionem de qua 
Themistius non potuit [non] dubitare (et est: si tu homo intellegis et habes intellectum 
agentem et ille intelligit omnia, quare et similiter et tu non intelligis omnia?) et solvit 
Averroys, dicens quod sub racione agentis non copulatur nobis, et ideo non 
communicat nobis intelligenciam, scilicet intelligere omnia, que est operacio sua 
prout est in racione agentis, sicut nec celum intelligit licet intelligencia uniatur ei non 
in racione actus sed motoris tantum. Et loquendo de ista cognicione, de facili 
cognoscit anima se ipsam. Sed alia est cognicio anime per formas adquisitas, que 
lumine agentis abstrahuntur a virtute fantastica, et reponuntur in substancia 
intellectus possibilis; et sic actu intellectus15 per species illas, sicut lumine corporali 
abstrahuntur species coloris, et fit actu in medio vel occulo, et sic intelligit intellectus 
noster, prout nobis copulatus estl6. 


Mentre la conoscenza dell'anima separata & realizzata dall'intelletto 
in sé, ovvero dal 'solo' intelletto agente, l'autore delle Questiones senesi, 
come già aveva fatto Pietro Ispano nella Sentencia cum questionibus, 
coinvolge entrambi i principi intellettivi nella conoscenza dell'essere 
umano. Questa posizione potrebbe derivare da un tentativo di tenere 


15 Siena, Bibl. Com. degli Intronati, L.III.21, q. 8, f. 138rb; Mariella Gardinali in 
questo punto legge intelligens: cfr. M. GARDINALI. «Da Avicenna ad Averroé: Questiones 
super librum de anima, Oxford 1250 ca. (ms. Siena, L.IIL21)» in Rivista di storia della 
filosofia, 1992 (2), p. 407. 

16 Siena, Bibl. Com. degli Intronati, L.IIL.21, q. 8, f. 138rb; Cfr. GARDINALI, «Da 
Avicenna ad Averroé», pp. 406-7. 
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insieme le due diverse interpretazioni «dell’identità degli intelletti» 
formulate da Guglielmo di Clifford e dall’anonimo della Lectura, una 
delle quali, ricordiamo, poneva la distinzione tra i due intelletti identici 
nella sostanza proprio sulle loro funzioni specifiche!7, o, più in generale, 
dal ricorso, per quanto attiene alla conoscenza del mondo naturale, al 
modello epistemologico aristotelico vero e proprio, ritenuto in questo caso 
il più efficace. 

Per converso, secondo i due autori, i due principi non opererebbero 
congiuntamente nella conoscenza dell’anima separata, dove non sembra 
esservi alcun bisogno dell’elemento potenziale, poiché l’intelletto in sé 
conosce secondo una modalità innata, attraverso la riflessione delle 
species rerum nella sua stessa sostanza. 

Sembra così delinearsi in modo sempre più chiaro l’idea che i maestri 
delle arti consideravano la potenzialità nell’atto intellettivo come una 
caratteristica propria della conoscenza sensibile, in stretta relazione con la 
materia corporea, che non ha a che fare con la conoscenza propria 
dell’anima in sé, cui spetta una conoscenza del tutto simile a quella delle 
sostanze separate. 

Un altro sostenitore della teoria «dell’identità degli intelletti», la cui 
posizione dà un notevole contributo nella comprensione della direzione 
speculativa verso cui i nostri autori si muovono, è l’anonimo della 
Sententia super II et III de anima, edita da Bazán nel 199818. L'anonimo 


17 Cfr. le posizioni <a> e <b> dei due autori nota 10. 

18 Anonymi magistri artium (1246-7), Sententia super II et III De anima (Oxford, 
Bod. Libr., Lat. Misc. C. 70, f. 1ra-25b, Roma, Bibl. Naz. V. E: 828, f. 46vb, 48ra-52ra) 
B.C. BAZAN (ed.), Éditions de l'Institut Supérieure de Philosophie-Éditions Peeters, 
Louvain-La-Neuve-Louvain-Paris, 1998, III, lect 3, p. 427: «Item, nota quod intellectus 
agens et possibilis idem sunt in substantiam, differunt tamen quia intellectus possibilis 
debetur anime a parte sue unionis cum corpore, et ideo separata anima a corpore 
corrumpitur huiusmodi intellectus possibilis in quantum possibilis est, tamen secundum 
sui substantiam non corrumpitur, sicut intellectus agens, et separabilis est, anima 
separata». Bisogna tuttavia precisare che i rapporti tra i testi non sono cosi lineari come 
sembrano: l'anonimo della Sententia super II et III differisce dalle posizioni di Guglielmo 
e dell'anonimo della Lectura su altri punti rilevanti della dottrina dell'intelletto 
strettamente collegati alla questione, come quello della materialità dell'intelletto, 
concordando al proposito con l'autore del prologo di Siena e con l'anonimo Vennebusch, 
di cui parleremo piü avanti. Questo per ricordare che non é possibile, allo stato attuale 
della ricerca, ricostruire rapporti di derivazione diretta di un testo dall'altro, o stabilire se 
ci siato un contatto tra gli autori. 
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magister si spinge ad illustrare, in questa prospettiva teorica, l’origine 
dell’intelletto possibile: 


Anima enim intellectiva et est hoc aliquid et est forma: in quantum est forma, sic 
unitur corpori, <et> ex unione ipsius cum corpore contrahit intellectum possibilem, et 
sic anima possibilis est recipere omnes species intelligibiles; in quantum autem anima 
est hoc aliquid, sic est motor corporis et sic debetur sibi intellectus agens19. 


L’intelletto umano, pur rimanendo in sé hoc aliquid, e, nel caso 
specifico, intellectus agens, in virtù della sua natura formale si unisce alla 
materialità corporea, che sola gli conferisce la potenzialità e gli permette 
di assumere quella natura sottoposta al divenire grazie alla quale l’anima 
diviene capace di conoscere il mondo sensibile. Data l’identità sostanziale 
tra intelletto possibile ed intelletto agente, si può dire che il primo è 
sottoposto alla corruzione in quanto ‘possibile’, ma è incorruttibile in 
quanto “intelletto”20, 

A fronte della teoria «dell’identità degli intelletti» sostenuta, pur con 
sfumature diverse, da questi autori, troviamo la posizione di quanti 


19 ID., Sententia super II et III De anima, MI, lect. 3, p. 426. Per approfondire il 
tema del doppio statuto dell’anima come ‘forma et hoc aliquid’ nei maestri delle arti, cfr. 
B.C. BAZAN, «Pluralisme de formes ou dualisme de substances? La pensée pré-thomiste 
touchant la nature de l’àme», in Revue philosophique de Louvain 67 (1969), pp. 30-73 e 
ID., «The human soul: form and substance?», op. cit. 

20 Anonymi Magistri Artium, Sententia super II et III De anima, Introduction, p. 
*79. Si veda anche BAZÁN, «13th Century Commentaries on De anima: from Peter of Spain 
to Thomas Aquinas», G. FIORAVANTI, C. LEONARDI, S. PERFETTI (eds.), Il commento filosofico 
nell’Occidente Latino (secoli XIII-XIV), pp. 142; 150. In questo senso sembra dunque si 
possano intendere le affermazione non solo ambigue, ma addirittura fuorvianti, presenti nella 
Lectura e nelle Questiones senesi, che, richiamandosi ad Averroé, attribuiscono 
l’incorruttibilità all'intelletto possibile: «Commentator vult quod intellectus possibilis 
corruptibilis est «in quantum possibilis est, set separabilis est» secundum eius substanciam, 
et idem est secundum substanciam cum intellectu agente... Et hoc concedendum est» 
(Anonymi Magistri Artium, Lectura in librum de anima, III, 2, q. 5, p.469). «(...) dicere iste 
intellectus materialis, ut dicit Averroys, et intelligere istius non est sine ymaginatione; et licet 
secundum sui substanciam sit separabilis a corpore, sua tamen operacio desinit cum corpore» 
(Siena, Bibl. Com.degli Intronati, L.IN.21, q. 15, f.141ra, cfr. nota 14). In realtà, affermando 
l'identità dei due principi, i due maestri vogliono sottolineare che a salvarsi è l'intera sostanza 
intellettiva, che, venuto a mancare il rapporto con il corpo, € in sé detta intellectus agens. In 
questo senso sembra che non sia propriamente corretto affermare che l'intelletto possibile é 
incorruttibile: cfr. le affermazioni di BAZÁN, «13th Century Commentaries on De anima: from 
Peter of Spain to Thomas Aquinas», pp. 142 e 150. 
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interpretano la differenza fra gli intelletti sulla base della piü generale, e 
genuinamente aristotelica, distinzione fra potenza e atto. 

Su tale posizione & schierato in primo luogo Alberto Magno, che nel 
suo commento al De anima afferma che, come in tutto il mondo creaturale 
si riconoscono due principi, l’agens e il patiens, ciascuno dei quali non 
può essere ricondotto all’altro, così queste due differenze sono presenti 
anche nell’intelletto e sbagliano coloro che ne sostengono l’identità: 


Et cum illa sunt in omni natura, et universali et particulari, virtutes enim caelestes 
sunt agentes et elementales sunt patientes, et in semine et in omnibus generatis est 
virtus formativa faciens et materia patiens, et impossibile est ista ad eandem 
essentiam reduci: et ideo manifeste errant, qui dicunt, quod ista duo secundum idem 
sint in anima, sed differant in hoc quod eadem forma, secundum quod est separata, sit 
agens et, secundum quod est incorporata, sit patiens (...)21. 


Del tutto simile alla posizione di Alberto è quella dell’anonimo 
Vennebusch (edizione di Admont, cod. lat. 367)22; questa somiglianza non 
stupisce perché, come è noto, questo autore conosce profondamente il 
testo del Doctor universalis, e ne è in altri luoghi testuali strettamente 
dipendente23. Se il contenuto dell’argomentazione è simile a quella 
albertina (intelletto agente e possibile si distinguono perché l’uno agisce e 
l’altro riceve l’azione e la loro natura non può dipendere dal rapporto con 
la corporeità), è interessante rilevare che il nostro anonimo dedica 
all'argomento un'intera questione, dal titolo: Utrum se habet quod dicitur 
possibilis an de coniunccione sui cum corpore, ed ha un obiettivo 
polemico preciso, ovvero la tesi esposta nella Sentencia in Il et HI de 
anima circa l origine dell'intelletto possibile, che si costituirebbe per 
*contrazione' dall'unione dell'anima con il corpo. Questo ci dimostra 
l'esistenza di un dibattito in corso sul tema, di cui indicheremo solo alcuni 
passaggi. Come abbiamo accennato, l'anonimo Vennebusch risponde 
all'autore della Sententia affermando che la potenzialità è invece 
posseduta dall’intelletto per la sua stessa natura: 


21 Albertus Magnus, De anima, C. STROICK (ed.), Monasterii Westfalorum in 
aedibus Aschendorff 1968, lib. 3, tract. 2, p. 205. (Sanctis Doctoris Ecclesiae Alberti Magni 
Opera Omnia, vol. VID. 

22 Ein anonymer Aristoteleskommentar des XIII. Jahrhunderts, Questiones in tres 
Libros de anima, (Admont, Stifstbibliothek, cod. lat.367), J. VENNEBUSCH (ed.), Verlag 
Ferdinand Schoningh, Paderborn 1963. 

23 Cfr. GAUTHIER, «Les Commentaires de la Vetus», pp. 253*-255*. 
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Dicendum igitur, quod ista duo agens et possibilis radicantur in una substancia anime, 
quarum una sicut forma, altera sicut materia (...). (...) ex coniunctione sui [anime] 
cum corpore contrahit non possibilitatem in sui substanciam, hanc enim habet de se?4 


Secondo l'anonimo Vennebusch é lecito affermare che la potenzialità 


deriva 'per contrazione' dall'elemento corporeo solo nel senso che gli 
intelligibili, presentandosi all'intelletto separato senza la materia, non 
necessitano del processo astrattivo per essere condotti in atto, ma non é 
sostenibile che la conoscenza dell'intelletto separato sia pura attualità 
scevra di potenza: 


Intellectus quantum est de se separatus, semper est in actu, si ergo est in potencia, hoc 
est ex coniunccione sui cum corpore,- dicendum est secundum iam dicta, quod 
potencia intellectus consideratur duobus modis: aut racione nature qua dicitur 
possibilis, aut racione informacionis possibilis [nature] actu ab illis ad que est in 
potencia. Loquendo primo modo, sic non est verum, quod intellectus separatus sit 
semper in actu; ita quod in ipsis non sit nisi substancia agens, sicut consuetum fuit 
dici a quibusdam; immo eciam in ipsis est substancia possibilis, per quam ipsis 
convenit pati. Loquendo autem secundo modo, sic separatis solum convenit esse in 
actu. Quia ut sunt separata a materia, species rerum sibi habent concreatas quas non 
recipiunt in actu postquam [fuerint] prius in potencia. Et hoc modum concessum est, 
quod intellectus ex coniunccione sui cum corpore quodammodo contrahit suam 
possibilitatem25. 


La composizione potenza/atto caratterizza infatti tutte le creature, 


comprese quelle spirituali, secondo l’anonimo Vennebusch, rispetto alla 
semplicità del Primo Principio l’anima razionale è un compositum di cui 
intelletto agente ed intelletto possibile rappresentano le due differenze: 


In quolibet compositum necessario sunt prime differencie [compositi]. In unoquoquo 
compositum sunt actus et potencia; omne enim compositum componitur ex quod est 
et quo est. Ergo cum anima racionalis est quoddam compositum recedens a 
simplicitate primi, erunt in ipsa iste due differencie. Sed ab illa que est actu in ipsa, 
est agens, ab illa [que] potencia, est possibilis. Ergo erunt ille due potencie eiusdem 
substancie26. 


24 Ein anonymer Aristoteleskommentar, p. 275. 
25 Ein anonymer Aristoteleskommentar, pp. 275-6. 
26 Ein anonymer Aristoteleskommentar, p. 304. Si noti a questo proposito il 


parallelo con le posizioni di Guglielmo di Clifford e dell’anonimo della Lectura che 
sostengono con lo stesso argomento una dottrina in linea con quella dell’ilemorfismo 
universale. 
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Per queste motivazioni, secondo l’anonimo Vennebusch, come per 
Alberto, la teoria dell’identitä degli intelletti deve essere rifiutata: 


(...) ita quod non sit dicere, quod agens et possibilis sit eadem forma, que dicitur 
agens ut separata, possibilis nature ut nobis coniuncta; secundum quod solet dici a 
quibusdam, quod intellectus ut noster est, possibilis est et non agens27. 


Veniamo al prologo delle Questiones super librum de anima di Siena, 
che precede cronologicamente sia la composizione delle anonime 
questioni edite da Vennebusch che il commento al De anima di Alberto. Il 
prologo del commento senese, a differenza delle Questiones cui & 
affiancato, rispetto alle quali, come altri indizi permettono di ipotizzare, 
potrebbe avere un’origine diversa28, propone una formulazione delle 
definizioni di intelletto agente e possibile simile a quella di Alberto e 
dell’anonimo Vennebusch. L’anonimo autore del prologo di Siena muove 
infatti nella loro definizione dai concetti aristotelici di potenza/atto29, 
riservando solo ad un secondo tempo la descrizione del rapporto che 
ciascun principio intrattiene con il corpo30, e non fa riferimento alcuno 
alla teoria «dell’identita degli intelletti», anzi, li pone in una relazione di 
analogia con la forma/materia, lasciando intuire che nell’ anima intellettiva 
possa sussistere realmente una tale differenza31. In ultima analisi, nelle 


27 Ein anonymer Aristoteleskommentar, p. 275. 

28 Questo differente approccio, insieme ad altri elementi, contenutistici e formali, 
suggerisce l’idea che il prologo di Siena, Bibl. Com. degli Intronati, L.III.21 possa avere 
un’origine indipendente dalle questioni a cui lo troviamo affiancato; non potendo 
addentrarci su questo punto perché non strettamente collegato con la nostra 
argomentazione, rimandiamo la trattazione ad una sede più opportuna. 

29 Siena, Bibl. Com. Degli Intronati, L.II.21, f. 135va; Cfr. GARDINALI, «Da 
Avicenna ad Averroè», p. 401: «Intellectus agens est substancia intellectiva que educit 
intellectum possibilem de potencia ad actum». 

30 Ibidem: «(..) agens est pars formalis ipsius intellective, sive virtus eius formalis 
et nobilior scilicet qua habet scienciam in actu ab istanti sue creacionis cum sit forma 
separata a materia de se (...) Alia est eius pars materialis, que est sicut tabula nuda et in 
potencia ad scienciam. Secundum primam [virtutem, i.e. intellectum agentem] non est 
actus corporis nec unibilis ei, set separata secundum esse et substanciam, sicut homo a capa 
sua. Per secundam [virtutem, i.e. intellectum possibilem], est unibilis et actus corporis, non 
tamen solus actus, set aliquid preter hoc quod es actus». 

31 Ibidem: «(...) et tunc sunt due virtutes anime sicut sensitiva et intellectiva [et] se 
habet quod una est materialis respectu alterius, licet non sit omnino simile». Gardinali 
corregge il termine intellectiva del ms. con ita: cfr. GARDINALI, «Da Avicenna ad Averroé», 
p. 402. 
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poche righe che seguono, l’autore specifica che entrambi le virtutes 
intellective cosi definite concorrono alla conoscenza sia delle res naturales 
che delle spirituales32. 

Pur concordando nelle linee piü generali con la dottrina sostenuta 
anche dagli altri autori, che concepisce l’intelletto come facoltä dell’anima 
umana, Alberto, l'anonimo Vennebusch e l'autore del prologo senese 
ritengono opportuno salvaguardare le definizioni dei due intelletti così 
come le ha formulate Aristotele. Questo atteggiamento è proprio anche di 
Tommaso d’Aquino, che nel suo commento al De anima definisce 
intelletto possibile ed intelletto agente prendendo le mosse dal celebre 
passo di Aristotele: 


(...) in omni natura que est quandoque in potencia et quandoque in actu oportet 
ponere aliquid quod est sicut materia in unoquoque genere (quod scilicet est in 
potencia ad omnia que sunt illius generis), et aliud quod est sicut causa agens et 
factivum, quod ita se habet in faciendo omnia sicut ars ad materiam; set anima 
secundum partem intellectivam quandoque est in potencia et quandoque in actu; 
necesse est igitur in anima intellectiva esse has differencias, ut scilicet sit unus 
intellectus in quo possunt omnia intelligibilia fieri (et hic est intellectus possibilis, de 
quo supra dictum est) et alius intellectus sit ad hoc quod possit omnia intelligibilia 
facere in actu (qui vocatur intellectus agens) et est sicut habitus quidam33. 


Il dibattito che abbiamo cercato di illustrare, il cui sviluppo si situa 
interamente negli anni precedenti alla stesura del commento al De anima 
di Tommaso, trae origine, per quanto possiamo vedere, dai tentativi di 
sintetizzare, in modo improprio e tuttavia originale, le differenti idee 
veicolate dal corpus di scritti a disposizione verso la metà del XIII secolo 
sul tema della definizione dei due intelletti, e dalle conseguenti reazioni 
polemiche di coloro che cercavano di tener saldi i presupposti 
dell'epistemologia aristotelica. 


32 Nel prologo si spiega che l'intelletto agente opera in un duplice modo 
sull'intelletto possibile: da una parte lo ‘informa’, cioé gli comunica le species, dall'altro 
agisce «(...) irradiando super ipsum et illuminando ipsum quatinus fiat habilis ad 
intelligendum quecumque debet intelligere, sive spiritualia sive naturalia.». Siena, Bibl. 
Com. Degli Intronati, L.III.21, f. 136ra; cfr. GARDINALI, «Da Avicenna ad Averroé», p. 403. 
Vediamo che in questo caso l'intelletto possibile non viene meno nell'anima separata dal 
corpo, ma continua a svolgere la sua funzione di ricezione delle species. 

33 Sancti Thomae de Aquino Sentencia Libri de Anima, III, cap. IV, 430 a 10 8-23, 
p. 218. 
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L'anonimo autore della Sentencia in H et III de anima, insieme agli 
altri autori che ne condividono sostanzialmente la posizione, pur con 
sfumature e varianti anche di un certo rilievo34, ha operato uno 
‘spostamento’ nella lettura di Aristotele, consistente in una 
sovrapposizione delle nozioni di ‘intelletto agente’ con quella di ‘intelletto 
separato’, e di ‘intelletto possibile’ con quella di ‘intelletto umano, unito 
al corpo’. Questa distinzione tra intelletto agente ed intelletto possibile, 
prodotta in relazione alla loro presunta appartenenza al mondo incorporeo 
o corporeo, porta in sé l’impronta ineludibile della fonte che ha orientato 
verso tale conclusione, ovvero il Liber de anima seu Sextus de naturalibus 
di Avicenna. 

Il Sextus de naturalibus si presentava infatti come la “cerniera” più 
efficace per unire la concezione del Liber de causis, che permetteva di 
intendere l’anima come una sostanza immortale capace di conoscere tutte 
le cose, ‘impresse’ nella sua stessa essenza, con quella presentata nel De 
anima, dove lo Stagirita poneva invece l’accento sull’anima come 
principio del vivente: per questa ragione la tesi avicenniana delle due 
facies, esplicitamente citata o tacitamente sottintesa dai commentatori 
della Vetus, è stata utilizzata più frequentemente per dar conto del duplice 
status dell’anima, di forma del corpo e di sostanza. 

Essa costituì inoltre un importante punto di riferimento anche 
nell’argomentazione di alcuni autori che sostenevano l’identità sostanziale 
dei due principi intellettivi, poiché permetteva loro di conferire all’intera 
anima intellettiva la duplice capacità di rivolgersi verso la realtà sensibile 
e verso quella spirituale, attraverso modalità nettamente distinte ed 
irriducibili l'una all'altra, pur salvaguardandone l’unità sostanziale. E° 
proprio questa irriducibilità che ci indica come in questa prospettiva abbia 
assunto notevole rilevanza l’esigenza di porre una cesura netta tra la 
modalità di conoscenza del mondo corporeo e quella del mondo 
incorporeo (la potenzialità pertiene infatti solo all’intelligenza umana, e 
viene meno dopo la separazione dal corpo, quando l’anima riacquisce il 
suo status che, come ci dimostrano i testi, è del tutto pari a quello delle 
sostanza separate), a differenza di quanto sostenuto da Tommaso, e da 
coloro che, cercando di fondare l’epistemologia sulle nozioni aristoteliche 


34 Si pensi alle tesi presentate nella Sentencia cum questionibus di Pietro Ispano e 
nelle Questiones super librum de anima di Siena, Bibl. Com. degli Intronati, L.III.21. 
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di atto e potenza, si proponevano di ridurre tra queste le distanze ed 
accentuarvi gli elementi di continuità. 


Università degli Studi di Firenze 


J.F. MEIRINHOS 


DE L’INTELLECT À LA THEOPHILOSIA: 
LA PLUS HAUTE REALISATION DE L’ÄME 
CHEZ PETRUS HISPANUS PORTUGALENSIS 


Dans le chapitre «De summe desiderio bonitatis» du XI.ème traité de 
la Scientia libri de animal, qui s’occupe des facultés motrices 
intellectives, Pierre d'Espagne le Portugais déclare que l’âme humaine, en 
tant qu’étre créé, a un désir inne du bien supréme, dont elle est originaire2, 
et que l’äme devra donc avoir une puissance qui lui permette d' «embrasser 
l'amour du summum de la supréme bonté». Cette puissance (virtus), c'est 
la theophilosia, définie exactement comme «le désir réalisé de la supréme 
bonté3». Dans sa description, Pierre d'Espagne se référe à une ascension 


H 


psychologique, voire méme 4 un surpassement de l’äme dans ce 
mouvement d'adhésion, disons amoureux ou mystique. L'áme humaine 


1 Pedro Hispano, Scientia libri de anima, éd., introd. notes Manuel ALONSO 
ALONSO, Juan Flors editor, Barcelona 1961 (Pedro Hispano, Obras Filosóficas I; 2a ed.), 
par la suite cité SLA, suivi des numéros du traité et du chapitre, de la page et des lignes. 
Les numéros de page ne coincident pas avec ceux de la premiére édition, publiée aussi par 
Manuel Alonso, CSIC, Madrid 1941. Dans l' incipit et le colophon de Y ouvrage l'auteur se 
nomme en toutes lettres Petrus Hispanus Portugalensis (pp. 1 et 498). Sur Petrus Hispanus 
/ Pierre d'Espagne et l'hypothése de la distinction de plusieurs auteurs confondus sous ce 
nom par la tradition historiographique cfr. J.F. MEIRINHOS, «Petrus Hispanus Portugalensis? 
Elementos para uma diferenciagäo de autores», Revista Espafiola de Filosofia Medieval, 3 
(1996) 51-76; ID. «Giovanni XXI, papa», Dizionario biografico degli italiani, Istituto 
dell' Enciclopedia Italiana, Roma 2000, vol. 55, pp. 600-611. 

2 «Summe bonitatis a qua trahit ortum, huic anime desiderium est innatum», SLA 
X1,7, p. 442, 3-4. 

3 «Non est ergo mirum si anima sue originis actorem et bonorum suorum 
largitorem agnoscat atque in eius desiderio elaboret et ideo est ei virtus insita ad summe 
bonitatis fastigii amorem complectendum. Est autem theophilosia summe bonitatis 
desiderium consummatum», SLA XI,7, p. 442, 18-22. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale GG LE BAL Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1113-1129. 
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dépasse ainsi le niveau de la connaissance, mais elle n’en est pas 
totalement détachée. Alors, qu’est-ce que cette theophilosia? A-t-elle une 
place parmi les facultés de l’äme? Quelle est sa relation avec l’intellect? 
Peut-on l’identifier avec la réalisation de la fin ultime de l'homme? D’oü 
vient et que signifie ce nom de theophilosia, qui n'est évoqué dans aucun 
autre texte ancien ou médiéval? 

Pour trouver des réponses, il faudra se pencher sur quelques aspects 
de la théorie des facultés de l’äme de la Scientia libri de anima, surtout 
ceux qui concernent la connaissance et la réalisation des fins de l’homme, 
où l'on peut percevoir une dynamique du perfectionnement spirituel. Une 
relecture du texte s'impose car il faut également mieux situer la position 
doctrinale de Pierre d'Espagne à propos de l'intellect humain. Il s'agit 
d'une œuvre très particulière dans l'ensemble de la littérature 
philosophique du XIIIème siècle sur l'àme, où l'auteur n’identifie jamais 
ses sources et essaie méme de dissimuler ses positions sous 
l'impersonnalité de la vérité4. On a là une des causes de la difficulté à 
cerner avec exactitude sa position doctrinale et ses sources, mais c'est 
Avicenne qui semble étre sa source privilégiée et la plus évidente5, méme 
si parfois il s'en écarte sur des points capitaux et lui ajoute des doctrines 
difficilement conciliables. La Scientia est structurée autour d'une 


4^ L'auteur se propose d'ordonner un traité compendieux et parfait (compendiosam 
ac perfectam traditionem) sur l’äme et ses facultés, non selon le modéle du commentaire 
ou des questions (que lui- même aurait publié auparavant). Ici «les sentences de la vérité 
de toutes les inquisitions sont déterminées en des sommes certaines et exactes», SLA, prol., 
p. 5, 7-20. L'ambition de construire une synthèse peut aussi expliquer la mince élaboration 
doctrinale de ces 13 traités en quelques 5 centaines de pages, dont on peut lire un apergu 
doctrinal chez E. GiLsoN, History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, Random 
House, New York 1955, pp. 319-323; voir aussi J. FERREIRA, Presenga do augustinismo 
avicenizante na teoria dos intelectos de Pedro Hispano (Pars dissertationis), Editorial 
Franciscana, Braga 1959. Pour une discussion et une hypothése de datation cfr. R.-A. 
GAUTHIER, «Préface», Sancti Thomae de Aquino Sentencia libri de anima, (Opera Omnia 
t. XLI*1) Comissio Leonina — Vrin , Roma — Paris 1984, pp. 236*-242*. 

5 Cfr. D.N. Hasse, Avicenna's De Anima in the Latin West: The Formation of a 
Peripatetic Philosophy of the Soul 1160-1300, The Warburg Institute — Nino Aragno 
Editore, London — Torino 2000 (Warburg Studies and Texts, 1), pp. 55-60, 218-220, pages 
excellentes auxquelles il faudrait apporter quelques précisions (cfr. notamment infra la n. 
57). Selon l'auteur la Scientia est «perhaps the most Avicennian work written in the West» 
(p. 55), et conclut «there is hardly a single chapter in Avicenna's book which is not quoted 
or somehow adopted by Petrus» (p. 59). Pour l'identification des citations muettes 
d' Avicenne repérées par Hasse, cfr. p. 59 n. 274 et "Index locorum" aux pp. 234-314. 
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classification des facultés de l’àme6, mais elle est beaucoup plus étendue 
et prolifique en définitions et divisions que toutes les ceuvres 
contemporaines connues de ce genre. | 

L’äme est une substance spirituelle en soi, qui n’a pas de matière ; elle 
est aussi une forme complète et individuelle (forma completa et hoc aliud). 
L'âme est conjointe à l'existence matérielle du corps, duquel elle est la 
forme, et auquel elle confère son esse dans l’espèce7. L'âme est la 
perfection du corps car elle lui donne la vie et le corps n’est qu’instrument 
des actions qui sont produites par les multiples facultés de l’âme. D’après 
les actes de l’âme (qui vont du régime du corps, à la connaissance et à 
l’action libre), il faut bien conclure qu’elle est une substance incorporelle 
pour pouvoir les accomplir8. Pierre d’Espagne rejoint littéralement la 
définition de l’âme donnée par Avicenne9, qui s’écarte de celle 
d’Aristote!0, pour pouvoir souligner le caractère instrumental du corps: 
«Est igitur anima actus primus corporis naturalis instrumentalis potentiam 
vitam participantisll». Cette soumission instrumentale du corps revient 
souvent sous la métaphore de la relation du pilote avec son navire, ou du 
prince avec sa ville. 

L’äme instrumente le corps par ses facultés ou puissances (facultates, 
virtutes, differentiae), qui se diversifient en raison des différences mémes 
de l'àme, de laquelle elles proviennent, mais aussi en raison de ses 
essences, des organes, des opérations, des objets, de l'ordre, des conditions 
de ses opérations12. Entre les facultés, il existe un ordre et une hiérarchie, 
et finalement chez l'homme c'est l' intellect qui prend le dessus et exerce 
son empire sur toutes les autres facultés, assurant ainsi son unité13, Pierre 
d'Espagne décrit une centaine de ces puissances ou divisions de l'áme. 


6 Les facultés sont l'objet d'une double présentation: «secundum viam generalem» 
au II traité (pp. 43-75) où chacune est classée et définie; dans les traités III-XI les 
«sermones speciales circa singulas differentias» (pp. 77-455) donnent une discussion plus 
détaillée des facultés, sans jamais abandonner le style des classifications et définitions. 
Parfois il y a des divergences de nomenclature et définition entre les deux présentations. 

7. SLA 12, p. 18, 6-16 et p. 19, 1-7. 

8 SLAL2, pp. 17,31-18,6. 

9 Avicenna, Liber de anima I 1; 29,61-63. 

10 Aristote, De anima II 1; 412a27-28 

11  SLAILI, p. 22, 6-7 

2 SLA IL 5, p. 48. 

13 Sur le principe métaphysique d'ordonnance de l'inférieur par le supérieur, cfr. 
SLA II, 5, p. 57, 15-16, etc. 
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L’äme végétative, en raison de sa proximité de la matiére, n’a aucune 
fonction dans le processus de la connaissancel4, seulement possible par un 
éloignement de la matiére, et une union avec les dispositions de la 
substance spirituelle de l’äme. Ainsi, il y a plusieurs degrés de 
connaissance, selon les combinaisons d’éloignement de la matiére, la 
nudité de la forme, l’union de la forme avec la substance qu’elle connait, 
et parmi les substances douées de connaissance il faut compter la prima 
substantia omnium creatrix, l’intelligentia secunda, l’intellectus, et 
finalement le sensus]5. 

Dans la connaissance humaine, les cinq sens extérieurs appréhendent 
les formes corporelles, disposées à |’ abstraction par leur passage aux sens 
internes, qui produisent une premiére abstraction de leurs appendices de 
matérialité et d’individualité par la comparaison, la composition et la 
division (collatio, compositio, divisio). Regues par le sens commun 
(sensus communis), ces formes sensibles sont saisies par l’imagination 
(ymaginatio), qui produit une premiére abstraction de leurs appendices 
materiaux, alors que les intentions insensibles sont saisies par l’estimativa. 
L'ymaginativa, qui chez l'homme prend le nom de cogitativa, par le 
rapprochement, la composition et la division (collatio, compositio, 
divisio), induit aux formes sensibles un degré d’abstraction plus élevé. 
Enfin la mémoire est le réservoir des intentions insensibles, et les formes 
sensibles sont conservées dans l’ymaginatiol6. 

Les formes et les intentions sensibles (retenues donc chez l’äme 
sensible) ne sont pas encore une connaissance universelle et actuelle de 
l’essence des choses, qui n’est possible que chez les substances 
absolument spirituelles, comme cela est le cas de l’intellect. Et l’intellect 
humain a une faculté absolument réceptive-appréhensivel7, telle une 
tabula sans aucune informationl8 qui peut recevoir des sens internes les 
similitudes des choses19, car il les possède toutes en puissance. L' intellect 
possible (intellectus possibilis), c'est la faculté de l'àme qui reçoit des sens 
intérieurs les impressions des phantasmes intelligibles encore avec des 


14 SLA VL, p. 159. 

15 SLA VL3, p. 160, 27-161, 18. 

16 Cfr. SLA ILS, pp. 53-58; SLA VI, pp. 245-274. 

17 SLA X,5, p. 374, 23; etc. 

18 «tabula rasa pictura nulla informata», SLA X,5, p. 375, 13-15. 
19 SLA X,5, p. 375, 14-15. 
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appendices matériaux; mais, s’il peut les recevoir, il a absolument besoin 
d’un agent pour qu’ils deviennent un concept et connus en acte. L’intellect 
possible a donc deux états ou degrés (duplex status, gradus duplex; a ne 
pas confondre avec la théorie des deux faces de l’äme qui apparait ailleurs 
dans l’ceuvre): l’un est inférieur, concerne les facultés inférieures et 
descend à la réception des phantasmes, l’autre est supérieur et concerne 
l’intellect agent qui l’illumine20. L’intellect possible se trouve donc aux 
confins de deux régions, il est le medium entre les facultés intellectuelles 
inférieures et les facultés sensibles supérieures21. 

L'abstraction définitive des formes appréhendées par les sens a donc 
besoin d'une puissance qui les fasse devenir actuelles. C'est la fonction de 
l'intellect agent, minutieusement défini comme «puissance de l’äme 
intelligible, qui de sa lumiére illumine les espéces intelligibles regues dans 
l’intellect possible, provenant des puissances sensitives, leur retirant leurs 
appendices matériaux et accidentaux, et élevant ces espéces intelligibles à 
la pureté de leur essence, les faisant passer de la puissance à l'intellection 
en acte, pour que l'intellect puisse atteindre la perfection (ut intellective 
differentie perfectio proveniat) et ainsi diriger le sommet de son excellence 
vers la connaissance des substances suprémes (et ad res suppremas aciem 
sue celsitudinis dirigens cognoscendas)» et sa fonction innée c'est de se 
prolonger dans la connaissance de la cause supréme, dirigeant sa face ver 
sa splendeur22. 

Par l'action conjuguée des sens (externes et internes) et de l’intellect 
(possible et agent), l’äme peut atteindre la connaissance en acte de la 
totalité des choses dotées de matiére, à travers les formes intelligibles 
obtenues par la perception et l'abstraction, se préparant ainsi pour sa plus 
haute réalisation. Mais l'intellect, qui n'a jamais en lui-m&me la totalité 


20 «SLA X,5, p. 374, 7-22. Sur l'intervention des deux degrés dans la formation de 
la connaissance, cf. SLA X,5, p. 375, 16-23. 

21 SLA X, 5, pp. 377, 25-378, 6. 

22 «Est igitur intellectus agens virtus anime intellective intelligibiles species in 
intellectu possibili a virtutibus sensitivis susceptas lucis sue illustratione illuminans, a 
materialibus ac accidentalibus appenditiis eas detegens, ad sue essentie puritatem redigens 
et de potentia ad intelligendi actum perducens, ut intellective differentie perfectio 
proveniat, et ad res suppremas aciem sue celsitudinis dirigens cognoscendas. Hec igitur 
virtus pure lucis fulgore precellens ad summe cause cognitionem extendi nata est, ad eius 
splendorem supremum dirigens aspectum», SLA XI, 6, p. 379, 27-380, 8, cfr. trad. GILSON, 
History of Christian Philosophy, op. cit., p. 321. 


1118 J. F. MEIRINHOS 


des formes intelligibles ni la perception des natures supérieures, a, 4 son 
tour, encore besoin de l’aide d'une lumière supérieure, dont il est apte à 
recevoir des influences et des émanations, et à travers celles-ci à aspirer à 
la connaissance des réalités suprémes. L’intellect agent a donc aussi la 
fonction de «transmettre à l'intellect possible les impressions qu'elle 
recoit de la Cause Supr&me et des substances séparées23». 

Voilà donc l'ordre des choses, dans lequel s'insére la théorie de Pierre 
d'Espagne sur l'existence d'un triple intellect agent24 pour expliquer la 
connaissance humaine. A chaque intellect agent correspond un objet de 
connaissance : 

— le premier intellect agent, c'est la puissance du créateur (virtus 
creatoris), parfois aussi nommée Intelligence premiere 
(Intelligentia prima), irradiant sa lumiére sur l'intellect humain, 
l’illuminant sur les choses qui le dépassent lui-méme en tant que 
elle est principe de tout, car pour contempler ces choses 
transcendantes, la seule capacité de |’ intellect agent est insuffisante; 

— le deuxi&me intellect agent, c'est l'intelligence séparée (intelligentia 
agente separata), qui par son influence induit chez l'intellect 
humain quelques révélations, auxquelles le seul intellect humain ne 
peut encore arriver, ayant donc besoin de les recevoir d'ailleurs; 

— le troisi&me intellect agent, c'est la faculté agente propre à 
l'intellect humain (virtus anime intellective sibi insita), déjà décrit, 
qui réduit à l'acte d'intellection les formes intelligibles en 
puissance, imprimées dans l'intellect possible. 

La participation de ces trois agents dans l’intellection humaine est en 

correspondance avec le triple ordre des choses qui peuvent étre connues25: 


23 «Huius vero virtutis industria inpressiones a summa causa et separatis substantiis 
susceptas possibili intellectui reddit, a quo ad virtutes sensibiles interiores et ab hiis in 
exteriores secundum ordinem derivantur», SLA X,6, p. 380, 24-28. 

24 «Intellectus vero agens triplex distinguitur: primus virtus creatoris super 
intellectum humanum irradians ipsumque illuminans ei seipsum ac res ipsum excedentes, 
ad quarum capacitatem est inpotens, declaratum. Secundus est intelligentia separata ei ex 
sui officii influentia quasdam revelationes inducens. Tercius virtus anime intellective sibi 
insita, ab ipsa emanans, formas intelligibiles in potentia intellectui possibili impressas ad 
actum intelligendi reducens, qui ad presentationem spectat intentionum», SLA 11,7, p. 62, 
13-21 (je souligne). 

25 «Rerum vero triplex ordo distinguitur. Primus est rerum ad dispositiones prime 
essentie omnium conditoris spectantium, que super intellectum sunt, ad quas vero, ad 
ipsum et eius proprietates cum intellectus nequeat elevari, eius extrinseca perlustratione 
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(1) les dispositions de la premiêre essence, qui sont au-delä de 
l’intellect et dont l'illumination est nécessaire pour que l'intellect humain 
puisse s’élever à la connaissance du créateur et de ses attributs. Ainsi reste 
intacte la garantie de la possibilité d'une contemplation directe de la 
Première intelligence, c’est-ä-dire de Dieu, si chêre aux augustiniens; 

(2) les essences séparées créées, auxquelles l’intellect s’éléve avec 
Vaide d'une intelligence agente également créée; 

(3) l'ordre des choses inférieures, que l’ âme peut comprendre par elle- 
méme, laquelle d'ailleurs peut aussi se connaitre elle-même par une 
présence immédiate (cfr. SLA X,9, 398-401). 

Ainsi, tout dans l'ordre du monde est à la portée de l’intellect humain, 
à condition que l'un de ces trois agents intervienne pour que ce dernier ait 
un acte individuel de connaissance. En aucun cas, il n'y a de relation 
directe entre l'intellect possible et les illuminations des intelligences 
supérieures, cette relation étant toujours médiatisée par l'intellect agent 
humain, individuel, il est important de le souligner. D'autre part, Pierre 
d'Espagne n’identifie pas littéralement la Premiére Intelligence avec Dieu, 
car il n'utilise jamais le mot «Dieu» dans toute l’œuvre. Au lieu de cela, il 
déploie plus de 40 autres mots ou expressions pour le désigner, tous 
soulignant sa nature créatrice26. Il n'y a aucun doute que la Prima 


indiget. Secundus est rerum comparium ad factas separatas essentias spectans, ad quas ex 
create intelligentie officio elevatur. Tertius in infimis rebus consistit, ad quarum 
conprehensionem eius sufficit industria. Sed in hiis omnibus operibus agentis virtutis 
interne officium necessarium est», SLA X,7, p. 386, 19-29. Cfr. infra la n. 34 et FERREIRA, 
Presenca do augustinismo avicenizante, op. cit., p. 43-44 

26 La liste est très vaste: «Primus opifex» (p. 3,13); «summus conditor» (4,14); 
«actor rerum» (14,18); «opifex» (15,7); «universalis artifex» (15,18); «universalis 
dispositor» (21,18); «rerum dispositor» (24,7); «Factor primus» (36,28); «Dispositor» 
(48,21); «creator» (66,28); «Primi conditoris providentia» (120,7); «inteligentia increata» 
(156,6); «[substantia incorporea] unica (...) omnium creatrix atque gubernatrix» (158,20 e 
25-26); «Prima substantia omnium creatrix» (161,4); «nature providentia» (172, 5-6); 
«causa generante» (181,1-2); «Rerum ordinatrix natura» (259,5); «Lex nature provida» 
(277,1); «Supremum factor» (297,6); «Universi opifex» (299,8); «autor perfectus» 
(299,13); «primi artificis providentia» (299,29); «rector mundi» (300,2); «Primo factor» 
(304,10); «dator primus» (315,33-34); «Superior actor» (316,24); «Primus eternus et 
certum verum» (335,6); «Potentia perpetua» (339,7); «Causa prima» (339,21); «Summum 
verum» (341,16); «Prima intelligentia» (353,21); «Prima lux omnium productrix» (357,21- 
22); «essentia prima increata» (354,20-21); «Prima inteligentia (...) omnium (...) creatrix» 
(389,16-17); «Primo» (393,31); «Prima causa» (397,18); «Summa bonitas» (442,2); 
«Summa veritas» (443,2); «essentia omnium creatrix» (443,28); «Primus conditor» 
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intelligentia soit Dieu, au-dessous duquel existe l’intelligence agente, les 
intelligences séparées et les intellects humains. 

L’intellect agent humain est sans aucun doute doué de spontanéité, 
ayant un acte intrinséque, car il peut actualiser la connaissance des choses 
naturelles, mais il est limité, car de lui-méme et pour accomplir la totalité 
de ses fonctions, il a besoin des deux autres intellects agents extrinséques 
qui l'illuminent. 

Avec cette théorie des trois agents de l’intellect, Pierre d’Espagne 
déploie une position difficile 4 étiqueter : ni augustinisme, ni augustinisme 
avicennisant, ni aristotélisme, ni avicennisme, ni premier averroisme, mais 
tout à la fois. Il convient de souligner cet aspect car autrefois on a vu cette 
ceuvre de Pierre d’Espagne comme un exemple d’augustinisme 
avicennisant, et après comme exposant un vrai avicennisme. En fait, en 
1937 Martin Grabmann27, valorisant le chapitre sur l’Intelligentia agente 
separata (SLA X,7), lisait dans l’ceuvre un augustinisme avicennisant, 
c’est-ä-dire que son auteur identifierait l’intellect agent d’Avicenne au 
Dieu illuminateur d’Augustin, ä la facon d’un Roger Bacon ou d’un 
Guillaume d’Auvergne; mais en fait, si l’on s’en tient aux textes, il faut 
refuser cette lecture car l'intelligentia agente separata et Y Inteligentia 
prima sont nettement distinguées. En 1955, E. Gilson le vérifiait et 
concluait que, à sa connaissance, Pierre d'Espagne aurait été le seul latin 
à avoir introduit en noétique l'Intelligence séparée d'Avicenne en tant 
qu'intellect agent de la connaissance humaine28. Mais cela n'est que 
partiellement correct, car l'intellect agent humain est bien distingué de 


(444,6); «intelectus divinus suppremus» [nom donné au nous d' Anaxagore] (486,3). Sur ce 
sujet cfr. FERREIRA, «O problema de Deus em Pedro Hispano», Filosofia, 7 (1955) 164-176, 
p. 175 et Hasse, Avicenna's De Anima in the Latin West, op. cit., p. 219, n. 784. 

27 M. GRABMANN, «Die Lehre vom intellectus possibilis und intellectus agens im 
Liber de anima des Petrus Hispanus des späteren Papstes Johannes XXL», Archives 
d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen-Áge, 11 (1937-38) 167-208. En s'appuyant sur 
un autre texte attribué à Pierre d'Espagne, le commentaire sur le De animalibus, Gilson 
avait lancé cette association dans son fameux «Les sources gréco-arabes de l'augustinisme 
avicennisant», Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen-Áge, 4 (1929/30) 5- 
149, reimpr.: Vrin Reprise, Paris 1986, cfr. pp. 105-107), mais ici il était question d'établir 
un lien doctrinal pour expliquer l'intervention du pape Jean XXI (identifié avec Pierre 
d'Espagne) dans l'affaire de la condamnation parisienne de 1277. Gilson a abandonné ou 
au moins revu cette lecture, voir note suivante. 

28 «To our personal knowledge this is the only known case of straight Latin 
Avicenism», E. GILSON, History of Christian Philosophy, op. cit., pp. 681-682. 
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l’Intelligence agente séparée et au-dessous de celle-là, il faut compter 
encore sur l'illumination de I’ Intelligence première. De son côté, Fernand 
van Steenberghen, reprenant la these de Joäo Ferreira de 1959, identifiait 
un «éclectisme indécis» dans la Scientia, dont il caractérisait l'orientation 
doctrinale comme «un aristotélisme teinté d’augustinisme et d’avicen- 
nisme29». Norman Kretzmann a classé l’œuvre dans la «Platonist- 
Augustinian-Avicennian tradition30». 

En fait, ces interprétations de Pierre d’Espagne sont partielles car elles 
se limitent presque exclusivement au chapitre 7 du Xéme traité sur 
l'intelligence agente séparée, et ignorent l'ensemble doctrinal de la théorie 
de l'intellect humain. Mais, il faut le dire, Pierre d'Espagne n'est pas le 
créateur de la théorie du triple agent de l' intellect humain. Il la puise chez 
Jean de la Rochelle, aux prises avec la question «utrum autem intellectus 
agens sit separatus a substancia anime, uel sit anime differentia; et si 
separatus, an sit intelligentia creata, que est angelus, uel increti que est 
Deus3l». La réponse de Jean de la Rochelle (Respondo sine preiudicio...) 
accepte justement ces trois agents de l'áme et s' inspire d'une classification 
quadripartite des objets de connaissance (ea quae sunt supra, iuxta, intra 
et infra intellectum humanum) attribuée à Augustin32. 

Pierre d'Espagne reprend à son compte cette réponse33 et la 
développe, en se basant aussi sur la classification des objets de 


29 F. VAN STEENBERGHEN, La philosophie au XII? siècle, Peeters-Éditions de 
l’Institut, Louvain 1991, 2e éd. (Philosophes médiévaux, 28), p. 140. 

30 N. KRETZMANN, «PETER OF SPAIN», The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vol. VI, 
Macmillan Publishing, New York-London 1967, VI, p. 126a. 

31 Jean de la Rochelle, Tractatus de divisione multiplici potentiarum animae, ed. P. 
MICHAUD-QUANTIN, VRIN, PARIS 1964 (Textes philosophiques du Moyen Age, 11), p. 89, Il. 
665-8, ensemble de la discussion et de la réponse aux pp. 88-91, repris dans Jean de la 
Rochelle, Summa de anima, ed. J.-G. BOUGEROL, Vrin, Paris 1995 (Textes philosophiques 
du Moyen-äge, 19), p. 277, Il. 1-3, ensemble de la discussion et de la réponse aux pp. 277- 
280. 

32 En fait le Liber de spiritu et anima, IV, (PL 40) coll. 781-782, reprenant Isaac de 
Stella, Epistola de anima, PL 194 

33 Chez la Scientia libri de anima, il y a plusieurs reprises de doctrines et expositions 
de Jean de la Rochelle, en citation muette ou en paraphrase, mais sans jamais signaler la 
source (pour d'autres exemples cfr. art. cit. infra n. 57). MICHAUD-QUANTIN, éd., Tractatus 
de divisione multiplici potentiarum, op. cit., p. 29, a repéré une certaine proximité entre les 
deux ceuvres, mais aucune coincidence n'avait encore été mise en lumiére. 
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connaissance34. En lisant la Scientia libri de anima, on peut conclure que 
Pauteur développe une théorie des trois ordres d’intelligibles cohérente 
avec ce triple agent de l’intellect humain, obligeant l’auteur 4 puiser chez 
différents auteurs les composantes de sa position: Aristote pour l’intellect 
agent humain35, Avicenne pour l’Intelligence agente36, Augustin ou le 
néoplatonisme du Liber de causis ou de Denis pour |’ Intelligence première 
(a laquelle, par contre, aucun chapitre n’est consacré). Pierre d’Espagne ne 
peut donc pas étre considéré comme avicennien de stricte observance car 
il ne donne à Intelligence agente séparée aucune fonction cosmologique, 
comme le fait Avicenne, et, dans bien des passages, il pluralise cette 
Intelligence (on les dirait substances intelligentes créées et incorporelles, 
identifiables aux anges, mot que Pierre d’Espagne n’utilise jamais, au 
contraire de Jean de la Rochelle) et, en plus, elle n’est pas le seul agent de 
l’àme humaine37. L’intelligence séparée est également encore insuffisante 
pour obtenir le dernier degré de certitude; pour l’atteindre, l’äme doit 
recevoir l’intervention illuminatrice du Créateur-méme. Et nous voila déja 
plus proches de l’augustinisme et de cette postulation de la nécessité d'une 
aide supérieure et directe sur l’äme pour atteindre le dernier fondement de 
tout38. 

Sur differents points qu’il est inutile d’aborder ici, Pierre d’Espagne 
prend ses distances à l'égard d’Avicenne. D'autre part la théorie des trois 
agents de l'intellect, par son caractére de superposition de doctrines, 
accumule les étiquettes historiographiques. Il faudrait donc en créer une 
nouvelle ou les abandonner. 


34 Cfr. p. ex. SLA X, 6, p. 384, 2-16 (cité supra n. 25) et SLA X,7, p. 386, 19-28, 
mais aussi la p. 389, 2-29 dans le cadre de la discussion de l'émanation des formes. Il faut 
noter que Dag Hasse (Avicenna's De Anima in the Latin West, op. cit., pp. 218-220) ne se 
rend pas compte que Pierre d'Espagne reprend la doctrine de Jean de la Rochelle (exposée 
aux pp. 215-216) dans laquelle il insére l'exposition plus développée et en termes 
avicenniens l'intelligence agente séparée. 

35 Cfr. SLA, X, 6 et Aristote, De anima III, 5. 

36 Cfr. SLA X,7. 

37 Dans plusieurs passages, on peut constater que Pierre d'Espagne parle au pluriel 
de substances secondes illuminatrices. Cfr. les separate substantie (SLA X,6, p. 380, 24- 
25), les separate intelligentie (p. 384, 25), les create intelligentie (SLA X,7, p. 386, cit. 
supra n. 25), la secunda [intelligentia] (p. 389, 17). 

38 Sur la conciliation des trois positions, voir aussi FERREIRA, Presenga do 
augustinismo avicenizante, op. cit., p. 44. 
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Toujours sur le plan noétique, Pierre d’Espagne reprend d’Avicenne 
la description des degrés de perfection d’information ou d’actualisation de 
l’intelligible que l’intellect humain peut atteindre. Comme ä son habitude, 
il le fait 4 deux reprises, selon la méthode générale39 et selon la méthode 
spéciale40. Ces degrés de perfection sont au nombre de quatre et Pierre 
d’Espagne les expose 4 sa facon: 1°) l’intellect matériel ou possible 
(intellectus materialis aut possibilis) ou aptitude a la réception des formes 
intelligibles, mais sans leur consécution actuelle; 2°) l’intellect habituel 
(intellectus existens in habitu) ou aptitude 4 la réception des formes, 
disposé 4 la compréhension des essences des choses et des principes 
généraux des sciences (II,7, p. 63), il a déja la connaissance acquise des 
premiers principes; 3°) l’intellect acquis (intellectus adeptus) apporte et 
distingue l’acte parfait de la science, touchant les principes et les 
conclusions connues; 4°) I’ intellect accommode (intellectus accomo-datus 
et in effectu) ou niveau de formation de la science, il est parfait et se 
rapproche déja de l’acte de la contemplation. 


39 «Dictinctio vero eius ratione ordinis graduum sue informationis quatuor continet 
differentias. Prima est intellectus materialis, qui est virtus ab actu receptionis formarum 
nuda solam aptitudinem potestativam ad ipsarum susceptionem participans. Secunda est 
intellectus existens in habitu que est virtus ad formarum receptionem, dispositus, ut rerum 
essentias ac scientiarum principia generalia comprehendens. Tertia est intellectus adeptus 
actum perfectum scientie attingens principia ac conclusiones cognitas conferens ac 
discernens. Quarta est intellectus accommodatus qui est virtus in scientie formatione, 
perfectus, ad actum considerationis progrediens», SLA 11,7, p. 63, 17-28 (je souligne). 

40 «Quoniam ergo intellectiva anima ex opere intellectus in susceptiones specierum 
et habituum perficitur, in sue perfectionis acquisitione quatuor gradus participat: Primus 
eius statui primo respondet, in quo nullius impressione intelligibilis informatur. Set 
omnium obiectorum capax ad cunctorum susceptionem eius extenditur aptitudo, ut sicut 
yle per suam susceptivam potentiam omnium formarum est receptaculum inmensum, 
nullam tamen ex propria natura possidet, sic ipse oninium obiectorum receptibilis nullius 
ex eius propria industria formam gerit et in hoc gradu intellectus materialis aut possibilis 
nominatur et consistit in aptitudine acceptionis formarum intelligibilium et habituum 
absque eorum actuali consecutione. / Secundus in susceptione rerum ad quas extenditur 
eius aptitudo consistit cum iam ei simplices species offeruntur et in ea principiorum 
primorum est noticia acquisita et ab hac intellectus in habitu vocatur. / Tertius est in 
specierum discretione et collatione et conclusionum ex causis ac principiis extractione 
consistens cum iam in rerum discretione deliberat et effectus ex causis conclusionesque ex 
principiis elicit conferendo et ob hoc adeptus dicitur intellectus. / Quartus est circa rerum 
discretionem, collationem, principiorum, causarum, effectuum ac conclusionum actuali 
consideratione completus, cum iam circa scientiam actu considerat ad habitus ductus 
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Cette distinction avicennienne des degrés d’actualité de l’intellect est 
pour Pierre d'Espagne, comme pour Avicenne4!, une «classification des 
aptitudes individuelles» a l’acquisition de la connaissance. Mais Pierre 
d'Espagne introduit quelques modifications dans le schéma d' Avicenne: il 
supprime son deuxième degré (lintellectus in effectu) et le dernier 
(intellectus adeptus seu accomodatus) est divisé en deux. La raison en est 
toujours la même: limiter la dépendance de |’ intellect possible vis à vis de 
pour l'Intelligence agente séparée et, en méme temps, ménager une place 
à l'illumination du créateur ou Premiére Intelligence. 

C'est dans le méme sens que será modifiée la description du plus haut 
stade de l'áme parfaite que l'homme peut atteindre. En fait, l'aptitude la 
plus sublime, le summum de l'excellence, c'est celle oü l’äme «recoit de 
la Premiere intelligence la certitude et dont la contemplation réalise 
l'intellect dans la sainteté (in cuius contemplatione intellectus in sanctitate 
perficitur)42». Cette position est identique à celle d'Avicenne (cf. 
l'intellectus sanctus, la virtus sancta43), mais il faut bien noter qu'il s'agit 
ici, pour Pierre d'Espagne, de la contemplation de la Première 
intelligence, le créateur de tout, et non d'une intelligence seconde; rien est 
dit sur la restriction élitiste d’Avicenne, pour qui tous les hommes ne 
peuvent atteindre ce haut degré de perfection de l'intellect. Mais, c'est 
déjà dans le traité sur les puissances motrices de l'intellect (SLA XI) que 
nous rencontrerons la théorie de Pierre d'Espagne sur la plus haute 
réalisation possible pour l'homme, qui concilie un double versant: la 
connaissance du vrai et la poursuite du bien. En fait, l'intellect humain, 
selon Pierre d'Espagne, se réalise pleinement avec le concours de 
l'appréhension et du mouvement: par l'appréhension, il s'éléve à la 
connaissance des choses et à la contemplation, acquérant ainsi la science 
(scientia) ; par le mouvement, il se prolonge dans l'action et se compléte 
dans l'acquisition des vertus, par lesquelles gagne la récompense de la 
félicité (felicitas)44. 


exercitium actuale et ob hoc intellectus accommodatus et in effectu vocatur», SLA X,10, 
pp. 405-406. 

41 Cfr. GILSON, «Les sources gréco-arabes», art. cit., pp. 70-74 et HASSE, Avicenna’s 
De Anima in the Latin West, op. cit., pp. 191-200. 

42 SLAX,10, p. 407, 7-9. 

43 Avicenna, Liber de anima, V, 6, ed. S. VAN RIET, pp. 151, 153. 

4 SLA XI, prol. p. 427, 3-7. 
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L’appetit est le fondement de l’action et le bien est son objet général. 
Le mouvement et l’action ont leur source dans la volonté, tournée vers les 
choses externes appétibles (se divisant donc en volonté naturelle, sensuelle 
et active; SLA XI, 3-5) et la volonté se réalise quand elle atteint son 
objectif, satisfaisant ainsi l’appétit. Mais la volonté ne suffit pas à Pierre 
d’Espagne pour expliquer les plus nobles désirs qui perfectionnent l’äme 
humaine. Avant de passer à la discussion du libre-arbitre (SLA XI, 8), deux 
autres facultés sont discutées. 

En premier lieu la syndérèse, ce droit et ferme désir que l’äme a du vrai 
bien, qui agit suivant la rectitude de la raison, et de laquelle procèdent les 
bonnes mœurs45. Mais, il va encore plus loin : l’äme ayant été créée, elle a 
un «désir inné de connaissance et d'amour de la Suprême bonté qui lui a 
donné l’existence»46. Là, nous retrouvons le thème paulinien longuement 
médité par Augustin sur l'homme en tant qu'étre tourné vers Dieu, prés 
duquel il cherche le repos de la réalisation contemplative47. Pierre 
d’Espagne trouve des exemples dans l’expérience, pour illustrer qu’un 
appétit de la cause est affectivement naturel à l’àme humaine48. Alors, il 
n’est pas surprenant que l’äme reconnaisse et s’incline vers l’auteur de son 
origine et vers le donneur de ses biens. Pierre d'Espagne conclut alors, qu'en 
fait, l’äme a la faculté de se consacrer à la réalisation du plus haut amour de 
la supréme bonté. Or, cette faculté (virtus), nous la retrouvons, il s'agit de la 
theophilosia définie comme le désir réalisé de la Supréme Bonté: «Est 
autem theophilosia summe bonitatis desiderium consummatum». Cette 
faculté est la plus haute qu'on trouve dans l’äme, son objet est le plus 
sublime, son acte le plus noble, et son nom invite à la réflexion. 

En fait, le mot grécisant theophilosia, qu'on trouve en toutes lettres 
dans le manuscrit49, semble étre seulement transmis par Pierre d'Espagne. 
I] n'a pas été repéré dans la littérature de l'époque, ni méme dans la 


45 SLA XL6, p. 441, le plus court chapitre de la Scientia. 

46 «Summe bonitatis a qua trahit ortum huic anime desiderium est innatum, quippe 
cum ad existentiam producta et decoris eius dono dotata in noticiam et dilectionem eius 
naturaliter elevetur», SLA XL7, p. 442, 3-6. 

47 Un seul exemple: «Feciste nos ad Te et inquietum est cor nostrum donec 
requiescat in Te», Augustin, Confessionum libri XIII, 1,1,1. 

48 SLA XI,7, p. 442, 3-6. 

49 Pour mémoire, il faut signaler que des deux manuscrits connus, seul le manuscrit 
de Madrid (BN, 3314) est complet, celui de Paris (BNF, lat. 6433, découvert aprés l'édition 
de Alonso) n'arrive qu'au traité IX, chapitre 5. 
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littérature ancienne ou patristique. Pierre d'Espagne |’ aurait-il créé? Mais 
que peut signifier ce mot littéralement? 

João Ferreira50, suggère que theophilosia peut être la composition de 
3 mots: theos-Dieu + philia-amour + ósia-justice, culte. Littéralement, il 
signifierait «le culte ou le service de l'amour de Dieu»51, comme si c'était 
la rétribution prétée à l'amour du créateur52. 

Quoi qu'il en soit, c'est là le haut lieu de l'achévement pratique 
(c'est-à-dire cognitif et dilectif) de l'homme. Il y a deux parcours 
différents, par lesquels l’äme accéde à la connaissance de la Supréme 
Vérité: par la spéculation, évoluant (ascendendo) à travers une multitude 
de moyens, c'est-à-dire à travers la connaissance des choses; mais il y a 
un autre parcours: par l'élévation (elevando) de sa libre face devant la 
pure lumiére de la Supréme Vérité53. Ainsi l'amour du supréme bien 
s'éléve soit à travers les créatures, soit par un embrassement immédiat. De 
toute facon, les deux voies ne sont pas égales, car la connaissance 
premiere (c'est-à-dire l'élévation directe à la lumiére de la Vérité 
supréme) et l'amour premier (par un embrassement immédiat) sont les 
plus parfaits, et c'est lá que se réalise la contemplation54. Cette perfection 


50 Cfr. FERREIRA, «O problema de Deus», art. cit., p. 169. 

51 Cette interprétation peut étre renforcée par SLA XI, 2, p. 434, 18-19 oü sont 
décrits les 5 genres de choses qui activent la volonté. Le dernier, juste aprés la syndérése, 
est le désir du bien suprême et lui correspond comme faculté l’heclesis: «Heclesis vero 
circa summi boni delectationem sollicitudinem gerit». Ici heclesis est bien au lieu de 
theophilosia. Heclesis est à rapprocher du grec ekklesis, latinisé ecclesia, qui pour les 
chrétiens primitifs désignait l'assemblée de célébration du culte divin. 

52 A lasuite du Congrés de Porto, M. Gilbert Dagron m'a envoyé une aimable lettre 
où me faisait part de ses doutes autour du mot theophilosia. Dans cette lettre que je cite 
reconnaissant, M. Dagron confirme que theophilosia est absent des sources et des 
dictionnaires et c'est un mot qui «fait grincer les dents d'un hellénophone»: «aucune 
correction ne s'imposant, (theophilos[ophi]e serait absurde), il resterait à envisager un nom 
forgé par Petrus, theophilosia ou mieux theophilesia, à partir de l'adjectif trés répandu 
theophilés-theóphilos («aimé de Dieu» ou «aimant Dieu»), pour désigner l'amour ou le 


désir de Dieu comme science», mais à son avis, l'état du manuscrit, op on peut lire 
theophilosia en toutes lettres, «inquiéte un peu et force à mettre beaucoup de points 
d'interrogation derriére une telle hypothése.» 

53 «Set veritatis summe noticiam duplici tramite anima acquirit, creaturarum 
dispositionem speculando et ad ipsum multis mediis ascendendo et altero ad eius puram 
lucem aspectum liberum elevando», SLA XI,7, p. 443, 2-5. 

54 «Similiter autem dilectio summe bonitatis insurgit ex creatarum dulcedine ad 


summam iocunditatem perducente et ex immediato eius amplexu; et sicut prima notitia 
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réalisée dans la contemplation est aussi une espéce de continuatio ou 
coniunctio, mais avec la première intelligence55. 

L’attrait et le don illuminateur de l'essence créatrice atteignent par cette 
contemplation la suprême félicité possible pour l’àmes6. Pour l’auteur, en 
dernière instance, c’est de cet embrassement consenti par la Première 
intelligence que provient la supréme felicitas possible pour l’homme. 

En ce sommet intellectuel et mystique se retrouve ainsi la voie laissée 
ouverte à l’illumination directe de la Première intelligence, car elle assure 
d’elle-méme la possibilité de la contemplation du Créateur, trait essentiel 
de l’äme humaine (cfr. l'inclination innée ver la connaissance de la cause 
de tout, cité n. 22), cher aux augustiniens et qu’il fallait préserver. Si 
l’illumination de la Première intelligence ne semble avoir aucune fonction 
spéciale en noétique, elle joue tout son röle dans le domaine de la raison 
pratique, car elle est une condition pour la supr&me réalisation de 
l'homme, accomplie dés lors comme un retour d'amour au créateur. 
L'auteur touche ainsi à la question de la perfectio animae, discutée par 
Jean de la Rochelle dans la troisiéme partie du Tractatus, mais sous des 
termes que Pierre d'Espagne ne reprend pas, car, de par son vocabulaire, 
sa position veut étre celle du philosophe et non celle du chrétien. La 
découverte de la pensée (la ratiotinatio) chez tous les hommes et chacun 
d'entre eux57, clót dans la Scientia la discussion sur l'intellect58. Là se 


certior, sic prima dilectio est perfectior. In eius igitur contemplatione perficitur», SLA XL 7, 
p. 443, 5-9. 

55 Sur la continuatio, aprés la mort, avec l' Intelligence première, cfr. SLA X,7, p. 
390, 25-29. 

56 «Quoniam vero et summi boni essentia omnium creatrix supremum desiderium 
allicit, et ipsa desideranti sue bonitatis donum infundit, appetitus naturaliter eam 
complectitur diligendo et summam felicitatem ad quam opera dirigit, adipiscitur, in cuius 
perficitur acquisitione», SLA XL7, p. 443, 27-32. 

57 Il s’agit du sermo internus de l'àme, dont Pierre d'Espagne prouve l'existence 
par l'argument avicennien de l'homme volant, et dont Dag Hasse, (p. 60, op. cit., voir aussi 
p. 90, pour les Questiones in de Anima qui lui sont attribuées) dit qu'il n'a pas intéressé le 
Pierre d'Espagne de la Scientia. Sur cette question, cfr. J.F. MEIRINHOS, «Conhecimento de 
si e linguagem interior. Agostinho, Joäo Damasceno e Avicena na Scientia libri de anima 
de Pedro Hispano Portugalense», in L.A. DE BONI (org.), A recepgäo do pensamento greco- 
romano, árabe e judaico pelo Ocidente medieval, EDIPUCRS, Porto Alegre 2003, pp. 206- 
216. 

58 Les deux traités suivants s'occupent de l'ordre et de la distinction des organes 
(Tr. XII) et des opinions des anciens sur l'àme, une paraphrase d' Aristote, De anima, 1,2- 
5 (Tr. XIII). 
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referme le cercle qui enveloppe la totalité des choses (les inférieures, les 
moyennes, les supérieures) auxquelles, comme nous le dit l’auteur, doit 
s’appliquer la spéculation philosophique «en s’efforcant de rechercher, en 
chacune d'elles, l'abime du pouvoir, de la sagesse et de la bonté du 
Premier Artifice et les secrets de la nature59». I] est évident que l'auteur 
cherche à présenter, sous les termes de la tradition philosophique, une 
théorie du perfectionnement de l’homme, poursuivie sous d'autres termes 
par les théologiens ses contemporains. C'est par une théorie de l' intellect, 
et non par une doctrine des vertus, qu'est bien expliquée la nature méme 
de la possibilité d'une félicité absolue. La theophilosia représentera 
surtout une tentative pour concilier cette fin éthique avec le message 
chrétien, montrant que le Créateur intervient et est indispensable dans la 
réalisation de la perfection de l'homme60. E que l'intellect ne peut se 
passer de la revélation pour atteindre sa perfection. 

En dépit de son intention, à la fois pieuse et philosophique, et de son 
effort de compilation et d'harmonisation doctrinale, Pierre d'Espagne ne 
semble pas avoir eu de succés. En fait, de sa Scientia libri de anima, on ne 
connaît qu'un seul manuscrit complet et l’œuvre ne semble avoir été 
utilisée par aucun autre auteur61. De toute facon, la Scientia nous reste 
comme un vif témoin des doctrines sur l'áme, l'intellect et l'homme, dont 
discutaient les maîtres vers la fin de la première moitié du XIII.ème 
siécle62, avant que la pratique des commentaires d' Aristote ne contribue à 


59 SLA, prol, p. 1, 9-15. 

60 Chez Albert le Grand, c'est aussi la théorie de l'intellect, qui dans ce domaine a 
une orientation plus axée sur Averroés, qui fournit les éléments d'une affirmation 
philosophique de la divinisation de l'homme, cfr. A. de LiBERA, Albert le Grand et la 
philosophie, Vrin, Paris 1990 (A la recherche de la vérité), pp. 262-266 et aussi l'Épilogue, 
pp. 267-295, pour d'autres auteurs. 

61 Cfr. l'apparat critique de l'édition de la Sentencia libri de anima de Thomas 
d' Aquin (cit. supra n. 4), où il s'agit bien de positions paralléles. 

62 Le lieu de la composition et la date proposés par R.A. Gauthier (cit. supra n. 4) 
pour la Scientia (Portugal, c. 1260) seraient à revoir, rapprochant l’œuvre de l'entourage ou 
des disciples de Jean de la Rochelle, c'est-à-dire c. 1240, et méme un peu avant. Devant ce 
que Jean de la Rochelle, maitre aux qualités pédagogiques reconnues, avait tenté en 
composant des œuvres où il présentait de façon systématique et ordonnée les différentes 
doctrines (sans résister à y mélanger parfois des éléments extérieurs à chacune d'elles), 
Petrus Hispanus Portugalensis essaierait dans la Scientia de construire une doctrine 
homogénéisée, c'est-à-dire sans présenter en succession les différentes doctrines mais en 
les harmonisant. La méthode de présentation et le style d'écriture sont servis d'une 


DE L'INTELLECT À LA THEOPHILOSIA 1129 


dépasser l'influence d' Avicenne et surtout à mieux distinguer les doctrines 
et non plus à les superposer. La théorie de Pierre d'Espagne sur l'intellect, 
à la fois aristotélicienne, augustinienne et avicennienne, suggére un 
mélange de péripatétismes teintés d'autres néoplatonismes et d'aspirations 
chrétiennes, une (con)fusion de sources difficile à déméler. Et elle nous 
montre en particulier combien il est risqué de faire de l'auteur da la 
Scientia un représentant de l'une des positions doctrinales que les 
historiens jugent avoir été en vogue à l'époque. Sa théorie des facultés de 
l'àme témoigne surtout de l'importance des discussions autour de la 
réalisation ultime de la félicité humaine, discussion que dans la deuxiéme 
moitié du XIIT.ème siècle aura des développements féconds et dramatiques 
pour l'histoire de la philosophie. 


Universidade do Porto 


utilisation intense du Liber de anima d' Avicenne, mais cela ne fait pas de Pierre d'Espagne 
un avicennien, ni pur ni mitigé, car en fait la superposition de doctrines crée du neuf, 
parfois difficile à classer. 


JOHN E WIPPEL 


GODFREY OF FONTAINES ON INTELLIGIBLE SPECIES 


According to some interpreters, Godfrey of Fontaines was critical of 
what he regarded as a faulty theory of intelligible species, but nonetheless 
accepted a certain version of them when they are correctly understood!. 
Indeed, Maurice De Wulf thinks that this is how one should understand 
Godfrey’s affirmative response in Quodlibet I, q. 9 to the question whether 
the possible intellect is necessarily informed by some intelligible species 
which would be distinct from the intellect and from the act of 
understanding itself2. 

In this discussion taken from Godfrey’s first Quodlibet of 1285, we 
unfortunately do not have his complete response. But in light of the text 
that does survive, Godfrey’s position here seems to be no more 
sympathetic to a doctrine of distinct impressed intelligible species than 
would his later discussions be. As Godfrey introduces this discussion, he 
notes that some support the need for such (distinct) species on the grounds 
that some form is a principle of operation for every thing that operates, and 
that this form is distinct from the operation itself and is that in accord with 
which the operation is elicited or produced. But the possible intellect of 
itself contains no species. Therefore, in order for it to produce an act of 
understanding, some form or species distinct from the act of understanding 
is needed. And this seems to be what Aristotle had in mind in the De anima 


1 M. DE Wurr, Un Théologien-Philosophe du XIIe siècle. Etude sur la vie, les 
oeuvres et l’influence de Godefroid de Fontaines, Bruxelles, M. Hayez, 1904, pp. 96-97. 
Cfr. B. NEUMANN, Der Mensch und die himmlische Seligkeit nach der Lehre Gottfrieds von 
Fontaines, Limburg/Lahn, Druckerie der Pallotiner, 1958, p. 103. 

2 DEWULF, ibid. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (£ds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Medievale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1131-1141. 
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when he writes that it is not the stone that is in the soul but the species of 
the stone (De anima III, 8 [431b 29-30])3. 

In his response Godfrey comments that according to those who hold 
that the intellect is an active principle with respect to the act of 
understanding, if it is to actualize itself with respect to understanding a 
given object, it must be actualized and determined in accord with a 
determined species of the object. This is so because, when simply 
considered in itself, the intellect is only an undetermined potency with 
respect to any act. 

Godfrey counters that this approach is incorrect because it assumes as 
true something that is false, namely, that the intellect is active with respect 
to its acts of understanding. Moreover, as a second argument he counters 
that if one posits such a proposed species, one should conclude that the 
intellect is not really active but passive with respect to the act of 
understanding itself. Because a species of this kind is a certain imperfect 
likeness of the object, and the act of understanding when completed is a 
perfect likeness of the object, it will belong to the object to produce any 
such species. Therefore it will belong to the object to produce the act of 
understanding itself. Hence the proposed species will serve only as an 
instrumental agent, while the object will have the role of principal efficient 
cause of the act of understanding. Hence the possible intellect in which 
such a proposed species is received will not thereby be rendered capable 
of producing the act of understanding, but will only receive it as a passive 
principle4. 

Godfrey refers to another opinion which grants that the intellect is 
passive and that the object is active with respect to the act of 
understanding, but which holds that a species generated by the object is a 
disposition which determines and prepares the intellect for a given act of 
understanding. The species will not itself serve as an active principle, but 
as a kind of material disposition for the act of understanding. Godfrey 
counters that because a species of this kind is only an imperfect likeness 
of the object, whereas the act of understanding itself is a perfect likeness, 


3 Godefridus de Fontibus, Les quatre premiers Quodlibets de Godefroid de 
Fontaines, M. DE WULF and A. PELZER (eds.), Louvain, 1904, Quodlibet I, q. 9, p. 22 (Les 
Philosophes Belges, vol. 2)=PB 2.22. 

4 PB 2.22-23. 
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and because, according to this view, the species does not cause the act of 
understanding in the formal sense, such a proposed species does not really 
function as a formal disposition of the intellect. Rather it is simply a form 
that is caused by the object as long as the act of understanding itself 
continues. Therefore, he concludes, there seems to be no sufficient reason 
for holding [the text ends here] «that the possible intellect is informed by 
such a species» [added by the De Wulf-Pelzer edition]5. In sum, therefore, 
truncated though the text is, even in this early discussion Godfrey appears 
to reject the notion of a distinct intelligible species. Contrary to De Wulf, 
even here his answer is not in the affirmative. 

A number of years later, i.e., in Quodlibet IX, q. 19, dating from 
1293/1294, Godfrey deals with this issue at greater length6. This time he 
was asked to determine whether the act of understanding occurs by the 
reception of some species, whether this be a species that is impressed on 
the intellect, or whether intellection be an act that is exercised by means of 
such a species”. 

In his response Godfrey refers to a theory held by some according to 
which neither a species nor the act of understanding is produced in the 
intellect by the intelligible object. Rather the intellect has within itself the 
wherewithal to produce the act of understanding by itself whenever an 
appropriate object is present. Because some act is owing to every form, 
and the intellect is a certain form, some act is owing to the intellect, i.e., 


5 PB 2.23: «intellectus possibilis tali specie informetur» added by DE WULF- 
PELZER. 

6 On the dating of Godfrey's Quodlibets see my The Metaphysical Thought of 
Godfrey of Fontaines: A Study in Late Thirteenth-Century Philosophy, Washington, D.C., 
The Catholic University of America Press, 1981, pp. xxvii-xxviii. 

7 Godefridus de Fontibus, Le huitième Quodlibet. Le neuvième Quodlibet. Le 
dixieme Quodlbet, J. HOFFMANS (ed.), Louvain, 1924, 1928, 1931, Quodlibet IX, q. 19, p. 
270 (Les Philosophes Belges, vol. 4)=PB 4.270. See W. Goris, M. PICKAVE, «Von der 
Erkenntnis der Engel. Der Streit um die species intelligibilis und eine quaestio aus dem 
anonymen Sentenzenkommentar in ms. Brügge, Stadsbibliotheek 491» in J.A. AERTSEN, K. 
EMERY JR., A. SPEER (eds.), Nach der Verurteilung von 1277. Philosophie und Theologie 
an der Universität von Paris im letzten Viertel des 13. Jahrhunderts. Studien und Texte, 
Berlin-New York, Walter de Gruyter, 2001, pp. 138-43 (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 28) for 
discussion of this text, and pp. 175-77 for their edition of the anonymous text's treatment 
of Godfrey’s position. Cfr. L. Spruit, Species Intelligibilis: From Perception to 
Knowledge, Leiden-New York-Küln, Brill, 1994, pp. 212-15 (although his reference to an 
«underlying innatistic tendency in Godfrey's thought» [p. 215] is puzzling). 
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the act of understanding. Defenders of this view draw an analogy with 
other and less perfect beings which have forms by reason of which they 
are always in first act with respect to doing something, and are 
subsequently in second act once an appropriate object is present. Thus fire 
is always hot in terms of its first act, and in second act or actually heats 
whenever an object is present. So too, they argue, the intellect of itself is 
a certain thing and nature by reason of its form, in accord with which it is 
always in its first act, and of itself it passes to second act so as to actually 
understand whenever an object is present. This object does not produce 
anything in the intellect itself, but is rather that in which the act of 
understanding terminates. Therefore the object can be described as a causa 
sine qua non of intellection, even though it produces nothing in the 
intellect. It is a causa sine qua non only for the act of understanding, but 
not for any alleged species which would be required for the intellect to act. 
For the intellect to understand actually, the actuality of the intellect itself 
suffices insofar as it exists in first act. Hence, according to this view, to 
understand is not a species taken as a quality that would inform the 
intellect, nor is any intelligible species required for actual understanding 
to occur. Rather the act of understanding is simply exercised by the 
intellect8. 

Godfrey counters that it seems incorrect to hold that the act of 
understanding proceeds in this way from the intellect alone and is present 
therein without the objects doing or contributing anything with respect to 
it. Because the possible intellect is in potency to the act of understanding, 
it cannot reduce itself to the act of understanding this or that intelligible 
object unless there be something in act by virtue of which the intellect can 


8 PB 4.270-271. Godfrey's description of this theory reminds one of the position 
of Peter Olivi: «... praesente obiecto non quidem ut agente aliquid in ipsum intellectum, sed 
ut id in quod terminatur actio intellectus». See Fr. Petrus Iohannis Olivi O.FM., 
Quaestiones in Secundum Librum Sententiarum, B. JANSEN (ed.), Quaracchi, 1926, q. 72, 
pp. 35-39. However, Godfrey’s reference to the object as a causa sine qua non of 
intellection, if intended to describe Olivi’s view, does not appear to be an exact 
characterization of it. See E. BETTONI, Le dottrine filosofiche di Pier di Giovanni Olivi, 
Milano, 1959, p. 439, who comments that for Olivi the object is not only an occasio or 
causa sine qua non of knowing or willing, but a causa terminativa, without being a 
principal or efficient cause. See n. 143 where he notes Olivi’s use of varying terminology 
to describe this. Also see F.-X. PUTALLAZ, La connaissance de soi au XIIIe siècle, Paris, J. 
Vrin, 1991, pp. 104-05. 
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proceed to the act of understanding that object. Therefore, actual 
understanding must be produced in the intellect either (1) by the 
intelligible object; or (2) at least there must be some form or species in the 
intellect by means of which, once the intellect has been actualized by this 
species, it can itself then produce the act of understanding?. 

Godfrey notes that some reject the first theory he had introduced, 
according to which the intellect can reduce itself from understanding 
potentially to actually understanding without the intervention of some 
form or species. In light of Aristotle’s distinction in Metaphysics IX, c. 8 
(1050a 23-1050b 1) between immanent action and transitive action, each 
must take place according to some form. Just as the form in accord with 
which a transitive act is produced is a similitude of the object of that act 
(thus heat in that which heats is a similitude of the being heated that the 
agent produces externally), so the form in accord with which an immanent 
operation occurs is a similitude of the object of such action. In the case of 
intellection this similitude is called the intelligible species of that object, 
and is itself the form in accord with which the intellect actually 
understands and is required for the intellect to do so10. 

Godfrey argues against both positions, i.e., (1) against the view 
which, while not requiring an intelligible species, would account for 
intellection by holding that the intellect can reduce itself from first act to 
second act, or actually understand, once a suitable object is present, and 
that the object serves only as a causa sine qua non, and (2) against the 
view which defends the need for an impressed species to enable the 
intellect to reduce itself from understanding in potency to actually 
understanding a given object. | 

Against the first he counters that the analogy its defenders draw 
between intellection as an immanent act and transitive action does not 
hold. He grants that in transitive acts the agent of such an action can, in 
accord with the form by which it enjoys being in first act, of itself move 
on to second act. But this is not because something external acts on it, but 
because a per se cause required for such action, i.e., a material cause, is 
now present. Thus wood is not a causa sine qua non for heating to occur, 
but a material cause. And fire is the efficient cause of heating in something 
else, i.e., in the wood. But the act of understanding is not a transitive act 


9 PB4.271. 
10 PB 4.271. 
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that would pass from the intellect to the object understood; rather it runs 
from the object to the intellect (intelligere est motus rei ad animam). And, 
reasons Godfrey, because the intellect is in potency to the act of 
understanding and this act is a res and a perfection that inheres in and 
perfects the intellect as its subject, for the intellect to understand in 
actuality some other agent is required. This cannot be accounted for by 
saying that it does so whenever an object is present which would merely 
act as a causa sine qua nonll. | 

Likewise, Godfrey rejects as irrational the claim that someone who is 
in potency to a certain act can be perfected by that act only if something 
else is present which contributes nothing to the act of understanding itself. 
For if the object does nothing with respect to the act of understanding, its 
presence is neither necessary nor contributes anything more to actual 
understanding then does its absence. In sum, Godfrey finds this appeal to 
the intelligible object as a causa sine qua non for intellection 
unsatisfactory. Moreover, he points out, as he has argued at length 
elsewhere when treating of the will (see Quodlibet VI, q. 7), it could then 
be said of any other passive subject that it could reduce itself from potency 
to act, something which Godfrey vehemently rejects as will be seen 
below12. | 

Godfrey turns to the second position according to which it is by means 
of the object’s agency that a likeness or species of the object is produced 
in the intellect. Once the intellect is actualized thereby, it elicits the act of 
understanding. Godfrey offers two major criticisms of this position. First 
of all, no good reason can be offered for defending such a species, viewed 
as something really distinct from the act of understanding which would be 
produced by the object. Second, even if one granted such a species, the 
intellect when perfected by it still could not produce the act of 
understanding of itself. This is because, as Godfrey says he has proved in 
many places, the intellect when in act in some way, i.e., in first act, cannot 
reduce itself to some further act (to second act) to which it remains in 
potency. This is because, as Godfrey constantly maintains, one and the 
same thing cannot reduce itself from potency to act; for then it would be 
active and passive at the same time with respect to the same thing. Suffice 
it for me to note here that Godfrey defends this rigid application of the act- 


11 PB 2.272. 
12 PB 2.272-73. 
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potency principle throughout his career, as early as Quodlibet I, q. 7 and 
as late as his final Quodlibet XV, q. 4 of 1303-1304. So, he remarks, he 
passes over that proof herel3. Since I have examined his various proofs for 
this elsewhere, here I will only note that he maintains that nothing can be 
active and passive at the same time with respect to the same thing, since it 
would then be in act and potency at the same time with respect to the same 
thing. And therefore it would be and not be at the same time and in the 
same respect14. 

But he does argue here at some length against the need for any kind 
of distinct intelligible species. For instance, Godfrey holds that the act of 
understanding (intelligere) is not a transitive act but a perfection that 
informs the intellect and through the power of the agent intellect is caused 
by the object within the possible intellect. Therefore, for it to be realized 
within the possible intellect does not require any species but only the 
receiving and potential nature of the possible intellect. Because the view 
defending distinct intelligible species seems to be irrational and to lack 
any firm foundation, Godfrey notes that some offer another argument in 
support of such species. With respect to the act of understanding the 
intellect serves as a passive potency, whereas the object as taken from a 
sensible species in the phantasm by the power of the agent intellect serves 
as an active and moving principle. Therefore, there must be some 
intermediary produced within the intellect, i.e., some species, by means of 
which intellection is completed, just as in sensation the sensible object 
cannot produce the act of sensing except by means of some disposition 
first introduced into the medium and into the material sense organ. This 
intermediary is thought to be necessary for intellection because, when 
compared to intelligible being, the phantasm is very imperfect!5. 

Godfrey counters that there is nothing in the possible intellect except 
the act of understanding itself, since that to which something is in potency 
per se is produced in it per se by an agent that is proportioned to it. Since 


13 PB 4.273. For his discussion in Quodlibet I, q. 7 see PB 2.19. For that in 
Quodlibet XV see Le Quodlibet XV et trois Questions ordinaires de Godefroid de 
Fontaines, O. LOTTIN (ed.), Louvain, 1937, pp. 21-22 (Les Philosophes Belges, vol. 14). 

14 For these arguments see my «Godfrey of Fontaines and the Act-Potency Axiom», 
Journal of the History of Philosophy 11 (1973) 299-317. Cfr. my The Metaphysical 
Thought of Godfrey of Fontaines, pp. 178-83. 

15 PB 4.273-74. 
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the apprehensive power, i.e., the possible intellect, is in potency only to the 
act of understanding, nothing is produced in it per se by an agent except 
that act of understanding. Hence it follows that neither the sensible object 
nor the intelligible object produces anything per se in the intellect except 
the act of understanding itself16. 

And so as regards the question at issue concerning distinct intelligible 
species, Godfrey holds that the possible intellect is reduced from 
understanding potentially to the act of understanding in such fashion that 
the act of understanding itself and nothing else is produced by the object. 
The object is rendered intelligible by the power of the agent intellect 
operating on a phantasm (a process which Godfrey has described very 
perceptively in Quodliber V, q. 10) and serves as the moving or efficient 
cause of the act of understanding!7. The act of understanding inheres in the 
possible intellect as a second perfection that perfects and informs it. Hence 
no distinct intelligible species is needed. But while the act of 
understanding does not consist in the reception of a species that would 
differ from the act of intellection itself, it (the act of understanding) is 
itself a kind of formal perfection and therefore, says Godfrey, a «kind of 
species» that perfects and informs the possible intellect and assimilates it 
to the object that is understood. So while he rejects any kind of distinct 
intelligible species, Godfrey does permit us to refer to the act of 
understanding itself as a kind of species (quaedam species)18. 

Moreover, Godfrey now adds, it cannot be said that the intellect 
produces some species by means of which it would then actualize itself. 
Returning to the metaphysical principle that undergirds his entire position, 
Godfrey comments that no perfection, whether it be a form and quality that 
has a fixed and permanent esse or one that has only a flowing and passing 
esse, can be efficiently caused by the subject which it perfects and in 


16 PB 4.274-275. Godfrey does note that for sense perception some species in 
distinction from the act of sensation itself must be posited in the medium and, according to 
some, also in the material sense organ. But this is not true of intellection. Once sensation 
has occurred along with the act of imagination, i.e., producing a phantasm, nothing more 
is needed for intellection to occur by virtue of the agent intellect’s acting on the phantasm. 

17 For discussion see my «The role of the Phantasm in Godfrey of Fontaines’ 
Theory of Intellection» in Ch. WENIN (ed.), L’Homme et son Univers au Moyen Age. Actes 
du Septiéme Congres International de Philosophie Médiévale (30 Aoüt-4 Septembre 1982), 
Louvain-la Neuve, Editions de l’Institut Supérieur de Philosophie, 1986, pp. 572-82. 

18 PB 4.275. f 
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which it inheres. In other words, Godfrey again recalls his oft-cited 
principle that nothing can be in act and in potency at the same time with 
respect to the same thing, or active and passive with respect to the same 
thing. Therefore, because the act of understanding is related to the possible 
intellect in which it inheres as its subject, the possible intellect cannot 
function as an agent or efficient cause of the act of understanding. If that 
were to happen, adds Godfrey, it would not only be that to which it belongs 
to become all things, or the possible intellect. It would also be that to 
which it belongs to make all things, or the agent intellect, and the 
distinction between the two would be destroyed19. 

Godfrey recognizes, however, that in the case of intellection we do 
not speak this way. The verb intelligere is a transitive and active verb to 
which a passive verb corresponds, i.e., intelligi or «to be understood». 
When we say «the intellect understands», the verb «understands» 
denominates the intellect in which it inheres as if it were an action caused 
by the intellect. And when we say that the object «is understood», «to be 
understood» is denominated as though it were a passio that inheres in the 
object. But just as the object is not really passive with respect to the act of 
understanding but causes it efficiently, so too the intellect itself is not truly 
active with respect to that same act so as to be its efficient cause20. 

Godfrey comments that this is something peculiar to acts of the 
powers of the soul, namely, that with respect to such acts the powers are 
really passive and the objects serve as active principles of those acts. 
Nonetheless, according to our linguistic usage, the powers are named from 
such acts as though the powers were their active principles, and as though 
the objects were passive. But the converse is actually the case21. Godfrey 
had already made the same point his Quodlibet VIII, q. 2, in the general 
context of denying that any subject can be the immediate cause of 
accidents that inhere in it. And he does so again, with special attention to 
James of Viterbo, in Quodlibet XIII, q. 3 (1297/1298)22. 

Having rejected any intelligible species that would be distinct from 
the act of understanding itself, in Quodlibet X, q. 12, Godfrey was asked 


19 PB 4.275. 

20 PB 4.277. 

21 Ibid. 

22 See my The Metaphysical Thought of Godfrey of Fontaines, pp. 194-99, for 
discussion and references. 
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to determine whether a mental word (verbum) is formed by the intellect in 
which it inheres, or by something else. In other words, he now considers 
the possibility of what was referred to by some as an expressed intelligible 
species. Until now we have been considering his views only with respect 
to impressed intelligible species. Again he responds that the possible 
intellect is not active with respect to such a word or verbum so as to be able 
to produce it within itself. This is because it is not possible for one and the 
same thing to act on itself and simultaneously to serve both as the material 
and as the efficient principle of the same thing. Therefore, if a verbum is 
something that pertains to knowledge on the part of the possible intellect, 
the possible intellect cannot be its productive principle. But as regards the 
verbum, according to Godfrey it signifies a concept of the mind, meaning 
simply that which is understood or conceived in the intellect. It is 
something that is formed by action on the part of the object and the power 
of the agent intellect23. 

Unlike the divine Verbum which is subsistent, in human beings the 
verbum is a perfection that inheres in our minds and therefore it seems to 
be nothing other than the act of the intellect which is formed by the object 
and the power of the agent intellect. After criticizing at some length a 
faulty theory of the verbum, Godfrey repeats his view that the possible 
intellect does not produce the verbum as its agent. In the case of material 
things this agent is the object acting by the power of the agent intellect24. 
Once again he rejects the notion that there might be some (impressed) 
intelligible species produced by the possible intellect that would be 
distinct from that intellect and would enable it to produce the act of 
understanding. He counters that Aristotle never posited such a species, but 
rather referred to the act of understanding itself as a kind of species insofar 
as it is a kind of likeness of the thing through which the intellect is said to 
be assimilated to the thing25. 

While Godfrey’s full discussion of the verbum cannot be presented 
here, suffice it to note that he holds that, just as the possible intellect is 
passive with respect to its understanding of indivisibles, so too is this true 
with respect to its judging (composing and dividing). In both cases, for it 


23 PB 4.360. 
24 PB 4.361. 
25 Ibid. 
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to be reduced from knowing something potentially to knowing it actually, 
it must be acted on by the object presented in some phantasm under the 
power of the agent intellect26. As for the verbum, the actual informing of 
the intellect by something that is known by it owing to the power of the 
agent intellect, insofar as it actually and formally perfects the intellect, 
may be referred to as a verbum27. But the verbum is not something really 
distinct from the act of understanding itself. 


The Catholic University of America 


26 PB 4.363. 
27 PB 4.364. See Quodlibet V, q. 8 (PB 3.31-32), and NEUMANN, Der Mensch, p. 
104. 
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JAMES OF DOUAT’S THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE 


James of Douai is considered a great master of arts: he has been 
ranked by Grabmann among early Thomists!, by Pinborg among the 
modiste2, and by de Libera among the so-called ethical Averroists3. 
Moreover, Bianchi depicts him as one of the heroes fighting for the 
libertas philosophandi in the era of the ecclesiastical condemnations4. 
However, this fairly positive appraisal of James’s philosophical activity 
rests on a restricted corpus of riveting passages. When one studies his 
Questiones super libro de anima5, a somewhat different picture will 
appear. 


1 See M. GRABMANN, «Jakob von Douai, ein Aristoteleskommentator zur Zeit des 
heiligen Thomas von Aquin», in ID., Mittelalterliches Geistesleben. Abhandlungen zur 
Geschichte der Scholastik und Mystik. Bd. II, München, 1956, pp. 158-179, esp. 167-169. 

2 See J. PINBORG, «Die Logik der Modistae», in id., Medieval Semantics. Selected 
Studies on Medieval Logic and Grammar, London, 1984, Chap. V, pp. 39-97, esp. 41. 

3 See A. DE LIBERA, «Averroisme éthique et philosophie mystique. De la félicité 
intellectuelle à la vie bienheureuse», in L. BIANCHI (ed.), Filosofia e teologia nel Trecento, 
Louvain-la-Neuve, 1994, pp. 33-56, esp. 33 and 36; id., La philosophie médiévale, Paris, : 
1995, p. 385; id., «Faculté des arts ou Faculté de philosophie? Sur l’idée de philosophie et 
l'idéal philosophique au XIIIe siècle», in O. WEvERS, L. HOLTZ (eds.), L'enseignement des 
disciplines à la Faculté des arts (Paris et Oxford, XIIIe-XVe siècles), Tumhout, 1997, pp. 
429-444, esp. 439. 

4 Cfr. L. BIANCHI, Censure et liberté intellectuelle à l'Université de Paris (XIIIe- 
XIVe siècles), Paris, 1999, pp. 73-76 and 189-190. 

5 The text is preserved in Paris, Bibliothèque nationale, MS. lat. 14698, and in 
Vatican, MS. Ottobon. lat. 2165; a provisional edition has been prepared (as a MA- 
dissertation) by J. DE RAEDEMAEKER, Een Commentaar op De Anima van Jacobus de 
Duaco. Critische tekstuitgave met inleiding over het leven, het werk en de filosofie van de 
auteur, 2 vols., Leuven, 1962. Since the Vatican MS. offers a slightly different and 
incomplete version of James’s commentary (it ends at the beginning of book II), references 
will be made according to the Parisian MS. (P). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagao na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1143-1154. 
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IMPORTANCE AND POSSIBILITY OF PSYCHOLOGY 


In the prologue to his Questiones super libro de anima, James wants 
to convince the reader that his commentary on De anima is quite valuable. 
Adopting an old topos, he explains that «this science is useful for many 
disciplines». First, psychology contributes to the knowledge of nature, 
since animated bodies, whose source or form is the soul, are the most 
noble type of natural things. Second, psychology is helpful for moral 
philosophy. The moral sciences study the virtues and virtuous activities, 
and these cannot be perfectly known without some knowledge of their 
subject, that is, of the soul and its parts. Third, the science of the soul is 
useful for metaphysics, because it elucidates the nature of the intellect, 
which is something divine, and shows that immaterial substances are 
intellectual. Finally, psychology is useful for mathematics, since 
knowledge of the First is essential to mathematics, and this knowledge is 
supplied by metaphysics, to which psychology makes a contribution. In 
short, the study of psychology is fruitful for all sciences, both speculative 
and practical®. 

Having outlined the importance of psychology, James demonstrates, 
in his first question, that a science of the soul is possible. That there is 
such a science is evident, since it is taught by Aristotle. Besides this 
authority argument, James gives an analytical argument. Since the soul 
has several parts, potencies and properties, it can be known scientifically. 
Although the vegetative and the sensitive soul do not know themselves 
(the vegetative soul is not cognitive, the sensitive does not know 
substances), the intellect is able to know the soul’s substance and quiddity. 
While deriving its knowledge of the soul’s inferior parts from their 
sensible activities, the intellect arrives at self-knowledge through a kind 
of reflexion. For as Aristotle points out in his Metaphysics (XII, 9), the 
intellect, which is actualized by means of something else, is directed to 
itself in an accidental way. Hence, by thinking something else, the 


6 See Questiones super libro de anima, Prohemium (P, f. 35ra): «Hec autem 
scientia est utilis ad multa. Est enim utilis ad scientiam naturalem (...); ad scientias morales 


.(...); ad scientiam diuinam (...); ad scientiam mathematicam (...)». Cfr. Averroes, De 
` anima, F.S. CRAWFORD (ed.), Cambridge (Mass.), 1953, I, 2, p. 5, 22-23; Themistius, De 


* anima, G. VERBEKE (ed.), Leiden, 1973, p. 3, 36-38. 
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intellect becomes actual, perceives its own act and finally is conscious of 
its own substance7. This first question makes it clear that James's theory 
of knowledge has an empirical basis. Sensible objects are the first things 
to be understood; what is primarily understood is perceived by the senses 
before it enters the intellect. Moreover, James’s extremely succinct sketch 
of the intellect’s reflexivity reminds us of Aquinas’ much more elaborate 
doctrine of self-knowledge’. Consequently, we might be inclined to agree 
with what Bazan writes in the conclusion of his study on self-knowledge 
in James of Douai: «... anima intelligendo alia intelligit se. De esta 
manera la estructura ontolögica por una dualidad misteriosa: el hombre es 
un espiritu (por su capacidad de conocer el universal y por su 
autoconciencia), pero es un espiritu encarnado (forma sustancial de la 
materia)»9. However, it should be stressed that the theological notion of 
«incarnated spirit», translated into existentialist-Thomistic terms by 
Rahner as Geist in Welt, is not used by James of Douai. For the 
philosopher, the mind-body-problem is not mysterious; it is merely a 
philosophical issue, which is to be discussed within the framework of 
Aristotle’s psychology. 

In order to situate James’s view on scientia within the broader context 
of his psychology, I shall briefly summarize the principal ideas of his 
psychological hylomorphism and then turn to his view on the acquisition 
of scientific knowledge. 


7 See Quest. super de an., I, q. 1 (P, f. 35ra-b): «... solus intellectus comprehendit 
substantiam et quod quid est, sicut dicit commentator 3? huius [cfr. Averroes, De an., ed. 
Crawford, III, 9, p. 422, 47-49; 10, p. 424, 22-25]. Set intellectus intelligit quod quid est 
anime uegetatiue et sensitiue; nam operationes uegetatiue et sensitiue sunt sensibiles et ex 
illis operationibus sensibilibus intellectus elicit quod quid est anime uegetatiue et sensitiue. 
Et quomodo intellectus intelligit seipsum? Dico quod hoc est per quandam reflexionem, 
quia secundum philosophum 12? methaphisice [Aristotle, Metaph., XII, 9, 1074b35-36] 
intellectus est alterius per se et sui per accidens. Intellectus enim secundum se est in 
potentia et per aliud efficitur in actu (...). Et ideo per hoc quod intelligit aliud a se, per hoc 
est in actu et percipit suum actum et ulterius suam substantiam (...)». 

8 On Aquinas’ doctrine, see FX. PUTALLAZ, Le sens de la réflexion chez Thomas 
d'Aquin. Préface de R. Imbach, Paris, 1991. 

9 See B.C. BAZAN, «La ciencia del alma y el conocimiento di si mismo a traves de 
tres textos ineditos del siglo XIII», Philosophia (Univ. de Cuyo) 35 (1969) 111-153, esp. 
152. 
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HYLOMORPHISM 


At the very outset of book III of his commentary on De anima, James 
asks «whether the intellect is the act and perfection of the body, giving 
being to the body». He argues that the human intellect is not a separated 
substance, but rather the immaterial actuality or perfection of the body. 
Since every substantial form is accompanied by accidents, the intellect 
which exists in the body is accompanied by quantity and other corporeal 
accidents. Yet, the intellect is not brought forth out of the potency of 
matter. By contrast, the sensory power is the actuality of an actually 
existing substance that has quantity in actuality. Hence, the senses are the 
perfection of an organ, which has a determinate extension. The 
intellective soul, however, is, like other substantial forms, a form that 
belongs to a potential being. Although the intellect is the perfection of 
matter, it has an activity which does not exteriorize itself into matter. To 
prove this, James refers to the experience of self-consciousness. Man 
could not be aware of the intellect’s activity if the intellect were not united 
to the human body as its form «in such a manner that just as the intellect 
substantially has its being in us, so too its operation, which is thinking, 
exists in us». Hence, James concludes: «I hold that the intellect is the 
perfection of the body, yet not as the other potencies of the soul [actualize 
the body]; for while the other potencies of the soul are brought forth out 
of the potency of matter, the intellect is not, but rather enters from 
outside» 10, 


ACQUIRING SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE 


How does man, being a hylomorphic composite, arrive at scientific 
Oe, true and universal) knowledge? A first step in the acquisition of 


10 See Quest. super de an., II, q. 1 (P, f. 55 vb): «... intellectus est actus et perfectio 
corporis dans esse et perfectionem corpori; non est tamen actus et perfectio sicut sensus. 
(...) alie potentie anime educuntur de potentia materie, intellectus autem non, set ab 
extrinseco». For the idea that the intellect is infused «from outside», cfr. Aristotle, De 
generatione animalium, Il, 3, 736b27-28; Les Auctoritates Aristotelis. Un florilège 
medieval, J. HAMESSE (ed.), Louvain / Paris, 1974, p. 224, 30 and p. 267, 12. See further 
my article «A Short Introduction to James of Douai’s Philosophy of Mind», to appear in J. 
THUSSEN, P. BAKKER (eds.), The Commentary Tradition on Aristotle's De anima. 
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knowledge is sense perception. According to James, the sensory faculty is 
a passive power. His argument runs as follows. Sense perception is not 
performed in the sensory power itself. The activities of sensing and thin- 
king are not exteriorized into matter. If, then, the sensory faculty were an 
active power performing its activity within itself, it would always 
perceive itself. For an agent that acts in or upon itself is always active. 
Therefore, the sensory faculty is a passive power: it is affected by external 
sensible things insofar as it receives the intentional species of these 
sensible things. The sensory power does not perceive itself, but is 
actualized by its external objectsll. Thus, like most thirteenth-century 
Aristotelians, James implicitly denies that there is an «agent sense» 12. 

On the basis of sense perception, scientific knowledge is built up. 
Things are scientifically defined through a combination of appropriate 
syllogisms and the well-known diaeretic method (uia diuisiua)13. This 
method, however, cannot be applied without sense perception, because the 
senses furnish some incomplete knowledge of accidents. The sensory 
knowledge of proper accidents leads man to an a posteriori knowledge of 
a substance’s quiddity. When one has obtained such imperfect knowledge 
of the substance, which is the cause of the accidents, one can proceed to 
a more perfect knowledge of the accidents14. 

Notwithstanding the interaction between sense perception and 
intellectual thinking, there is a crucial difference between the acquisition 


11 See Quest. super de an., Il, q. 22 (P, f. 47rb): «... sensus est uirtus passiua et 
patitur a sensibili extra ita quod sensibile est agens et sensus patiens. Et huius etiam 
declaratio est quia illud quod est receptiuum ipsum est passiuum inquantum huiusmodi ita 
quod sensus recipit speciem et intentionem sensibilis. Et ideo debemus ponere sensum esse 
uirtutem passiuam et sensibile esse agens quod est extra». Cfr. Aristotle, De an., Il, 4, 
416b33-35; Thomas Aquinas, Sentencia libri de anima, R.A. GAUTHIER (ed.), Paris, 1984, 
II, 27, p. 186, 224-228. 

12 Cfr. A. PATTIN, Pour l'histoire du sens agent. La controverse entre Barthélemy 
de Bruges et Jean de Jandun, ses antécédents et son évolution, Leuven, 1988, p. 8. 

13 See Quest. super de an., I, q. 9 (P, f. 36vb): «Credo esse dicendum quod 
diffinitio non inuestigetur complete per uiam diuisiuam solum nec per sillogismum solum, 
set complete inuestigatur uia composita ex diuisione et sillogismo». 

14 See Quest. super de an., I, q. 10 (P, f. 37ra): «... accidentia magnam partem 
conferunt ad cognoscendum quod quid est. Vnde illa cognitio neque est diffinitio neque 
demonstratio, set ex cognitione sensitiua ipsorum accidentium ipse intellectus consurgit ad 
intelligendum principia diffiniti et per consequens quod quid est ipsius». Cfr. Aristotle, De 
an., T, 1, 402b17-25. 
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of sensory data and scientific knowledge. Whereas the senses are passive, 
scientific knowledge is acquired without any real change. With a view to 
clarifying this point, James distinguishes five meanings of passio. In the 
strictest sense, an affection is a change from a determinate disposition into 
a contrary, unnatural disposition. Less properly speaking, it is a change 
into a contrary, though natural, disposition. In a third sense, it is a change 
into a contrary, which does not necessarily require the contrary; when, for 
instance, someone passes from error to knowledge, he can do so without 
being in error. This somewhat sophistic argument («... quando aliquis 
transit de errore ad scientiam, absque hoc quod sit in errore, potest transire 
ad scientiam et melius») is actually a deformed abbreviation of an 
argument developed by Aquinas in his Sentencia libri de anima. (Aquinas 
clearly argues that «it is accidental that someone who acquires knowledge 
of the truth was previously in error, since he could be brought to this 
knowledge without first being in error».) In a fourth sense, the word 
‘affection’ refers to the reception of one’s formal perfection without the 
loss of any disposition; in this sense, someone who does not know and is 
made knowledgeable by a teacher is said to be affected. Finally, the 
actualization of an habitus is called an affection. From this semantic 
analysis, James infers that the change from error to knowledge is only in 
an improper sense a kind of passio. The acquisition of knowledge is rather 
a perfection of the human intellect15. This intellectual perfection through 


15 See Quest. super de on, IL, 26 (P, ff. 47vb-48ra): «... Ad questionem 
intelligendum quod quedam est passio propriissime dicta quando aliquid transmutatur de 
contraria dispositione in contrariam dispositionem, precipue quoniam illa dispositio 
contraria est innaturalis. (...) Alio modo minus proprie dicitur passio quando est 
transmutatio de contrario in contrarium, quando contrarium est naturale, ut quando aliquis 
transmutatur de sanitate in egritudinem. Tertio modo dicitur passio adhuc minus proprie 
quando aliquid transmutatur de contrario in contrarium, illud tamen posset transmutari et 
melius sine illo contrario ad illud contrarium. Vnde quando aliquis transit de errore ad 
scientiam, absque hoc quod sit in errore, potest transire ad scientiam et melius. Quarto 
modo dicitur passio quando est receptio sue perfectionis et forme absque hoc quod 
abiciatur aliqua dispositio, ut quando ignorans a doctore efficitur sciens. Vltimo modo 
dicitur passio quando habens habitum reducitur in actum. Et sic apparet quod non dicitur 
passio proprie dicta quando transmutatur aliquis de errore in scientiam set improprie». Cfr. 
Aristotle, De an., U, 5, 417b2-7; Aquinas, Sent. de an., ed. Gauthier, II, 11, p. 113, 173- 
199: «... cum aliquis ab errore reducitur ad scienciam ueritatis, est ibi quedam similitudo 
alterationis que est de contrario ad contrarium, non tamen uere est ibi talis alteratio. (...) 
Set in acquisitione sciencie accidit quod ille qui acquirit scienciam ueritatis prius fuerit in 
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science constitutes the quintessence of James’s intellectualistic and 
aristocratic eudaemonism, i.e., of what Bianchi calls «una felicitä 
mentale» or even «la pleine réalisation existentielle de l’homme»16. 
How the scientific perfection of the intellect is produced becomes 
clear in the question «utrum uniuersalia sint in anima uel in re extra 
animam». James starts by putting forth six arguments in favor of the thesis 
that the universals do not exist in the soul. Having propounded these 
dialectical arguments, to which I shall return later, he cites three 
authorities in defense of the opposite position. According to Aristotle, 
universals are in the soul; Averroes comments that «the universal objects 
of knowledge are connected per se to the intellect»; likewise, Themistius 
holds that «the objects of knowledge and universals are concepts of the 
soul». In his answer, James first observes, with a reference to Avicenna 
(but without mentioning the precise source text, namely Metaphysics, 
V,117), that a universal is some thing («res aliqua»), to which something 
else, that is, the «intentio uniuersalitatis» accidentally belongs. Hence, it 
is possible to consider two aspects in a universal: the thing itself that is 
universal and the notion of universality, whereby the thing is universal. 
Now, in James’s opinion, there are two misconceptions about universals. 
Some posit the universal outside the soul in respect of both the notion of 
universality and the underlying thing. They argue that since universals are 
predicated of singular things, which exist in extra-mental reality, the 
universals must also exist outside the soul. Other philosophers assert that 


errore: absque hoc enim potest adduci ad scienciam ueritatis; unde non est uere alteratio de 
contrario in contrarium». 

16 See L. BIANCHI, Il vescovo e i filosofi. La condanna parigina del 1277 e 
l'evoluzione dell'aristotelismo scolastico, Bergamo, 1990, pp. 156-157; Censure et liberté 
intellectuelle à l'Université de Paris (XIIIe - XIVe siècles), p. 75. As James explains (Quest. 
super de an., I, q. 5, f. 35vb), scientific knowledge is by itself good for three reasons: first 
because all humans naturally desire to have knowledge; second because science is an 
habitual disposition that is always true and the true is convertible with the good; third, 
because science is according to Averroes the ultimate perfection of man (cfr. Averroes, 
Physica, Venetiis, 1562, Prologue, f. 1H-D. 

17 Cfr. Avicenna, Liber de philosophia prima sive Scientia divina, S. VAN RIET 
(ed.), Louvain / Leiden, 1980, V, 1, p. 228, 25-31; cfr. A DE LIBERA, L'art des généralités. 
Théories de l'abstraction, Paris, 1999, pp. 559-577; on the meanings of intentio (ma'ná) in 
Avicenna’s psychology, see also pp. 504-505 and DN. Hasse, Avicenna s De anima in the 
Latin West, London / Turin, 2000, pp. 127-153, esp. 132: «an attribute of the object, such 
as hostility, which has a connotation for the perceiver». 
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the universals exist entirely in the soul, again in respect of both the notion 
of universality and the underlying thing. Their argument is that since the 
notion of universality is in the soul, the entire universal must also be in the 
soul. These diametrically antithetic views are erroneous in their one- 
sidedness. Since a universal has two aspects, one of them has its being in 
the soul, while the other exists outside the soul. Obviously, the thing 
underlying the notion of universality exists outside the soul. Indeed, the 
quiddity of a thing is not in the soul, for the soul is not perfected by the 
quiddities of things (if this were the case, the soul would be essentially 
composed of all things, as Empedocles believed); rather, the soul is 
perfected by the species of things. The notion of universality, on the other 
hand, resides in the soul, for something has this notion when it has been 
stripped of its individualizing principles. Now, in nature (or in reality) 
nothing is abstract; rather everything is determined and designated by 
itself or by something else. If the notion of universality existed in reality, 
things would be devoid of individualizing conditions. In an abstract 
manner, things exist only in the intellect, because its understanding of 
them is universal and stripped of individualizing conditions. Accordingly, 
the Philosopher holds that «universals are somehow in the soul». Hence, 
both «real predicates» (regarding the underlying thing) and «intentional 
predicates» (regarding the notion of universality) can truthfully be 
predicated of universals. Except for what is said about these two kinds of 
predicates18, James’s answer to the question «utrum uniuersalia sint in 
anima» is obviously dependent on a digression in Aquinas’ Sentencia libri 
de anima (II, chap. 12)19. 

In the responses to the arguments, James attempts to pinpoint the 
nature of the universals. (1) In one sense universals are concepts, but in 
another sense they are not: in respect of the notion of universality a 
universal is a concept, but in respect of its underlying thing it is not. 
Consequently, even though a mental concept is not predicated of 
individuals, the thing itself to which such concept corresponds is 
predicated of individuals. (This is James’s puzzling reply to the claim that 
since universals, unlike concepts, are predicated of extra-mental 


18 On this distinction, see O. WEUERS, M. GUMBERT-HEPP, Lexicon Latinitatis 
Nederlandicae Medii Aevi, Vol. IV, Leiden, 1990, col. I: 636, 3-5. 

19 On Aquinas’ doctrine of universals, see A. KENNY, Aquinas on Mind, London / 
New York, 1993, pp. 101-110. 
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individuals, universals are not mental concepts and do not exist in the 
soul.) (2-3) Although the notion of universality is in the soul, the extra- 
mental thing can be called universal, just as it is denoted by the mental 
concept. Indeed, it is possible to denote something by means of something 
external to it. An agent, for instance, can be designated by the action 
which a passive subject undergoes. Similarly, a thing is denoted as 
universal because the notion of universality, which exists in the soul, 
corresponds to that thing. (4) The universal concept is not only an accident 
of the intellect but also an accident of the thing, insofar as the thing is rela- 
ted to the intellect as its agent cause. This is further explained in the fifth 
reply. (5) The universal, which is the intellect’s object, precedes the 
intellect-in-actuality Oe, actual understanding or the intellect that 
actually understands) because the extra-mental thing and the agent 
intellect acting upon the phantasm of the thing move the potential intellect 
and thus precede the intellect-in-actuality. James offers a parallel 
argument, though adding that this second formulation «is perhaps not so 
true». The intellect’s object does not precede the intellect in time; on the 
contrary, the intellect-in-actuality and its object are simultaneous. By 
nature, however, the intellect’s object precedes actual understanding 
because understanding is caused by the object. The object is the active 
cause, and what is active is naturally prior to what is passive. Hence, 
James affirms that «the agent intellect produces a universal out of a 
phantasm in the potential intellect and turns the universal object, which 
was potentially a moving cause, into an actual mover»20. 


20 See Quest. super de an., II, 27 (P, ff. 48ra-vb): «... Oppositum dicit philosophus 
in littera [cfr. Aristotle, De an., U, 5, 417b21-23]; et etiam commentator [cfr. Averroes, De 
an., CRAWFORD (ed.), II, 60, p. 220, 15-24; Metaphysica, XII, 4, Venetiis, 1562, f. 292D] 
dicit quod scibilia uniuersalia sunt copulata intellectui secundum se; et themistius [cfr. De 
an., VERBEKE (ed.), p. 130, 95-96] dicit quod scibilia et uniuersalia sunt conceptus anime. 
Ad questionem intelligendum <quod> secundum quod dicit auicenna [cfr. Scientia divina, 
VAN RIET (ed.), V, 1, p. 228, 25-31] uniuersale est aliquid, scilicet res aliqua, et ei accidit 
aliquid, sicut intentio uniuersalitatis. Vnde in uniuersali est considerare duo, uidelicet rem 
ipsam que est uniuersalis et intentionem uniuersalitatis per quam est uniuersalis, sicut in 
albo est considerare duo, naturam albi et naturam subiecti. (...) Cum enim in uniuersali duo 
sint, scilicet res subiecta intentioni uniuersalitatis et ipsa intentio uniuersalitatis, unum 
istorum habet esse in anima et reliquum extra animam et non potest aliter dici sine errore. 
(...) intentio uniuersalitatis non existit in rebus. Si enim esset in rebus, tune res essent 
abstracte a condicionibus indiuiduantibus et hoc non reperitur. (...) Vbi ergo existit homo 
abstracte et uniuersaliter? Non in rerum natura, set in intellectu eo quod intellectus eius est 
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This idea is unfolded in book III, question 11: «utrum intellectus 
intelligat quod quid est abstractum a fantasmatibus». In step with 
Aristotle, James holds that the intellect, which understands the quiddities 
of things, is different from the faculty that grasps the suppositum (the 
individual thing of a certain kind). The quiddity of a thing understood by 
the human intellect is stripped of the thing’s individualizing conditions 
and abstracted from the phantasms, which are similitudes of sensible 
things. Abstraction consists in understanding the quiddity without 
thinking the individuals or the individualizing conditions. These 
conditions are the determinate dimensions of the matter of a particular 
thing or, otherwise put, ‘this’ matter determined by its particular quantity. 
By abstracting from individuality the agent intellect generates actually 
intelligible species out of the material phantasms. Since the human intel- 
lect is joined to the body, it understands the quiddities on the basis of 
material phantasms, but since the intellect is immaterial, it understands 
them as abstracted from phantasms21. Here James, like Aquinas, reacts 


uniuersalis et abstractus a condicionibus indiuiduantibus [cfr. Aquinas, Sent. de an., 
GAUTHIER (ed.), II, 12, p. 115, 96 - p. 116, 118]. (...) Et ex hoc contingit quod de uniuersali 
uerificantur plura et diuersa predicata, sicut predicata realia et etiam predicata intentionalia 
secundum quod uniuersale habet esse in anima. (...) Quantum ad intentionem uniuersalitatis 
uniuersale est conceptus et quantum ad rem subiectam non est conceptus. Vnde dico quod 
licet conceptus anime non predicatur de singularibus, ipsa tamen res cuius est talis conceptus 
bene predicatur de singularibus. (...) solet dici quod ipsum uniuersale in potentia naturali 
ordine prius est quam intellectus in actu, sicut uidemus quod sensibile in potentia est prius 
quam sensus in actu. (...) Vnde oportet quod ipsum uniuersale sic naturali ordine precedat 
intellectum ut ipsum possit mouere intellectum. Et ideo dico quod uniuersale, quod est 
obiectum intellectus, sic precedit intellectum in actu quia res ipsa et intellectus agens cum 
fantasmate precedunt intellectum in actu et ista, scilicet res ipsa et intellectus agens cum 
fantasmate, sunt que mouent intellectum possibilem in actu. Aliter tamen posset dici magis 
apparenter, set forte non est ita uerum, quod aliquid potest alterum precedere duobus modis, 
uel tempore uel naturali ordine [cfr. Aristotle, Metaph., V, 11, 1018b14-19; 1019a2-14]. (...) 
Naturaliter tamen obiectum intellectus precedit intellectionem quia ipsa intellectio causatur 
ex obiecto ita quod obiectum est actiuum, et naturaliter actiuum precedit passiuum. Vnde 
intellectus agens ex fantasmate facit in intellectu possibili uniuersale et facit quod uniuersale 
quod erat potentia motor sit actu motor». 

21 See Quest. super de an., WI, 11 (P, ff. 59rb-59va): «... Oppositum dicit 
philosophus in illo capitulo ‘quoniam autem aliud est magnitudo” [cfr. Aristotle, De an., III, 
4, 429b10-22], quod intellectus intelligat quod quid est et quod alia uirtus uel eadem uirtus 
alio modo se habens intelligit suppositum uel quod quid est determinatum ad suppositum. 
(...) Ad questionem intelligendum quod intellectus humanus intelligit quod quid est 
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against Plato, who erroneously «believed that things exist as they are 
understood», that is to say, that the quiddities of natural things are 
immaterial abstract entities22. 


CONCLUSION 


In contrast with other late thirteenth-century philosophers (such as 
Henry of Ghent, Henry Bate or Dietrich of Freiberg)23, James of Douai 


abstractum a condicionibus indiuiduantibus et fantasmatibus, que fantasmata sunt 
similitudines sensibilium. Et per hanc abstractionem nichil aliud intelligo nisi quod 
intellectus noster apprehendit siue intelligit ipsum quod quid est non cointelligendo 
condiciones indiuiduantes siue singularia [cfr. Aquinas, Sent. de an., ed. Gauthier, II, 7, p. 
237, 110-112]. (...) Wnde considerandum est quod licet intellectus intelligat et apprehendat 
ipsum quod quid est abstractum a singularibus non cointelligendo condiciones 
indiuiduantes, ipsum tamen quod quid est non habet sic esse in rerum natura, set in rerum 
natura existit cum condicionibus indiuiduantibus. Ipse tamen plato credebat quod res 
existerent sicut intelliguntur, et quia intelligitur ipsum quod quid est abstractum a 
singularibus, et propter hoc dixit ipsum quod quid est rerum naturalium esse abstractum a 
singularibus et propter hoc posuit hominem separatum et asinum [cfr. Aquinas, Sent. de 
an., GAUTHIER (ed.), III, 2, p. 213, 242-263; In XII libros Metaphysicorum Aristotelis 
expositio, M.R. CATHALA, R. SPIAZZI (eds.), Taurini / Romae, 1964, I, 10, p. 147, $158]. 
(...) Ipse autem intellectus alium modum essendi habet quam fantasmata; unde ipse 
intellectus est immaterialis, incorruptibilis. Fantasmata autem materialia sunt et ideo 
fantasmata primo et per se et proprie non possunt agere in intellectum, set oportet quod ipsa 
prius sint proportionalia intellectui antequam agant in ipsum. Proportionalia autem sunt 
quando sunt abstracta a condicionibus indiuiduantibus per intellectum agentem. Et per 
hanc abstractionem, quam facit intellectus agens, non intelligo quod fantasmata 
intelligantur de uno loco ad alium locum, set per hanc abstractionem intelligo gignitionem 
specierum intelligibilium; unde apud presentiam fantasmatum intellectus agens gignit 
species actu intelligibiles». 

22 On Aquinas’ criticism of Plato's epistemology, see R.J. HENLE, Saint Thomas and 
Platonism. A Study of the Plato and Platonici Texts in the Writings of Saint Thomas, The 
Hague, 1970, esp. pp. 328-330; W.J. HANKEY, «Aquinas and the Platonists», in S. GERSH, 
M. HOENEN, P. VAN WINGERDEN (eds.), The Platonic Tradition in the Middle Ages. A 
Doxographic Approach, Berlin / New York, 2002, pp. 279-324, esp. 306-310 and 320-321. 

23 On the (Neoplatonic) theories of knowledge of these authors, see for instance K. 
EMERY Jr., «The Image of God Deep in the Mind: The Continuity of Cognition according 
to Henry of Ghent», in J.A. AERTSEN, K. EMERY Jr., A. SPEER (eds.), Nach der Verurteilung 
von 1277. Philosophie und Theologie an der Universität von Paris im letzten Viertel des 
13. Jahrhunderts, Berlin / New York, 2001, pp. 59-124, esp. 102-110; C. KANN, «Wahrheit 
und Wahrheitserkenntnis bei Heinrich von Gent», in G. GULDENTOPS, C. STEEL (eds.), 
Henry of Ghent and the Transformation of Scholastic Thought, Leuven, 2003, pp. 157-175; 
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rejects Platonic and Neoplatonic elements in his noetics. He alludes 
neither to the transcendent world of ideas or to the Divine Intellect as the 
ultimate fountainhead of human thinking, nor to divine illumination; and 
he does not conceive the intelligible species as innate ideas. Instead, he 
develops an Aristotelian (or at least Peripatetic) theory of knowledge, 
which incorporates some arguments of Themistius, Avicenna and 
Averroes and is also influenced by Aquinas’ psychological Aristotelia- 
nism. However, it should be clear that James, who never explicitly quotes 
Aquinas in his Questiones super libro de anima, is unable to come up to 
the level of clarity and coherence which Aquinas attained in his Sentencia 
libri de anima or in his Disputed Questions on the Soul. Moreover, 
although distinguishing between ‘real’ and ‘intentional predicates’, James 
refers in his Questions on the Soul neither to the more sophisticated 
distinction between first and second intentions nor to the logic or 
epistemology of the modiste. 

Surely, then, James of Douai may be characterized, with a phrase 
borrowed from Erasmus’ Adagiorum chiliades, as a «praeposterus Sile- 
nus», i.e., a Silenus turned inside out, who at first sight looks a bright 
philosopher but on closer investigation proves to be a mediocre 
commentator on Aristotle24. This, however, does not mean that he 
deserves no attention at all. On the contrary, despite his poor scholastic 
style of arguing and writing, he is interesting as an exponent of that age- 
old hermeneutic tradition which aims to describe the human soul 
scientifically by interpreting Aristotle’s De anima as accurately as 
possible. 


Katholieke Universiteit Leuven 


M.L. FÜHRER, «The Agent Intellect in the Writings of Meister Dietrich of Freiberg and its 
Influence on the Cologne School», in K.H. KANDLER, B. MossiscH, F.B. STAMMKOTTER 
(eds.), Dietrich von Freiberg. Neue Perspektiven seiner Philosophie, Theologie und 
Naturwissenschaft, Amsterdam / Philadelphia, 1999, pp. 69-88; and my «Beyond 
Averroism and Thomism: Henry Bate on the Potential and the Agent Intellect», Archives 
d'Histoire Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age 69 (2002) 116-152. 

24 See D. Erasmus, «Sileni Alcibiadis» (Adagium 2201), $10, in Adagiorum chilias 
tertia, S. SEIDEL-MENCHI (ed.), Amsterdam / Oxford, 1981, p. 166, 121; see also J.Cl. 
MARGOLIN, Les Silénes d'Alcibiade, Paris, 1998; English translation in D. WOOTTON, 
Thomas More. Utopia, with Erasmus’s The Sileni of Alcibiades, Indianapolis / Cambridge, 
1999, p. 173. 
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RAMON LLULL: O CONHECIMENTO DA VERDADE, UMA 
CONGRUENCIA NO PLANO DO SER 


Um aspecto característico da epistemologia luliana radica no 
pressuposto de que ao manifestar-se a verdade em nós, manifesta-se 
simultaneamente o nosso ser. Ao longo de suas obras, são inúmeros os 
exemplos mostrando que a qualquer consideração mental segue-se uma 
reação, por exemplo, de tristeza ou alegria, que revelam uma congruência 
entre a pessoa que conhece algo e o objeto conhecidol. 

O propósito deste trabalho é apresentar brevemente, segundo o 
pensador maiorquino, o mecanismo desta congruência, e para tanto será 
necessário examinarmos os dois extremos dela, ou seja, como é que se 
forma em nós a notícia do nosso ser e, a seguir, mostrar a natureza das 
nossas idéias. Abordar-se-á então o problema da verdade sob a perspectiva 
do dinamismo luliano do ser e, assim fazendo, creio que será possível 
entender melhor porque Lúlio afirma que o homem humaniza o mundo no 
qual está inserido e humaniza a si mesmo. 


A NOTÍCIA ATUAL DO PRÓPRIO SER 


Lúlio ensina que as substâncias têm uma ação própria ou primária e 
uma ação apropriada ou secundária. A primeira é substancial e converte-se 


1 Veja-se, por exemplo, a reação de Félix, ao considerar que o lobo tinha devorado 
a pastora, que se tinha entregue aos cuidados e ao serviço de Deus. À confiança em Deus 
não lhe servira de nada, e o pensamento da possível não existência de Deus mergulhou 
Félix numa profunda tristeza. Mais adiante, ao considerar as palavras do ermitão, sua alma 
começou-se a alegrar. Cfr. A. BONNER, Obres selectes de Ramon Llull (1232-1316), vol. IL, 
Editorial Moll 1989, p. 21-23. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. II, pp. 1155-1165. 
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na forma do sujeito em que ocorre. A segunda converte-se em forma 
acidental?. A acäo substancial, portanto, € constitutiva da substäncia e 
consiste numa atividade essencial e sempre atual. A acäo apropriada € 
acidental e artificial, move-se sempre da poténcia ao ato, e seu fim é a acäo 
substancial. 

Aplicando esta teoria ao intelecto, Lúlio dirá que o «objeto próprio» 
do intelecto, que corresponde ao seu «ato próprio», é entender sua própria 
inteligibilidade e intelectualidade. Este «objeto próprio» nutre-se dos 
«objetos apropriados» de outros atos de entender, chamados pelo 
maiorquino de «atos apropriados», que são acidentais, externos e vizinhos, 
uma vez que esses «atos apropriados» naturais têm por fim os «atos 
próprios». Não pode haver «objeto próprio», portanto, sem «objeto 
apropriado», esclarece, o que significa que todos os atos apropriados de 
conhecimento repercutem na substância do cognoscente. Ainda acrescenta 
que o objeto externo tem-se no objeto interno3, o que significa que é 
impossível entendermos alguma coisa sem ter ao mesmo tempo 
autoconsciência de estarmos realizando um determinado ato de entender, 
muito embora esta autoconsciência não teria lugar sem o simultâneo ato 
apropriado. Com outras palavras, o intelecto não pode ter consciência de 
sua própria inteligibilidade e intelectualidade se não entende, ao mesmo 
tempo, as inteligibilidades externas a ele. Lúlio o exemplifica com uma 


2 Cfr. Logica nova, NEORL IV, p. 51: «Perguntamos se a ação e a forma se 
convertem no sujeito em que inerem. E respondemos distinguindo entre a ação primitiva e 
ação secundária. A primeira é substancial, ou substantiva, e constitui a substância geral 
consigo mesma e com a sua própria matéria, constituída, por sua vez, de forma e de matéria 
substancial. Tal ação converte-se com sua forma. A ação secundária, que é ato da primeira 
forma, situa-se no gênero de acidente e converte-se com a forma acidental, da mesma 
maneira que o calor converte-se com a sua ação, isto é, com a sua atividade». Cfr. também 
Libre d'home, ORL XXI, p. 42. 

3 Cfr. Liber de anima rationali, part. 2), Raymundi Lulli Opera Omnia, Salzinger 
(ed.), VI, 433 = Int. vii, 19. «Anima habet objecta ad extra in objectis ad intra: sicut 
recolibilitatem, quam habet de equo & de denaris vel castello, quam habet in recolibilitate 
ad intra, quae recolabilitas est de essentia suae memoriae: & et hoc idem est de 
intelligibilitate equi, quam habet in intelligibilitate ad intra, quaes est intellectus possibilis: 
et hoc idem de amabilitate equi, quam habet in amabilitate ad intra, quae est materia 
voluntatis; igitur Anima habet objecta secundaria in primariis; & hoc idem est de 
secundariis actibus, quos habet in primariis». A comunidade de lulistas costuma citar esta 
coleção pela reimpressão de oito volumes feita em Frankfurt em 1965, MOG, indicando 
também a paginação da edição original. 
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metäfora: «Como a luz da lämpada vive do öleo, o objeto pröprio vive do 
apropriado e dele extrai alimento e natureza apropriada»4. O intelecto só 
poderá ter consciência de si mesmo com os atos acidentais de 
conhecimento, aqueles atos que a filosofia clássica denominará 
operações. 

A novidade é importantíssima pois se declara que no homem existe 
um entender interior e primigênio mediante o qual se alcança o seu ato 
próprio, isto é, o seu ser. Temos todos, portanto, uma notícia permanente- 
mente atual do nosso ser. Afirma-se assim no homem um nível mais 
interior de conhecimento, no qual tem lugar também a notícia do ser dos 
entes externos conhecidos e, principalmente, a notícia primordial do Ser 
Supremo, do qual todos dependemoss. 

À medida, pois, que vamos realizando atos de conhecimento, cresce 
também, segundo Lúlio, pelo ato substancial do intelecto, o conhecimento 
de nós próprios. O conhecer realiza-se, pois, sempre em dois planos 
simultâneos e concomitantes: «O intelecto que entende algum objeto tem 
um duplo entender. Por um lado, entende o que é próprio de sua essência 


4 Cfr. Thomas Le Myésier, Breviculum seu Electorium parvum Thomae Migerii 
(Le Myésier), Corpus Christianorum Continuatio Mediaevalis, vol. LXXVII, Raimundi 
Lulli Opera Latina — ROL, Suplementi Lulliani, Tomus I, Brepols, Turnholt 1990, p. 100, 
linhas 118-122. 

5 Essa nova instância de conhecimento, buscada durante séculos pela filosofia, 
adquirirá para alguns tanta importância que chegarão a opinar que ela teria de ser o ponto 
de partida do filosofar e não a razão. No fundo, trata-se de um novo conhecimento desde o 
qual se julgará o conhecimento objetivo. Schelling, por exemplo, apontava para a 
necessidade de dar-se o que ele denominava «êxtase da razão», isto é, um «situar-se fora 
de si», mais exatamente, fora da razão, para que o conhecimento humano pudesse 
instaurar-se no próprio Absoluto. Cfr. F.W.J. SCHELLING, Initiae Philosophiae Universae, 
Erlanger Vorlesungen 1820/21, H. FUHRMANS (org.), Bonn; H. Bouvier u. Co. Verlag, 1969, 
p. 39, citado por F. REY PUENTE, Algumas notas sobre o conceito de «enérgeia» como eixo 
da articulação entre a filosofia negativa e a filosofia positiva no pensamento tardio de 
Schelling, Síntese Nova Fase, Belo Horizonte, v. 22, n. 70, 1995, p. 396. Leonardo Polo 
apresentará o método que denomina de «abandono do limite mental», que nada mais é que 
um ir além do conhecimento objetivo próprio das operações intelectuais, situando-se em 
um conhecimento que descobre ser habitual em nós. Sobre o abandono do limite mental 
poliano, cfr. L. PoLo, El conocimiento habitual de los primeros principios, Cuademos de 
Anuario Filosófico, nº 10, Servicio de Publicaciones de la Universidad de Navarra, 
Pamplona; e J.A.G. GONZALEZ, «El abandono del limite y el conocimiento», El 
pensamiento de Leonardo Polo, Cuadernos de Anuario Filosófico, nº 11, EUNSA 
Pamplona, 2000, p. 27-60. 
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e de sua acáo e paixäo substancial; por outro, mediante o hábito de ciéncia, 
entende o adquirido, relacionando-se com os objetos dos sentidos 
particulares e seus atos»6. 


O SER DO HOMEM 


A mesma doutrina se aplicará aos atos substanciais da vontade e da 
memória. Segundo Lülio, é pela conjungáo destes atos substanciais da 
alma e do corpo, conseguido por um ato comum, que surge o homem. Sem 
esse ato comum —o ato de ser homem— não haveria homem. Desta 
maneira, diz o maiorquino, o homem origina-se no ato de ser, um «ato 
culminante»7. 

Impressiona a força com que Lülio afirma a necessidade desses atos 
substanciais, sem os quais, diz ele, o homem näo poderia existir. «Se na 
memória não houvesse um contínuo lembrar, e no intelecto um continuo 
entender e na vontade um contínuo querer —atos próprios, naturais e 
primitivos —, as formas e as matérias espirituais da alma seriam ociosas e 
não se poderiam conjugar entre si, pois as formas não teriam ação nem as 
matérias paixão. A alma não teria como informar o corpo, nem como lhe 
dar o ser e a vida. Convém, pois, que um radical lembrar, entender e amar 
estejam em contínuo ato, todo o tempo em que o homem é homem»8. 
Lúlio faz depender, pois, o próprio ser do homem desses atos radicais de 
lembrar, entender e amar que nutrem a sua própria substância, e cuja 
perfeição se acresce com ajuda de outros atos acidentais. 


6 Cfr. Thomas Le Myésier, id. ibid., ROL XIX, p. 169, linhas 33-40. 

7 Cfr. Libre d'home, ORL XXI, p. 28: «E açò mateix dels actus de l'ànima e del 
cors, qui sajusten, e de lur conjunyiment e ajustament resulta e hix home qui passa e està 
en terc nombre, e és lo tot simple en nombre de home, segons sa diffinició, e ses parts són 
la sua forma comuna e matèria comuna e | actu comü que dit havem. E en axi home està 
en lo som». Para uma melhor precisáo do conceito «som» cfr. S. TRIAs, Nota sobre la 
pregunta antropolögica luliana, Studia luleliana, 96 (2000) p. 111-115. 

8 Cfr. Libre d'home, ORL XXI, p. 35: «Se en la memoria no era continu membrar, 
e en enteniment entendre, e en la volentat voler, les formes e les matéries sperituals de la 
ànima que dites havem en lo capítol «Com és hom», serien ocioses e no haurien ab qué s 
poguessen ajustar, e car les formes no haurien actió ni les matéries passió sens radicals 
membrar, entendre e voler, 1 Anima no hauria ab qué enformäs lo cors, ni ab qué li donàs 
ésser ni vida, e ab ell nos poria ajustar ni conjunir. Cové, donchs, que Is radicals membrar, 
entendre e voler sien en continu actu en aquell temps en quà home és home». 
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A FORMAÇÃO DOS CONCEITOS OU IDÉIAS 


Uma vez estabelecido que o intelecto humano não pode adquirir o 
autoconhecimento nem se reconhecer como conhecedor —seu objeto 
próprio— sem o conhecimento simultâneo de outros objetos, vejamos 
como este último se realiza. 

Lúlio é devedor neste ponto da teoria aristotélica do conhecimento 
objetivo, que implica a doutrina da abstração? e a doutrina da formação do 
inteligível pelo intelecto agente. Porém, faz duas observações importantes. 
Primeiro esclarece que o inteligível formado representa a natureza da coisa 
conhecida: «Quando o homem percebe pela coisa sensual a coisa 
intelectual —abstração—, convém que logo a seguir entenda o inteligível 
segundo a natureza intelectual»10. A segunda observação refere-se às 
características do objeto. O filósofo catalão afirma que, devido à finitude 
da própria alma, a generalidade de uma natureza só é percebida em parte; 
daí que nenhum intelecto possa conhecer a totalidade de uma criatura 
qualquer pois, pela sua proximidade ao corpo, seu ato fica dificultado, por 
não dizer impedido. Daí a necessidade de se colocarem duas condições: 
ganhar distância —transcender-se— e raciocinar!!. Lúlio salienta que 
aprendemos os significados dos objetos relacionando uns com os outros, 
assim como o pescador, diz com bom humor, pesca um peixe com outrol2. 


9 A operação de entender um objeto — a coisa enquanto conhecida — começa, 
segundo o maiorquino, só após termos formado em nós, mediante um ato de abstração, o 
inteligível. É importante salientar isto. Só quando já se estabeleceu o contato entre nós e 
esse algo inteligível da realidade — o inteligível que pudemos construir com o ato 
abstrativo, que não precisa ser todo o inteligível da coisa, basta que esteja constituído pelo 
que de comum apreendemos nas coisas— é que a operação de entender, que finalizará no 
conceito ou idéia, pode começar. 

10 Cfr. Libre de contemplació, Cap. CLXIX, n. 18. 

11 Cfr. Libre de Contemplaciö, citado por J. TORRAS v BAGES, La tradició catalana, 
Editorial Ibérica, Barcelona 1913, p. 239: «...e com null enteniment no pusca entendre tota 
la totalitat de uma creatura qualque sai, doncs qual enteniment, Senyor, poria entendre tota 
la totalitat de son Creador?... l'enteniment no pot be entendre ni saber encontinent tro que 
ab espay e ab deliberació ... e aixi com los hulls corporals per sobre acostament del cors 
tocant a ells perden la ocasio de veer, en axi l’enteniment es soptat per sa accio e per sa 
actualitat en entendre...». 

12 «Axis com lo pescador ab um pex pren altre pex, e axi enteniment d’home pren 
e aperceb los uns significats per los altres em so que les unes coses enten per les altres...». 
Cfr. Id, ibid. 
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A teoria de conhecimento luliana, e o método cientifico nela 
implicito, acompanham de perto as de Platäo e Aristöteles, eliminando 
contudo as deficiéncias de cada uma delas. Os dois gregos falam do nous 
(intelecto) e da didnoia (raciocinio), e afirmam que o verdadeiramente 
simples e primeiro se alcança mediante o nous. Em ambos também, o tema 
do nous € a pröpria realidade, e atribuem ao raciocinio um status 
secundário. Tanto para Platão como para Aristóteles, a ciência se constrói 
com a diánoia, porém sempre na vigência do nous. No entanto, Lúlio 
supera Platão porque, na opinião deste último, o nous parte sempre das 
Idéias Puras e Lúlio parte do conhecimento sensível. Em Aristóteles, o 
nous parte também da percepção sensível e, mediante a indução, capta os 
princípios universais que regem a todas as esferas do real. Porém, segundo 
a teoria de conhecimento aristotélica, o objeto expressado no ato da 
concepção não precisa ser relacionado com outros objetos, tal como o 
exige o maiorquino. Platão já exigia, para um conhecimento mais 
completo, este relacionamento; porém, a deficiência fundamental em seu 
sistema radica no seu idealismo, pois nele a verdade ocorre exclusi- 
vamente na esfera das Idéias, o que implica uma autofundamentação da 
verdade nessa esfera ideal, que para ele constituía a realidade13. 

A teoria de conhecimento luliana, em contraposição a qualquer 
idealismo, visa apreender as coisas em si, o ente concreto, e não se 
contenta com o conhecimento da natureza significada pelo objeto do 
conceito. O que diferencia Platão de Lúlio é que este atribui o nascimento 
do conceito à fecundidade do ser do cognoscente, enquanto ser que 
concebe e diz. Contrariamente a isto, Platão —e todos os idealismos, 
absolutos e objetivos — acreditam na autofundamentação do conceito 
enquanto concebido; com outras palavras, acreditam na força do conceito, 
qua conceito, de estabelecer conteúdo. Assim fazendo, absolutizam o 
concebido de tal maneira que passa a ser um absoluto desligado do espírito 
subsistente e locutivo. 

Sem dúvida, Lúlio é realista e, neste ponto, segue a doutrina clássica 
e acredita na inclinação natural que o intelecto humano tem para possuir 
todas as coisas em si mesmo, por identificação. Lúlio fundamenta o 
conceito no ser. 


13 A esfera do ideal é exclusivamente intencional-objetiva, e a verdade, segundo o 
idealismo, pertence a esta esfera, e não se fundamenta em psicologismos nem nos fatos 
empíricos; mostra a sua necessidade nas leis universais da lógica. Assim é que o idealismo 
independiza a verdade do ser, dando total prioridade à verdade. 
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Ora, para apreendermos os entes concretos tal como säo em si, näo 
basta obtermos conhecimento de seus aspectos sensiveis nem termos 
noticia de sua natureza. Lülio percebe a necessidade de conectar todas as 
esferas essenciais 4s quais se subordina o ente concreto que se deseja 
conhecer. Vé também a necessidade de conectar-se com as diferentes 
interpretações que na história se deram desse ente e também vê a 
conveniência de que se saiba o quanto de realidade conhecida e objetivada 
se armazena na linguagem!4 e nos símbolos. Tudo isso, para aproximar- 
-se o mais possível da unidade de consciência na totalidade em que o 
homem se encontra inserido. Por isso Lúlio dirá que tudo pode ser sinal de 
tudo. Creio que neste ponto Lúlio supera Platão e Aristóteles. 


A VERDADE COMO CONGRUÊNCIA 


Para Lúlio o conhecimento intelectual não consiste numa reação 
passiva aos dados vindos de fora, mas na automanifestação, no 
cognoscente, do ente já possuído de um modo inteligível por ele. Conhecer 
consiste em manifestar-se a verdade. 

Exporemos agora aquelas características da doutrina clássica da 
verdade que são fundamentais para o bom entendimento da teoria de 
conhecimento luliana, salientando alguns pontos típicos do tratamento 
luliano. 

De modo geral, pode dizer-se que Lúlio adere à doutrina da verdade 
como conformidade entre o intelecto e a realidade e elabora com muito 
detalhe cinco aspectos importantes: 

1) O tema da verdade é o tema da diánoia, um conhecimento 
demonstrativo e discursivo da razão mediante o qual afirmamos ou 
negamos tudo o que é inteligível ou pensável. A verdade formal só aparece 
na segunda operação da mente manifesta-sel5 pela comparação entre o 


14 Para o tema da linguagem, consulte-se J. TUSQUETS, La filosofia del llenguatge 
en Ramon Llull, Balmes (ed.), Barcelona 1993. 

15 Não se esqueça que a formação do objeto —na qual se dá a apreensão do ente— 
é anterior ao conhecimento da verdade formal em nós. Será, pois, no momento de 
conhecermos a verdade quando se manifestará essa conformidade entre o nosso intelecto e 
a realidade afirmada no juízo ou no raciocínio, únicas instâncias onde podem aparecer a 
verdade ou a falsidade formais. Ao surgir, no juízo ou no raciocínio, a verdade em nós, por 
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afırmado pela razäo no ato de julgar, ou de raciocinar, e o pröprio intelecto 
identificado16 com a realidade!7. 

2) A identificação ou união do intelecto com a realidade é 
consequência da inclinação natural que possui o intelecto para tornar-se 
todas as coisas, através de seus atos próprios ou substanciais. Resulta 
muito claro para o filósofo catalão que o fim do intelecto é entenderl8, 
Lúlio explica a unidade entre conhecedor e conhecido com ajuda de sua 
conhecida teoria tripartite do ato. Trata-se de uma união limitada mas 
susceptível de ser percebida à luz do conhecimento habitual, ato 
permanente do nosso intelectol9. Fruto e resultado desta união é a 
expressão do verbo mental20. 

3) Para poder realizar-se a comparação entre o afirmado pela razão e 
o próprio intelecto unido à realidade, e assim poder reconhecer-se como 
intelecto verdadeiro ou falso, este deve perceber seu ser finito e sua 
tendência natural a rejeitar o falso e aceitar o verdadeiro. Ora, para tanto, 
como vem explicado numa glosa na página 90 do Breviculum21, a doutrina 


um ato próprio e natural do intelecto, contemplamo-nos —por estar entendendo— como 
sendo verdadeiros intelectos; ou seja, percebemos a conformidade entre o intelecto 
possuindo inteligivelmente a coisa e o que afirmamaos ou negamos da coisa. 

16 Pela força expressiva do ser espiritual, possuímos inteligivelmente, no conceito, 
«o que é», e esta posse nos faz conformes com a coisa. 

17 É obvio que esta conformidade ocorre em nosso interior. 

18 Cfr. Liber de anima rationalis, part. 3, MOG VI, 436 = Int. vii, 22, «Finis 
intellectus est intelligere, &, quando ignorat, ejus discursus est deviatus a fine, propter 
quem est...; & ideo ignorantia est de operatione intellectus, qui ita agit contra finem, 
propter quem est, sicut homo agit contra finem ipsius videre, quando claudit oculos, & et 
contra finem ipsius audire, quando obstruit aures». 

19 A separação entre o objeto e o sujeito, que desde Duns Scoto impregna a maior 
parte do pensamento moderno, implica não levar em conta esta luz. 

20 A expressão do verbo mental não realiza a união do objeto ausente com o sujeito 
cognoscente; ao contrário, é fruto e resultado desta união. Também não é um ato passivo e 
acidental do intelecto que reproduzisse algo dado antes ao mesmo. 

21 Eis a glosa completa: «Manifestum est omnibus et experientia quotidiana docet, 
quod homo per potentias suas cognoscit et investigat veritates entium; et sine ipsis nihil 
posset. Et quia verum scire quaerimus, quod est, cum causas effectuum attingimus, quae 
occultae et secretae sunt et effectus quandoque manifesti et sensibiles, quandoque et 
quandoque non. Et tunc scire elevatur magis et oportet artificialiter intellectum ascendere 
et se suis sororibus adiuvare et sic seipsum cogere et quandoque seipsum transcender et 
suum naturale intelligere negare et captivare. Et hoc cadit maxime in Deo et in suo opere, 
ut dum intellectus, qui simplicitatem absolutam et infinitam Dei credit attingere, sciens, 
quod cum sit finitus et compositus respectu simplicitatis Dei, scit se falsum de Deo 
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luliana afirmarà que é necessario possuir alguma noticia da natureza da 
própria operação cognoscitiva, o que só se consegue transcendendo-a . 

4) O que se compara € o afırmado pela razäo e o pröprio ato do 
intelecto o qual, conforme afırma Lülio, identifica-se no ato de entender 
com o entendido. Ora, esta comparacäo exige uma reflexäo completa22, 
capaz de confrontar o afirmado pela razão no ato de julgar e o conteúdo do 
ato do intelecto ao expressar o verbo mental, ou seja, o objeto, a realidade 
pensada. Não basta comparar o afirmado pelo ato do juízo ou do raciocínio 
com sua expressão lingüística23; é necessária uma reflexão completa que 
atinja a própria inteligibilidade do afirmado: só assim será possível criticar 
esta inteligibilidade. Lúlio faz isso constantemente24 em toda a sua obra. 

5) Conseqiiéncia dos pontos acima mencionados, cada ato de 


attingere, quia de Deo nihil potest recipere nisi secundum suum recipiendi modum. 
Cognoscit ergo se recipere finite, quod infinitum est, ignorans infinitatem. Tamen 
infinitatem esse attingit, ita quod infra suam finitatem vel quantitatem attingit esse. Et quia 
naturaliter habet negare falsum, et inclinationem naturalem habet ad verum affirmandum, 
potius eligat negare suum falsum attingere, quam affirmare contra suam naturalem 
inclinationem et perfectionem. Et cognoscit plus esse in re millesies et amplius valde, quam 
suum attingere possit a rebus haurire, eo quod speciem accipit et non rem. Et similiter 
cognoscit rationem suam variabilem, rem vero vel obiectum immutabile. Potentias ergo et . 
obiecta earum et actus earum similiter utiliter oportet bene cognoscere, ut hic eas 
assumimus. ‘Potentia’ enim nomen est aequivocum». Cfr. Thomas Le Myésier, 
Breviculum, p. 98. 

22 De fato, para alcançar-se a verdade da realidade torna-se necessária uma reflexão 
sobre a própria operação de conhecer. Mas esta reflexão pode ter graus. A verdade resulta 
da confrontação do conteúdo do julgamento, ou do raciocínio, com o intelecto unido à 
realidade, e para tanto é precisa uma reflexão completa. Confrontar esses conteúdos com o 
ato psíquico do intelecto é uma reflexão, mas não é a definitiva para a conhecer a verdade. 
Nem é definitivo confrontar os conteúdos do juízo ou da razão com a expressão destes 
conteúdos, a linguagem humana. A reflexão deve ser completa e alcançar o conteúdo do 
ato, isto é, a realidade pensada. E isto pressupõe estar em contato com ela. 

23 Em nossa opinião, esta reflexão parcial é a que se encontra na base das diversas 
filosofias analíticas. 

24 No Liber de modo naturali intelligendi, ROL opus n. 161, na Prima Pars, ao 
tratar das suposições e provas, apresenta os seguintes silogismos, entre outros muitos, que 
se baseiam nessa reflexão total até a inteligibilidade do pensado: «Contra eas vero 
intellectus bene fundatus non potest invenire instantiam. 1. Suppono, quod Deus est. Et si 
talis positio mala est, bonum est Deum non esse. Hoc autem bonum non est intelligibile; 
ergo probatum est Deum esse; et hoc intelligibile est. 2. Suppono, quod Deus est. Et si 
positio bona est, absolute est de bono quam de malo; et si non, plus est de malo quam de 
bono. Quod non est intelligibile. Ergo probatum est, quod Deus est». 
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intelecção, além de manifestar a realidade do que se conhece, manifesta 
também a propria realidade25. 

Podemos afirmar portanto que a verdade sé ocorre por uma 
congruéncia26 entre o ser do cognoscente e o ser do conhecido enquanto 
conhecido27. Seria um erro, portanto, segundo o maiorquino, procurar a 
verdade exclusivamente no ämbito dos objetos, como fazem todos os 
idealismos. A verdade é trans-objetiva. 

Lülio, que distingue com clareza o modus essendi do modus 
intelligendi, exige, portanto, uma concordância e uma proporção entre 
ambos, de tal maneira que o grau de perfeição no ser atingido pela pessoa 
define seu poder de conhecimento. Isto terá inúmeras aplicações, 
sobretudo no campo do conhecimento prático. 

Lúlio define o homem como um «animal que humaniza o mundo»28. 
Compreende-se contudo que, mediante seus atos de memória, 
conhecimento e amor, por tudo quanto foi até aqui dito, também se 
humaniza a si mesmo. O homem realiza ao mesmo tempo a humanização 
do mundo e a própria. Por estar o homem inserido na totalidade do mundo 
ao qual pertence, quanto melhor lembre, conheça e ame este mundo que o 
envolve, mais congruente se tornará com ele, uma vez que, como vimos 
no começo destas linhas, o ser humano nutre-se dos objetos de que se 


25 Por ser a verdade uma adequação, seu conhecimento traz consigo o 
conhecimento dos extremos dessa adequação; por isso, quando entendemos algo, além de 
manifestar-se em nossa consciência o que entendemos, também se manifesta nela o que nós 
somos. 

26 Cfr. Ars inventiva, d. 2, reg. 2, MOG V, 38, «Unde cum modus intelligendi ad 
modum essendi rei dirigatur, quantum potest, tanquam ad terminum ad quem, ut ipse 
modus essendi per modum intelligendi attingatur, formanda est major proportio et 
concordantia inter utrumque modum, et contrarietatis inter eos (ut melius poterit) evitanda. 
Si autem accidat inevitabilis contrarietas... concludendum est necessario per modum 
essendi». 

27 Também, e no mesmo sentido, Tomás de Aquino afirma que o conhecimento é 
um certo efeito da verdade que se encontra em nós —cognitio est quidam veritatis 
effectus— e que o entendido é primariamente aquilo que o intelecto «concibe en si mesmo 
acerca da coisa entendida» [cfr. De Pot. Dei., IX, art. 5 in c., e De Ver., qu. 4, art. 2, ad 3] 
O verbo mental fala do que é, e fala desde o ser do cognoscente que possui 
intencionalmente o que é. 

28 Cfr. A. FIDORA, El Ars brevis de Llull, em Ramon Llull caballero de la fe. El Arte 
Luliano y su proyección en la Edad Media, Cuaderno de Anuario Filosófico, Servicio de 
Publicaciones de la Universidad de Navarra, Pamplona 2001, p. 76. 
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apropria. E quanto mais se nutrir destes objetos, mais congruente será com 
eles, mais próximo da totalidade e mais fundamentado estará na verdade. 
Então, a partir da verdade, o homem poderá humanizar o mundo porque o 
ser humano orienta toda a sua ação prática segundo a maneira como 
entende a realidade que o envolve29. 

Sem dúvida que um mundo humanizado facilita, por sua vez, a 
humanização do próprio homem, mas isto nos levaria longe. A intenção 
neste trabalho foi apenas destacar a importância desta congruência que 
ocorre no plano do ser entre o cognoscente e o conhecido. Quando se 
procura a compreensão da realidade concreta, torna-se necessário 
conjugar, numa percepção sintética e transcendental ao mesmo tempo, as 
diversas dimensões metafísicas, místicas, fenomenológicas e estéticas do 
mundo em que se está inserido, o que só se torna possível na presença 
desta congruência. 

Acreditamos que a filosofia do doutor Iluminado é uma filosofia 
realista, autenticamente reflexiva, capaz de depurar do inteligível toda 
interpretação inconveniente que desvincule inteligibilidade e verdade30, e 
portanto pode ser vista como uma filosofia do ser31 com pretensões de 
fundamentação última. 


Instituto Brasileiro de Filosofia e Ciência Raimundo Lúlio (Ramon 
Llull), São Paulo 


29 «Enaixi, Sênyer, los hômens que volen tractar de fer alcunes coses, veen 
intelelectualment la qualitat i la quantitat significada en les coses sensuals, les quals coses 
sensals representen a la intelelectualitat la manera a la qual elles són aparellades a Esser 
subject a aquella cosa que hom proposa a fer d'elles». Cfr. Ramon Llull, Libre de 
contemplació, Cap. CLXIX, n. 9. 

30 No seu Liber de perversione entis removenda escrito em 1309, Lúlio diz: 
«Subiectum autem huius libri est intelligibile, in quantum potest a perversione innaturali 
removeri. Quapropter facimus istum librum ad probandum, quod id, quod est intelligibile, 
est verum, et e converso; et quod id, quod non est intelligibile, non est verum, et e 
converso, ut removeamus entis innaturalem perversionem, ponendo, quod nullum ens 
naturalis est perversum». Liber de perversione entis removenda, Corpus Christianorum 
Continuatio Mediaevalis, ROL V, p. 474. i 

31 A unificação dos diversos saberes, levada a termo por Llull na sua Ars Generalis 
Ultima, s6 parece possivel na perspectiva do ser. 
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PETER AUREOLI: THEOLOGY AS AN IMAGINARY SCIENCE 


In her book, Vision and Certitude in the Age of Ockham, 
Katherine Tachau has extensively analyzed Aureoli’s theory of 
cognition, his view of intuitive and abstractive cognition, and 
especially Aureoli’s novel notion of «apparent being» (esse 
apparens)l. She also briefly refers to his peculiar conception of 
imagination. According to Tachau, Aureoli’s terminology in speaking 
of «intellectual» imagination is «idiosyncratic», inasmuch as the 
standard referent of the term was a faculty of the sensitive soul. 
Aureoli departs from John Duns Scotus especially in that he seems to 
identify intuition with visual, or in Aureoli’s other idiosyncratic term, 
«ocular» perception, and abstraction with imagination2. In what 
follows, I will try to give both a historical and rational explanation of 
why Aureoli speaks of intellectual imagination and what he means by 
the concept of «imaginary cognition» (cognitio/notitia imaginaria) 
and «imagination through the intellect» (imaginari per intellectum)3. 


1 K.H. TACHAU, Vision and Certitude in the Age of Ockham. Optics, Epistemology 
and the Foundations of Semantics 1250-1345, E.J. Brill, Leiden - New York - Kgbenhavn 
- Köln 1988, pp. 85-112. 

2 Tachau also refers to the terminology employed from the late thirteenth century, 
which distinguished what obtains in nature (in veritate rei) from imaginary cases 
(secundum imaginationem) and suggests that this may be why Aureoli refers to intellectual 
imagination. TACHAU, Vision and Certitude, p. 109, n. 78. 

3 The main source for Aureoli’s view are the two first questions of the Prologue in 
his Commentary on the Sentences: Utrum ex studio theologiae et solo naturali ingenio 
aliquis habitus acquiritur alius a fide and Utrum dari posset a Deo lumen aliquod viatori, 
virtute cuius theologicae veritates scientifice cognoscantur. Peter Aureoli, Scriptum Super 
Primum Sententiarum, Vol. I, Prologus - Distinction I, E.M. BUYTAERT, O.E.M. (ed.), 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour 
l'Étude de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de 
philosophie médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1167-1177. 
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I try to show that, even if it is exceptional in the medieval context, it 
is not idiosyncratic#. 


INTELLECTUAL IMAGINATION AT ISSUE 


For Peter Aureoli, as opposed to Henry of Ghent to whom he refers 
throughout in his Commentary, theological propositions do not presuppose 
any kind of assent. The theological habit is not a habitus adhaesivus; in 
other words, it does not express adherence or assent. Theology simply 
clarifies and explains doctrinal terms and propositions. The practice of a 
theologian, Aureoli claims, yields an intellectual habit by which he or she 
can compose, divide, discourse, and infer more easily and better than 
before. Therefore, the theological habit is an explanatory and expository 
habit (habitus declarativus), not the habit of faith (habitus fidei)5. Aureoli 
defines the «declarative» theological habit as a habit «that makes one 
imagine better through the intellect, but without any adherence» (qui facit 
aliquid imaginari melius per intellectum absque omni adhaesione)6. 


Franciscan Institute Publications, St. Bonaventure, N.Y. 1953, pp. 132-175, 176-217. The 
second question has recently appeared in an English translation in R. PASNAU (ed.), The 
Cambridge Translations of Medieval Texts, Vol. III, Mind and Knowledge. Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge 2002, pp. 178-218, with the title «Peter Aureol: Intuition, 
Abstraction, and Demonstrative Knowledge». We have a Renaissance edition of Aureoli’s 
commentaries on the four books of the Sentences. Aureolus Petrus, Commentariorum in 
Primum Librum Sententiarum, ed. Constantius Cardinalis Sarsanus, Pars prima et secunda. 
Romae 1596. Aureolus Petrus, Commentariorum in Secundum, Tertium Et Quartum 
Librum Sententiarum. Romae 1605. On Aureoli’s commentaries, see L.O. NIELSEN, «Peter 
Auriol’s Way with Words» in G.R. Evans (ed.), Medieval Commentaries on the Sentences 
of Peter Lombard. Current Research. Vol. I. Brill, Leiden — Boston - Köln 2002, pp. 149- 
219. Aurioli uses the terms «imaginary»and «imaginative» as synonymus. 

4 «Idiosyncrasy — a person's particular way of thinking, behaving, etc. that is 
clearly different from that of others», Oxford Advanced Learner's Dictionary. 

5 In two previous articles I have dealt with Henry of Ghent’s theory of the lumen 
medium and Peter Aureoli’s criticism of it. R. TYORINOJA, «Lumen medium. Henry of Ghent 
on the Accessibility of Theological Truths», in G. HOLMSTROM-HINTIKKA (ed.), Medieval 
Philosophy in Modern Times, Kluwer - Dordrecht - Boston - London 2000, pp. 161-182; 
«Aureole’s Critique of Henry of Ghent’s Lumen medium» in J.A. AERTSEN und A. SPEER 
(hrg.), Was ist Philosophie im Mittelalter? Miscellanea Mediaevalia, Band 26, 
Veröffentlichungen des Thomas-Instituts der Universität zu Köln. Walter de Gruyter, Berlin 
- New York 1998, pp. 622-628. 

6 Scriptum, Prooem., q.1, a.3, $112: p. 164-165; 3-6. 
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When defining theology as a «declarative» habit, Aureoli 
distinguishes fantasy from imagination. He refers to Averroés’ 
interpretation of Aristotle in Metaphysics XII and De anima, according to 
which the imagination that operates through the intellect (imaginari per 
intellectum) differs from the imagination which, as one of the interior 
senses (sensus interior), depends on the sensitive faculty of the soul7. 
Averroés uses the expression imaginatio per intellectum in his Long 
Commetary on De anima8 and in his Commentary on Metaphysics XII. 
Thomas Aquinas, in the disputation De veritate, refers to Averroés’ 
comment 21 on Aristotle’s De anima book III in which the Commentator 
uses the term «imagination» (imaginatio) for the first operation of the 
intellect and the term «belief» (fides) for the second one10. However, in his 
Long Commentary on De anima, Averroés uses the term formatio for this 
first operation of the intellect.11 On the other hand, in comment 155, 


7 Scriptum, Prooem., q.1, a.3, $112: p. 164-165; 3-15. 

8 Averroes Cordubensis, Commentarium magnum in Aristotelis De anima libros, 
R.S. CRAWFORD (ed.), Corpus Corumentariorum Averrois in Aristotelem, The Medieval 
Academy of America, Cambridge, Mass. 1953, Lib. I, p. 6, com. 3:15-19. 

9 Aristotelis metaphysicorum, Libri XIIII, cum Averrois Cordubensis in eosdem 
commentariis, et epitome. Venetiis 1562. Aristotelis Opera cum Averrois Commentariis, 
Vol. VIII, Reprint, Minerva, Frankfurt am Main, 1962, com. 37. The context of Averroés' 
comment is the desiring and voluntary acts of the celestial bodies, which are pure 
intelligences without sensitive souls. Their movements towards the good must therefore 
originate from intellectual imagination. The original Arabic term is the same as in De 
anima TI, comment 21, and should be translated as formatio in Latin. In the English 
translation of Averroés’ Commentary on the Metaphysics it has been translated as 
«representation», and the Latin term phantasia as «imagination». C. GENEQUAND, Ibn 
Rushd's Metaphysics. A Translation with Introduction of Ibn Rushd's Commentary on 
Aristotle's Metaphysics, Book Làm. Islamic Philosophy and Theology, vol. LEI Brill, 
Leiden 1984, p. 151. I am indebted to PhD Taneli Kukkonen for pointing out these 
terminological vacillations in different translations. - Aristotle himself does not use the 
term «imagination» here. See Metaphysica XII, cap. 7, 1072a, 26-35. Aristoteles Latinus, 
XXV 2, Translatio Anonyma sive ‘Media’, G. VUILLEMIN-DIEM (ed.), E.J. Brill, Leiden 
1976. 

10 De veritate, q. 14, a. 1, c. 

ll Commentarium magnum, p. 455, com. 21:14-28. - In his Commentary on the 
Sentences, Aquinas uses the terms formatio or simplex intelligentia, not imaginatio, for the 
first operation of the intellect by referring to the position of the «philosophers» without 
explicitly mentioning Averroés. By this first operation the intellect comprebends what a 
thing really and properly is, or the quiddity of a thing. Scriptum super sententiis, III, d. 23, 
q. 2, a.2, c. 135. See n. 9 above. 
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Averroés explains Aristotle’s saying that «understanding is a kind of 
imagining» (intelligere est quoddam imaginari). It is clear, Averroés says, 
that imagination differs (aliud est) from sensation, but it is not as clear that 
intellect differs from imagination; «It is estimated that some acts of the 
intellect are to imagine and some to believe, and that there is no difference 
(nulla differentia) between imagination and intellect»12. 

Avicenna in particular, whose psychology was widely known in the 
twelfth century Latin translation Liber de anima seu sextus de naturalibus, 
makes an explicit distinction between fantasy and imagination, a position 
Thomas Aquinas criticizesl3. For Avicenna, fantasy is the faculty that 


12 Commentarium magnum, Lib. II, pp. 364-365, com. 155:11-19. - Like on many 
others of Aristotles’ works, Averroés wrote three commentaries on De anima; «short», 
«middle» and «long». See A.L. IvRv, «Averroes’ Short Commentary on Aristotle's De 
Anima», Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale. Vol. VII. Rivista della 
Società Internazionale per lo Studio del Medioevo Latino, Spoleto, 1997, pp. 511-549. On 
the notion of imagination in the Short Commentary, Ibid. pp. 539-543. In the Middle Ages, 
however, only Averroés’ Long Commentary was available in Latin. B.G. Dop, «Aristoteles 
latinus» in N. KRETZMANN, A. KENNY, J. PINBORG (eds.), Cambridge History of Later 
Medieval Philosophy. From the Rediscovery of Aristotle to the Disintegration of 
Scholasticism 1100-1600, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge - London - New York - 
New Rochelle - Melbourne - Sydney 1982, p. 76. 

13  Avicenna's De anima includes the parts of his work Shifá dealing with the human 
soul and its faculties. On the influence of Avicenna’s De anima, see DN HASSE, 
Avicennas's De anima in the Latin West. The Formation of a Peripatetic Soul 1160-1300. 
The Warburg Institute, London - Turin 2000 (Warburg Institute Studies and Texts 1). In his 
Summa theologiae, Aquinas deals with the question of the number of the interior senses 
(interiores sensus), and whether fantasy and imagination are one and the same faculty or 
power (potentia, virtus). Aquinas quotes Avicenna, according to whom there are five inner 
sense faculties all having different functions; common sense, fantasy, imagination, 
estimation, and memory, and he says that Avicenna wanted to reserve the term 
«imagination» to mean the faculty by means of which complex imaginary utterances, like 
«golden mountain», are composed of (or divided by) the sensible forms. In contrast to 
Avicenna, Aquinas himself thinks that fantasy and imagination are identical powers of the 
inner sense, even if they function differently. Both signify powers by which the forms 
acquired through the senses are retained and preserved. For Aquinas, to assume this kind 
of fifth power is superfluous and the compositive faculty can be explained by means of 
imaginative power, which is really the same as fantasy. Hence, only four inner senses are 
actually needed; common sense, imagination (i.e., fantasy), estimation, and memory. Ia, q. 
78, a. 4. C. On imagination in Arabic philosophers, see D.L. BLACK, Logic and Aristotle's 
Rhetoric and Poetics in Medieval Arabic Philosophy. E.J. Brill, Leiden - New York - 
Kgbenhavn - Köln 1990, and S. KEMAL, The Poetics of Alfarabi and Avicenna, E.J. Brill, 
Leiden - New York - Kgbenhavn, Köln 1991. 
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receives the forms acquired by the five external senses. Imagination, as 
distinct from mere fantasy, is the formative faculty and a storehouse of the 
images of the forms, in which the forms are retained even though the 
sensible objects are absent. Avicenna emphasizes that these two functions, 
receiving and retaining, are different onesl4. In addition, imagination 
understood as an imaginative faculty (vis imaginativa) is properly the 
faculty of composing and dividing at will the images retained by the 
formative imagination!5. As distinct from fantasy and formative 
imagination, the compositive and voluntary imaginative function is not 
found in animals. If animals are incapable of creating new combinations 
of the stored sense images, the imaginative compositive faculty itself has 
to belong in some way to the human intellectual and rational soul even 
though those images by means of which it operates are not entirely free of 
matter in the manner of the universal intelligible forms. The faculty in 
question is the same; it is called cogitative when ruled by the intellect, and 
imaginative when ruled by the sensitive power16. Avicenna, nevertheless, 
wants to distinguish fantasy as a reproductive imagination which only 
recalls the stored sensitive images from the productive and creative 
imaginative faculty which is able to compose and divide those images and 
form new imaginary utterances, as happens in poetry!7. 


14 Avicenna Latinus, Liber de anima seu sextus de naturalibus, I-II-III, S. VAN 
RIET, E. PEETERS (eds.), Louvain, E.J. Brill, Leiden 1972, Pars I, Cap. V, pp. 87-88; 19-27. 

15 Liber de anima, Capit. V, Ia, pp. 89; 44-48. See BLACK, Logic and Aristotle's 
Rhetoric, pp. 201-202. 

16 Liber de anima, Pars V, cap. I, p.6;73-78. 

17 Among the medieval Arabic philosophers, in al-Farabi, Avicenna and Averroés, 
the task of imagination within human cognitive faculties was extensively debated, 
especially in the context of poetry. Interestingly, they strive to develop a kind of cognitive- 
emotive theory of poetics. Even if they were all in agreement that imagination and 
imaginative utterances have nothing to do with truth and assent in the sense of 
demonstrative science, they took them to have a kind quasi-cognitive status analogous to 
assentive judgments. Not only in demonstrative science or dialectics and rhetoric but also 
in poetics discursive, syllogistic methods are used. The logic of poetic utterances can be 
explained by searching and finding a poetic middle term connecting two other terms. In this 
sense poetics also is a part of logic. Instead of causing anything like intellectual assent and 
a conclusion, imaginative poetic syllogisms produce acts of imaginative faculty and cause 
an imaginative acceptance. Thus, imaginative representation involves a procedure that can 
be seen as parallel to adjudicative acts properly belonging to the intellect, for both are 
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AUREOLI'S THEORY OF IMAGINARY PRESENCE 


Aureoli explains Scotus’ theory of abstractive and intuitive cognition 
and their roles in the possibilities of knowing God, which in his mind 
comes «closer to the truth» than the theory of Henry of Ghent!8. However, 
he wants to find a middle way between Henry’s theory of the supernatural 
lumen medium and Scotus’ view of the perfect scientific theology based on 
the perfect abstractive knowledge of divinity19. Scotus answers positively 
the question of whether God can give a light by means of which the terms 
of the articles of faith can be known under the proper concepts. This 
knowledge is, however, abstractive by nature. God can be cognized under 
the abstractive notion of ‘divinity’ properly and distinctly20. Intuitive 


forms of acquiescence. Avicenna, for example, uses the term «acquiescence» as the 
common genus of assent and imaginative acceptance. On the other hand, Averroés goes 
further in his terminology and speaks of the imaginative acceptance not only as a substitute 
for assent but deals with imaginative depictions as a means of poetic assent, even though 
not in the strict sense of the word. BLACK, Logic and Aristotle’s Rhetoric, pp. 181-184. See 
also her article, «The Imaginative Syllogism in Arabic Philosophy: A Medieval 
Contribution to the Philosophical Study of Metaphor», Mediaeval Studies 51 (1989) 242- 
267, Kemal’s terminological analysis is not as accurate as Black’s, for he speaks 
throughout of «imaginative assent». The Poetics of Alfarabi and Avicenna, pp. 153-157. 
Interestingly, Aureoli does not see any problem in comparing the unity of the theological 
habit to the declarative habit of poetics which exposes and explains poetic fictions. 
Scriptum, Prooem., q.4, a.4, §89, p. 280; 122-136. 

18 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.2, §§51-54. On Scotus’ view, see S.D. DUMONT, 
«Theology as a Science and Duns Scotus’s Distinction between Intuitive and Abstractive 
Cognition», Speculum 64 (1989) 579-599; «The Propositio Famosa Scoti: Duns Scotus and 
Ockham on the Possibility of a Science of Theology», Dialogue XXXI (1992) 415-429. On 
Scotus’ theory of intuitive cognition, see D.C. LANGSTON, «Scotus Doctrine of Intuitive 
Cognition», Synthese 96 (1993) 3-24. 

19 Scotus sympathizes with Henry’s approach, even though he does not accept his 
view of the lumen medium. He argues that it is possible for the wayfarer to have a perfect 
science of theology, and to be a perfect theologian as well. Dumont (1992) 417-419. On 
Scotus’ and Henry’s theories of fully natural knowledge of God and theology as perfectly 
scientific, see S.P. MARRONE, The Light of Thy Countenance. Science and Knowledge of 
God in the Thirteenth Century, Vol. 2. E.J. Brill, Leiden - Boston 2001, pp. 489-536, 
especially pp. 530-536. 

20 Angels, for example, have naturally a distinct cognition of the divine nature. This 
cognition, however, is not caused by the actual presence of the divine nature but is 
abstractive and mediated by species. On this point Scotus departs from Aquinas, who says 
that the angels know God through their own essence, not by means of species. Actually, 
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cognition, in contrast to abstractive cognition, always concerns the 
presence and existence of a thing or, in other words, it always terminates 
in the existing thing. This is impossible in this life in the case of God 
because such a cognition is beatifying. The divine essence can only be 
known abstractively, like any other quidditative nature. Because God can 
do by his will alone whatsoever he can do through his essence, he can 
cause a cognition in the human intellect that terminates in his essence, not 
as existing and present, but abstractively. This kind of cognition is possible 
for a wayfarer, inasmuch as every cognition not involving a beatific state 
of understanding is possible for him or her21. 

Aureoli refutes Hervaeus Natalis’ critique that the abstractive 
cognition of God would be only nominal (quid nominis) and fictive, not 
real (quid rei). According to Natalis, it is impossible to have a real 
cognition of a thing unless it is cognized as actually or possibly existing. 
To cognize the divine essence perfectly and evidently, a cognition of God 
as existing only possibly is not enough. This means that to cognize the 
divine essence as actually existing necessarily presupposes an intuitive 
cognition22. According to Aureoli, however, Hervaeus’ critique is based on 
«false imagination» because he supposes that the existence and actuality 
of a thing cannot be cognized abstractively23. In general, Aureoli defends 
Scotus’ position that an abstractive cognition of God, under a proper and 
distinct notion of deity, is possible for a wayfarer, and that it does not 
necessarily depend upon an intuitive cognition24. On the other hand, he 
denies that an abstractive cognition concerns only an absent thing. What is 
peculiar to Aureoli is that an abstractive cognition can concern not only an 
absent thing, but also the existence, presence and actuality of a thing. This 


Scotus states that the angelic and human intellects are, in their natures, powers of equal 
scope. Dumont (1989) pp. 582-583, 593. 

21 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.2, $53, p. 191; 19-33. 

22 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.2, §§57-61, pp. 193-194. 

23 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.2, $62, p. 194; 3-7. 

24 According to Stephen Dumont, Scotus’ original innovation was to find an 
interpretation of the abstractive cognition which could be isolated from beatitude as a 
distinct knowledge of the divine nature. Scotus tried to find a middle way of knowing the 
divine nature, a way which lies between the intuitive knowledge of the beatific vision and 
mere confused knowledge. A confused cognition as a definitional knowledge is related to 
a nominal acquaintance. A distinct cognition presupposes an complete and explicit 
grasping of all necessary features of a nature. Dumont, cit. (1989) 584-585. 
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is the case, for example, when an astronomer, whose cognition of an 
eclipse is scientific and abstractive, inside a darkened room knows in an 
abstractive way that there is an eclipse outside and says: «Now it begins, 
now it is halfway, and now it is over,» even though he or she has no 
intuitive cognition of the eclipse25. 

Aureoli correlates this kind of abstractive cognition with imagination. 
Imagination as an abstractive cognition is contrary to an intuitive one. But 
like in the preceding example of the astronomer in the closed room, one 
can imaginatively reach to the existence, presence and actuality of a thing, 
or as in Aureoli’s two other examples, when we hear the voice of a person 
familiar to us, but whom we cannot see at the present moment, we imagine 
that he or she is a certain kind of person, or when a physician who 
examines a patient’s symptoms knows that he or she has a certain kind of 
disease26. One does not imagine these things as absent; on the contrary, 
one imagines them as existing, present and actual. In a similar way, one 
can have a cognition of God’s quiddity which terminates in the reality and 
existence of God, though not intuitively but only abstractively, in an 
imaginary-like way. One can have a cognition of the real quiddity of God 
(quid rei de Deo) and that he really exists. But, as in the case of the eclipse, 
God’s presence, actuality and existence is cognized imaginatively and 
abstractively (quasi imaginative et abstractive)27. 

According to Aureoli, Scotus is right in that an abstractive cognition 
of God is possible for us and that this cognition is not only nominal but 
concerns God’s real quiddity and existence, and that this kind of cognition 
is not beatific. This entails that such a light by means of which theological 
truths are known in a scientific and demonstrative way is possible for a 
wayfarer. There are, however, two issues in which Scotus’ views are 
debatable and which seems to be less true (minus vere). First, according to 
Scotus, an intuitive cognition cannot be separated from the actuality and 
presence of its object. Second, in Scotus’ view, in contraposition to an 
abstractive cognition which equally concerns being and nonbeing, the 
existent and the nonexistent, an intuitive cognition entails the actuality, 
presence and existence of the real object28. Aureoli states that even if an 


25 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.2, $63, p. 194; 8-16. Ibid. $66: p. 195; 28-33. 
26 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.2, $65, p. 195; 22-27. 

27 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.2, $67 p. 195, 34-42. 

28 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.3, $73, p. 196; 3-14. 
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intuitive cognition entails the presence, actuality and existence of its 
object, this object is not necessarily the real thing in the external world. He 
enumerates several cases where one has an intuitive cognition, of which a 
visual perception is a typical example, but where there is an object that 
only has an apparent being (esse apparens), not a real one. Our experiences 
show that on many occasions when we have an intuitive cognition of the 
presence of a thing, the thing itself is not actually present29. 


THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN INTUITIVE AND IMAGINARY PRESENCE 


Aureoli’s examples of apparent beings and appearances do not 
concern only false perceptions and errors; for him, every visual perception 
is mediated by an apparent being which has an intramental existence or 
«intentional being»30. To state that these are not visions but only 
judgments of the common sense through which we judge ourselves to see 
confirms rather than invalidates Aureoli’s own argument that no vision, by 
its specific nature, requires the presence of the extramental object. The 
vision itself is real, and does not entail the presence of the extramental 
object, even if the vision is true and corresponds to reality does it. The 
object of the vision and its reality for a seeing person is one thing and the 
question of whether there is anything in extramental reality that is in 

conformity with this vision is another. The vision is something intramental 
and as such it is real as an intentional being within the mind, but the 
question of its truth demands certain commonly accepted epistemological 
procedures31. 

It is not easy, for Aureoli, to define what intuitive cognition really 
means. He agrees with Hilary of Poitiers that all words used by us should 
be subjected to reality, and not vice versa32. Accordingly, everything that 


29 E.g. illusions, afterimages, mirages, dreams, hallusinations. Scriptum, Prooem., 
q.2, a.3, §§81-88, pp. 198-200. 

30 According to Tachau, Aureoli «is committed to the active role of sensitive and 
intellectual powers in cognition: he insists that they are ‘formative’ powers, i.e., that they 
create the ‘intentional being’ (esse intentionale). This intentional being, as a strictly 
cognitive entity, the res cognita, is numerically distinct both from the cognitive act by 
which it is generated or for which it is a terminus, and from extramental reality». Vision 
and Certitude, p. 93. 

31 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.3, §87, p. 199; 86-93. 

32 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.3, $103, p. 204; 12-18. 
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has been said of intuitive cognition is most plainly realized in «ocular» 
cognition, and the term is transferred to mean intellectual operations like 
an intellectual cognition. Compared to intuitive cognition, imagination, 
which, as an abstractive cognition, contrasts to seeing and vision, does not 
reach the existence of a thing immediately. However, it does not concern 
a thing as totally absent either, as shown by the example of the astronomer 
in the dark room. The difference is not in the object of cognition itself but 
in how it is cognized33. 

Intuitive cognition, however, can be distinguished from imaginary 
cognition on the basis of the following four criteria. First, it is true that 
imagination does not reach a thing immediately, but discursively 
(arguitive) from a cause, effect, or sign. Thus, an astronomer makes 
calculations and a physician concludes that a patient has a disease from 
certain kinds of signs. By contrast, ocular cognition is not argumentative 
but instead reaches the existence of a thing directly and immediately 
without discursive thought34. The second condition is one of presence. 
Imagination, no matter how much it imagines the presence of a thing, 
cannot reach it as really present but always moves and tends towards it in 
an absent-like way, whereas ocular cognition is able to reach its object in 
a present manner, even in the cases where the real thing is not present in 
reality35. The third condition concerns actualization. In an imaginary 
cognition, one’s imaginary act cannot extend to its object in an actualizing 
manner (modo actuativo). Ocular cognition, in contrast, entails actualizing 
its object, and as in the second condition, even in cases when the real 
object is nonexistent36. Finally, according to the fourth condition 
concerning existence, ocular cognition makes things which do not exist in 
reality appear to exist in reality37. Thus, according to Aureoli, intuitive or 
«ocular» cognition can be defined as follows. It is a direct cognition, not 
a discursive one. It reaches its objects in the present manner. Intuitive 
cognition is able to actualize its object and also posits its existence when 
the object does not really exist but only appears to exist. However, 


33 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.3, $104, p.204; 19-29. 

34 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.3, §105, p. 204; 30-36. 

35 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.3, $106, p. 204; 37-46. 

36 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.3, $107, pp. 204-205; 47-53. 
37 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.3, $108, p. 205. 
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imaginary cognition is not able to make anything of these conditions. It 
does not reach its object directly or presently, and neither can it actualize 
or posit the existence of an object. 

Notwithstanding these limitations to the imagination’s powers, it can 
tend to, direct, and reach to the presence, actuality, and existence of a 
thing, even if imaginarily and in an absent-like manner. Thus, in Aureoli, 
one can have two kinds of cognition of God, intuitive, or present-like, and 
imaginary (i.e., abstractive), or absent-like. When God, who is present 
everywhere in reality (ubique realiter praesens), is cognized in an 
imaginary manner by a person, then God is present to him or her, not 
intuitively and present-like, however, but imaginarily and therefore in an 
absent-like manner. On the other hand, Aureoli makes it clear that this kind 
of imaginary presence of God can be most intimate and penetrating 
(intuitissimum per illapsum modo imaginario) to a person, so that he or 
she is certain of it even though he or she cannot see God38. 

For Aureoli, such concepts as «pure actuality» and «pure act» 
attributed to God are cognized abstractively, in an imaginary-like manner. 
This kind of cognizing does not essentially differ from the way by which 
one can know any other quiddity. The same conditions, which concern the 
possibility of knowing any creature imaginarily and in an absent-like 
manner, are possible of God. Therefore, the imaginary intellection 
(intellectio imaginaria) of God’s bare essence is compatible with one’s 
status as the wayfarer39. In opposition to Henry of Ghent’s theory of the 
lumen medium, Aureoli states that the intermediate light between the light 
of faith and the light of glory is possible, but it produces only an 
imaginary-like cognition of God and the articles of faith40. Its imaginary 
nature notwithstanding, this cognition can be demonstrable and 
scientific41, 


University of Helsinki 


38 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.4, $122, p. 210; 2-13. 

39 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.4, §§123-124, p. 210. - Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, §§129, 
p. 212; 22-28. Aureoli defends a position according to which there is unity of the 
theological habit. Geometry, for example, is an extension of the senses to imaginary things 
(imaginabilia). Scriptum, Prooem., q.4, a.4, §84, p. 277. 

40 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.4, §128, p. 211; 3-5. 

41 Scriptum, Prooem., q.2, a.4, $133, p. 213; 21-23. 
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DU PHANTASME A L’ESPECE INTELLIGIBLE: LA RUINE 
D’AVERROES PAR L’«AVERROÏSTE» JEAN DE JANDUN 


Jean de Jandun (ca. 1285-1328), professeur de philosophie 4 Paris 
entre 1310 et 1326, est considéré dans l’historiographie contemporaine 
comme le principal tenant de l’ «averroisme latin». Outre ses déclarations 
emphatiques, de fait, qui louent en la personne d’Averroès «perfectis- 
simus et gloriosissimus physicae veritatis amicus et defensor intrepidus»1, 
le maítre parisien bátit l'ensemble de ses disputes à l'aide du corpus latin 
du Commentateur. Est-ce à dire, cependant, qu'il est un disciple 
absolument fidéle? Rien n'est moins sür. Pour s'en convaincre, il suffit 
d'étre attentif à la reprise que Jean de Jandun fait de la théorie de 
l'abstraction mise en ceuvre par Averroés dans son Grand Commentaire 
sur le De anima. Dans ses Quaestiones super tres libros aristotelis de 
anima, dont l'essentiel fut probablement rédigé entre 1317 et 1319, Jean 
élabore des théses sur la production de l'espéce intelligible qui se referent 
à quelques propositions clés d’Averroés et se placent explicitement sous 
son patronage. Ces références sont déterminantes dans son raisonnement 
et elles paraissent exégétiques. Comment, pourtant, réarticulent-elles la 
théorie rushdienne qui concerne la création de l'intentio intellecta? 
Quelles différences, quels écarts, quelles ruptures peut-on repérer puis 
décrire? Ce transfert déviant de la pensée d’Averroès revét-il un sens 
philosophique? 

Retenons seulement deux théses du Grand Commentaire que Jean de 
Jandun va travailler. La première concerne le róle de l’intellect agent dans 


l Quaestiones super tres libros Aristotelis de anima, Venise, 1587; Minerva, 
Frankfurt a. M., 1966 (= QDA) III, 23, col. 352. Sur Jean de Jandum et Averroés, cfr. J. B. 
Brenet, Transports du sujet. La noétique d'Averroés selon Jean de Jandum, Paris, Vun, 
2003. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. II, pp. 1179-1190. 
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l’universalisation de l’image, c’est-à-dire son intervention dans le 
processus où l'on passe de l'intentio ymaginata à lY intentio intellecta. La 
chose est connue et se résume assez simplement: Averroès développe une 
théorie de l’abstraction, comprise comme dépouillement (denudatio) du 
phantasme, qui évacue le modèle de l’induction abstractive qu’on trouve 
au début de la Métaphysique ou dans les Seconds Analytiques Il, 19 
d’Aristote. L’intelligible n’est pas tiré de la perception de ressemblances 
entre des images, il résulte de la dénudation d’une image singulière. Ainsi, 
par exemple, je n’obtiens pas le concept de table en l’abstrayant d’une 
pluralité d’images de tables singulières, mais en retirant par mon intellect 
à une image singulière (l’image de cette table) tout ce qui la singularise2. 
Pour décrire cette opération, le latin du Grand Commentaire dit que 
l’intellect agent «aufert eas [les intentiones ymaginatas] a materiis», ou 
encore qu’il «extrahit illud quod est in potentia de potentia in actum»3. 
L’intellect agent produit les intellecta, il les engendre, et c’est cela que 
recouvre le verbe abstrahere, c'est-à-dire la création de l’intelligible par 
Vintellect sur la base de l'image, en quelque sorte dans la «rencontre» de 
l'intellect et du phantasme. En effet, l'intellect agent n'est pas chez 
Averroès un «donateur de formes», et l’image n'actue pas d’elle-méme ou 
d'elle seule l'intellect récepteur: elle n'est motrice que si l' intellect agent 
intervient pour la réduire à son noyau d'intelligibilité. Il y a donc bien deux 
moteurs de la pensée qui coopérent et dont l’articulation conditionne l'acte 
intellectif. Ni l'intellect agent ni l'image n'agissent directement sur 
l'intellect matériel; l'intellect agent abstrait l’intelligible d'une image, et 
c'est le produit de cette abstraction que l'intellect matériel recoit4. C'est la 
première thèse. 


2 Sur ce point, cfr. A. DE LIBERA, La Querelle des universaux. De Platon à la fin 
du Moyen Age, Paris, Le Seuil, 1996, p. 208-212. 

3 Averrois Cordubensis, Commentarium Magnum in Aristotelis De anima Libros, 
FS. CRAWFORD (ed.), Cambridge, Massachusetts, The Medieval Academy of America, 
1953, III, C5, p. 384, 1. 49 et p. 389, 1. 73-74. 

^ Toutes les citations suivantes correspondent à cette idée: «... ita intentiones 
ymaginate non movent intellectum materialem nisi quando efficiuntur intellecte in actu 
postquam erant in potentia. Et propter hoc fuit necesse Aristoteli imponere intellectum 
agentem [...]; et est extrahens has intentiones de potentia in actum» (CRAWFORD, III, C5, 
p- 401, 1. 405-410); «... in anima sunt due partes intellectus, quarum una est recipiens [...], 
alia autem agens, et est illud quod facit intentiones que sunt in virtute ymaginativa esse 
moventes intellectum materialem in actu postquam erant moventes in potentia» 
(CRAWFORD, III, C5, p. 406, 1. 557-562); «Et quemadmodum lux facit colorem in potentia 
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La seconde est plus technique, elle concerne la préparation, au niveau 
individuel, de l’acte intellectif. Quand nous disons que l’intellect abstrait 
l’intelligible de l’image ou qu’il intervient sur l’image, nous nous 
exprimons de maniére assez floue. Car, dans le Grand Commentaire 
d' Averroés, ymaginatio revêt un sens à la fois spécifique et générique : au 
sens strict, le terme désigne l’imaginative, qui retient notamment les 
formes senties, mais il peut aussi valoir pour l’ensemble des facultés dites 
du sens interne, c’est-ä-dire l’imaginative, la cogitative et la 
remémorative. Or, lorsqu’il est assuré qu’on ne pense pas sans phantasme, 
ou sans image, et que l’intellect a besoin de l’ ymaginatio pour penser, c'est 
précisément ä ce second sens qu’il faut se référer. L’intellect, en effet, n’a 
pas besoin seulement de l’intentio ymaginata de |’ imaginative, mais de ce 
qui est produit ou de ce qui résulte d’une certaine organisation, d’un 
certain jeu de ces facultés du sens interne qui fagonnent ce que, sans 
grande rigueur, nous nommons l’«image». Il suffit de lire l’interprétation 
qu’ Averroés donne de l’intellectus passibilis d' Aristote: «Et intendebat hic 
per intellectum passibilem formas ymaginationis secundum quod in eas 
agit virtus cogitativa propria homini»5. C’est la definition la plus nette 
qu’on pourra trouver chez le Cordouan. L’intellect passible n’est pas 
seulement l’image stock&e dans l’imaginative, cela correspond plus 
exactement aux formes de l’imagination en tant qu’agit sur elles la virtus 
cogitativa propre à l’homme. Ce qui veut dire que l’image illuminée par 
l’intellect agent est en réalité une image travaillée par la cogitative. Quelle 
est la nature de ce travail? Il n’est pas aisé de le dire très exactement, mais 
Averroès l’indique lorsqu’il écrit: 


Ista enim virtus [i.e. la cogitative] est aliqua ratio, et actio eius nichil est aliud quam 
ponere intentionem forme ymaginationis cum suo individuo apud rememorationem, ` 


esse in actu ita quod possit movere diaffonum, ita intellectus agens facit intentiones in 
potentia intellectas in actu ita quod recipit eas intellectus materialis» (CRAWFORD, IH, C5, 
p. 411, 1. 697-701); «Unde necesse est, cum hoc quod posuimus quod proportio 
intentionum ymaginatarum ad intellectum materialem est sicut proportio sensibilium ad 
sensus (ut Aristoteles post dicet), imponere alium motorem esse, qui facit eas movere in 
actu intellectum materialem (et hoc nichil est aliud quam facere eas intellectas in actu, 
abstrahendo eas a materia» (CRAWFORD, UL C18, p. 438-439, 1. 51-57); «Abstrahere enim 
nichil est aliud quam facere intentiones ymaginatas intellectas in actu postquam erant in 
potentia» (CRAWFORD, III, C18, p. 439, 1. 76-77). 
5 CRAWFORD, III, C20, p. 449, 1. 173-175. 
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aut distinguere eam ab eo apud formationem. Et manifestum est quod intellectus qui 
dicitur materialis recipit intentiones ymaginatas post hanc distinctionem. Iste igitur 
intellectus passibilis necessarius est in formatione6. 


La cogitative est aliqua ratio, et son activité n'est pas la m&me selon 
qu'il s'agit de se ressouvenir ou de penser. Apud rememorationem, 
lorsqu'on cherche un souvenir, elle a une fonction de composition, elle 
remet ensemble une intentio et une forme imaginée (elle les re-compose); 
apud formationem, en revanche, c'est-à-dire lorsqu'il s'agit de penser, 
dans l'acte intellectif, elle fait l'inverse, elle sépare, elle extrait, elle 
«distingue» une intentio d'une forme imaginée, intentio qui doit se 
déposer dans la remémorative pour que l’intellect matériel puisse recevoir 
une forme. De ce texte capital, retenons seulement ceci: la cogitative 
distingue des intentiones en les séparant des formae ymaginatae, et elle 
doit le faire pour que l'intellection ait lieu. Nous devrions ajouter: pour 
que zoute intellection ait lieu. Quel que soit ce qui est pensé, en effet, il est 
nécessaire que l'intervention distinctive de la cogitative précéde 
l'abstraction intellectuelle opérée par l'intellect agent. Ce n'est pas sur 
l'image au sens strict que l’intellect agent agit pour abstraire |’ intelligible, 
il opére sur le produit d'un premier dépouillement, c'est-à-dire sur ce que 
la cogitative a tiré hors de l'image. En d'autres termes, l'abstraction 
universelle dépend chaque fois d'une abstraction individuelle de l'image. 
Ce qu'Averroés formule en usant d'une métaphore7: l'intellect a besoin 
pour penser de l'imaginative, de la cogitative, de la remémorative, et ces 
facultés, écrit-il, sont comme les choses qui préparent la matiére de l'art 
(l'image) à recevoir l’action de l'art (l'illumination de l’intellect agent sur 
l'image). On peut résumer d'une phrase les deux points qu'on a relevés: le 
processus abstractif est compris chez Averroés comme dépouillement, 
comme dépouillement par |’ intellect agent d'une image singulière, et, plus 
exactement, comme le dépouillement d'une image singuliére dégrossie, 
affinée, abstraite au préalable par l'activité distinctive ou distinctrice de la 
cogitative. 


6 CRAWFORD, III, C20, p. 449,1. 175-182; nous retenons la leçon de G qui n'a pas 
«et ymaginationem» aprés «apud formationem». 

7 «...et sine virtute ymaginativa et cogitatiua nichil intelligit intellectus qui dicitur 
materialis; hee enim virtutes sunt quasi res que preparant materiam artificii ad recipiendum 
actionem artificii» (CRAWFORD, III, C20, p. 449-450, 1. 184-188). 
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Voyons maintenant comment cela se retrouve chez Jean de Jandun. A 
priori, Jean est favorable à l'idée d'une coopération entre |’ intellect agent 
et l'image, c'est-à-dire à l'idée, qu'il présente comme «courante», selon 
laquelle c'est en vertu d'une action de l' intellectus agens que l'image est 
en mesure de modifier l’intellect possible. Cela revient d'ailleurs de três 
nombreuses fois dans son oeuvre, comme une these à laquelle il parait 
souscrire. Rien ne va plus, pourtant, lorsque Jean aborde le probléme de 
front et se décide à chercher quelle est la nature exacte de l'intervention de 
l'intellect abstracteur. Deux raisons, au moins, expliquent l'embarras qui 
le gagne: d'abord, le fait qu’ Averroés ne soit pas trés bavard sur le sujet 
dans son Grand Commentaire; ensuite, la complexification scolastique de 
la question, dont Jean est l’héritier. Ici plus qu'ailleurs, le téte à téte avec 
Averroés est impossible, et le maitre parisien ne peut que s'inscrire dans 
une histoire latine trés serrée oü les arguments n'ont pas cessé de 
s'accumuler, de se répondre, de déplacer les problémes. D'ailleurs, et c'est 
une caractéristique formelle d'importance, Jean ne «récite» pas le 
Commentateur, comme il le fait quelquefois, il ne répond pas non plus 
d'emblée en le citant, il se livre plutót à un état des lieux oü est présenté 
ce qui, à ses yeux, constitue les principales solutions des expositores latini: 
c'est donc sur le terrain des réponses latines qu'il se place, en tächant de 
se situer par rapport à elles. 

Trois hypothéses sont proposées: la premiere ressemble à la solution 
qu'expose le sophisme sur l'intellect (daté de 1305) de Jean de 
Goettingen: l'intellect a une action positive, il imprime une puissance aux 
images, il leur confére une disposition spirituelle qui leur permet de 
modifier l'intellect possible8. La deuxième hypothèse est issue de l’œuvre 
de Godefroid de Fontaines?, m&me si Jean ne donne aucun nom: c'est celle 
d'un contact virtuel, qui rend efficace les quiddités immergées dans les 
formes sensibles. L'intellect agent est alors aussi removens prohibens, 
puisqu'il neutralise les obstacles empêchant que ces quiddités ne se 


8 Cfr. Z. KUKSEWICZ, «'Sophisma on the intellect and intention’ by John of 
Goettingen, an early XIVth century parisian averroist», in Studia Mediewistyczne 20/2 
(1980), p. 108, 1. 2022-2026. Cfr. également Z. KUKSEWICZ, «Un commentaire ‘averroiste’ 
anonyme sur le Traité de l'âme d' Aristote», in Revue philosophique de Louvain, 62 (1964), 
p. 447. 

9 Cfr. Les Quodlibets cing, six et sept de Godefroid de Fontaines, M. DE WULF et 
J. HOFFMANS (eds.), Louvain, 1914, q. 10, p. 38 et p. 40. 
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manifestent (thése fameuse, que Jean pouvait lire à peu près chez Radulfus 
Brito, Maino de Milan, Durand de Saint-Pourgain, Hervé Nédellec, Duns 
Scot, etc.). La troisiéme hypothése est celle, dit Jean, d'un socius noster 
qui s'efforce trés intelligemment de se conformer aux propositions 
d'Averroés. Dans cette dernière lecture, il est dit que l'intellect est 
«présent» aux images et qu'il suffit à l'individu de vouloir penser telle ou 
telle chose pour que, en vertu de cette présence, se produise une 
modification dans l'intellect possible, et donc une penséel0. Passons sur le 
traitement détaillé que Jean réserve à toutes ces hypothéses, et venons-en 
immédiatement à la conclusion sur laquelle il débouche, laquelle restera 
valable malgré toutes ses tentatives ultérieures pour reprendre la question 
(en usant notamment du couple cause éloignée/cause prochaine)!1. Cette 
conclusion est la suivante: en dépit de leurs efforts, tous les philosophes 
ayant tenté d'expliquer le type d'action que pouvait avoir l'intellect agent 
sur les images ont échoué. On ne peut pas tenir ferme une démonstration 
philosophiquement satisfaisante qui rende compte de cette intervention, et 
Jean l'avoue lui-méme: il ne voit plus bien la nécessité d'attribuer un röle 
à l'intellect agent dans cette phase-là du processus intellectif, c'est-à-dire 
dans l'engendrement de l’espèce intelligiblel2. Du coup, il change la 
` donne et déloge l’intellectus agens en décalant d'un cran son entrée en 
scene: le phantasme, dit-il, agit dans l'intellect possible, il produit en lui 
l’espéce intelligible, mais, et voilà sa nouvelle idée, il le fait de lui seul, 
sans concours, il est la cause immédiate, l'unique principe actif de cette 


10 Ce socius est encore non identifié aujourd'hui. Il ne s'agit pas de M. DE MAINERI, 
et L. SPRUIT («Species intelligibilis». From Perception to Knowledge. I: Classical Roots 
and Medieval Discussions, Leyde-New York-Copenhague-Cologne, E.J. Brill, 1994, p. 
333) comme A. PATTIN (Pour l'histoire du sens agent. La controverse entre Barthélemy de 
Bruges et Jean de Jandun, ses antécédents et son évolution. Étude et textes inédits, Leuven, 
University Press, 1988, p. 333 sq.) ont eu tort de penser que la thése exposée par Jean 
correspondait à la position que défendait Thomas Wilton dans sa Quaestio de anima 
intellectiva (cfr., pour une vérification textuelle, W. SENKO, «Tomasza Wiltona Quaestio 
disputata de anima intellectiva», in Studia Mediewistyczne, 5, 1964, 75-116). 

1 Et malgré le fait, également, que Jean dise ici parler gratia exercitationis. 

12 «Omnibus ergo consideratis confiteor ad praesens me nescire aliquam 
necessitatem huius conclusionis, quod intellectus agens efficiat speciem intelligibilem 
mediante phantasmate: et vere non apparet mihi quod intellectus agens habet aliquem 
modum causalitatis super huiusmodi speciem una cum phantasmate» (QDA III, 24, col. 
359); «... phantasma agit immediate speciem intelligibilem nihil cogente ad hoc intellectu 
agente proprio homini» (ibid.). 
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espèce, c’est-ä-dire que de ce processus de production de l’intelligible 
l’intellect agent est absolument exclu: c’est l’image qui s’universalise 
d’elle-méme. Ainsi, la production de l’espèce intelligible est non 
intellectuelle, parce que ce n'est pas à l’intellect (ni à l’intellect agent ni à 
l’intellect possible) que revient de dégager l’intelligible de l'image. 

Mais, dans ces conditions, n’est-ce pas conclure que l’intellect agent 
n’a plus aucun rôle à jouer, puisque l’universel est engendré sans lui, et 
qu'on doit l'évacuer totalement du processus intellectif? Justement pas, 
estime Jean, qui fait montre ici d'une grande assurance. Car l’espèce 
intelligible a certes été engendrée, elle a peut-être été reçue dans |’ intellect 
possible, mais elle n'a pas encore été pensée. En cela, elle conserve une 
forme de puissance, et c’est à l' intellect agent, ultimement, de l'en défaire. 
Il faut bien voir, dit Jean, influence ici par des distinctions scotistes, que le 
processus intellectif se partage en deux: la premiére phase conduit à 
l'espéce intelligible, la seconde phase correspond à l'activation de cette 
espéce, c'est-à-dire à la pensée proprement dite. Une espéce intelligible est 
destinée à étre un représentant, elle a pour fonction de représenter une 
quiddité. Mais il ne suffit pas qu'elle soit produite et subjectée pour que 
cette représentation ait effectivement lieu. Il faut encore que l’intellect 
(agent) intervienne, qu'il illumine l’espèce en effectuant sa dimension 
représentative et c'est alors, seulement, qu'on accéde à la quiddité. La 
mise en place de cette partition constitue l'une des démonstrations 
favorites de Jean de Jandun: il est vrai que la distinction entre l'espéce 
intelligible et l'acte d'intellection n'est pas de lui (on le trouve notamment 
chez Ferrand d’Espagnel3), mais il en a disputé trés tót (avec Barthélemy 
de Bruges, qui, selon lui, l'établissait mall4) et il y tient plus que tout. Cela 
explique, d'ailleurs, qu'il ne soit pas trop désespéré par son impuissance à 
trouver une place à l'intellect agent dans l'engendrement de l'espéce 
intelligible, dans la mesure ot l'intellect agent a déjà sa place chez lui, il 
joue déjà un róle, et le meilleur, celui de faire la pensée. Rien n'obséde 
plus Jean que l'idée de faire déchoir l' intellect, et l'idée que le phantasme 
jouisse d'une causalité réelle sur l'intellect possible n'est acceptée qu'à la 


13 Cfr. Z. KUKSEWICZ, «Ferrandus Hyspanus De specie intelligibili», in Medioevo, 
3 (1977) 187-235. 

14 Cfr. E.G. SMITH «John of Jandun’s Dispute with Bartholomew of Bruges on the 
Intelligible Species», M.A. Thesis, Saint Louis University, Saint Louis, Missouri, 1969. 
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condition qu'il revienne à l’intellect agent, dans l’exécution d'une 
operation strictement mentale (de l’intellect, dans l’intellect), de 
couronner l’acte d’intellection. 

A ce stade, deux remarques s’imposent. Premiérement, les thèses que 
Jean développe n’ont plus rien à voir avec celles du Commentateur, qu'il 
est censé suivre (ou retrouver): ni l’idée que le processus intellectif soit 
partagé en deux par l’espèce intelligible, ni l'idée que cette espéce (qu'on 
ne peut confondre avec l’intentio intellecta d’Averroès) soit un 
représentant, ni l’idée que l’image soit le seul facteur permettant de 
l’engendrer (puisque le Grand Commentaire n’envisage d’universa- 
lisation de l’image que sur la base d’une «rencontre» entre l’intellect agent 
et l'intentio ymaginata). Deuxiémement, et c'est ce qui étonne le plus: on 
s'attend à ce que Jean reconnaisse son infidélité et qu'il constate l'écart 
qui s'est creusé entre Averroés et lui tandis qu'il dispute avec ses 
collégues; on s'attend à ce qu'il s'avoue incapable de rendre raison des 
propositions du Commentateur sur la «création» de l'intelligible. Or, ce 
n'est pas ce qu'il fait. Il rejette certes l'idée d'une abstraction intellectuelle 
de l'image, mais il garde les citations d’Averroés et déplace leur point 
d'application en prétendant qu'elles valent pour la phase ultime du 
processus intellectif qu'il va défendre. Aprés tout, semble demander Jean 
'de Jandun, qui a dit que facere les intentiones en acte devait désigner cette 
opération qui consiste à produire la species intelligibilis? Pour le maitre 
parisien, confiant dans sa lecture du Grand Commentaire, il en va tout 
autrement: facere les intentiones in actu c'est facere intellectionem, ce 
n'est pas universaliser ou dépouiller des images singuliéres, c'est agir sur 
des formes déjà intelligibles, pour qu'elles fonctionnent vraiment comme 
medium de l’universel15. Abstraire par l' intellect, ce n'est pas produire une 
espéce intelligible, c'est véritablement penser l'intelligible de l’espèce. 


15 «... intellectus agens est potens omnia facere quantum ad cognitionem eorum 
universalem. Et hoc aperte docet Commentator cum dicit quod facit omnia potentia 
intellecta actu intellecta. Sed ex hoc non sequitur quod debeat facere omnia quantum ad 
eorum species, immo ipsae quidditates materiales cogitatae faciunt ipsas species in 
intellectu. Et ad auctoritates Commentatoris, dico quod omnes referendae sunt ad ipsum 
actum secundum intellectus, qui est intelligere, non ad actum priorem, qui est species 
intelligibilis» (QDA III, 24, col. 360); «Iste [intellectus agens] enim facit de potentia 
intellectis actu intellecta, et hoc est formaliter facere intellectionem» (ODA I, 10, col. 54); 
«ergo relinquitur quod abstrahere est agere ipsam intellectionem» (ODA III, 25, col. 366). 


DU PHANTASME L’ESPECE INTELLIGIBLE: LA RUINE D’ AVERROES 1187 


Coüte que coûte, Jean tâche de conserver la caution d'Averroés, alors 
méme qu’il bouleverse tout le montage rushdien expliquant l’intellection. 
Considérons maintenant sa reprise de la seconde thése. Jean sait deux 
choses: il sait que chez Averroés la faculté cogitative a la charge de 
distinguer des «intentions» en les tirant des formes stockées dans 
l'imaginative. Il sait que cette faculté cogitative est fondamentale ou 
décisive dans le processus intellectif et que son intervention conditionne 
celle de l’intellect lui-méme. Mais la singularité de sa lecture tient en ceci 
qu’il sépare ces deux fonctions, puisque, pour lui, ce n’est pas comme 
faculté distinctive des intentions que la cogitative est déterminante pour 
penser. En effet, à quoi sert le pouvoir discriminant de la cogitative? A 
connaître des intentions non senties, et seulement cela. Prenons deux 
exemples: si je veux penser une couleur, une odeur, un son, je n’ai pas 
besoin du pouvoir de distinction de la cogitative, étant donné que la forme 
sentie regue dans l’imaginative suffit 4 causer dans l’intellect possible une 
forme universelle correspondante. Si, en revanche, je veux penser quelque 
chose comme la méchanceté (parce que j’ai croisé un loup), ou la bonté 
(parce que j’ai croisé un homme bon), l’intervention de la cogitative est 
nécessaire pour séparer du bloc de percepts causé par ma rencontre telle 
ou telle intentio non sensata. La chose est très claire: selon ce qui est à 
connaître, j'ai besoin ou pas que la cogitative intervienne comme faculté 
distinctrice. Cela dit, pour une autre raison, la cogitative s’impose ä 
chaque fois. Certes, la forme sentie stockée dans l’imaginative a causé 
dans l’intellect possible une forme intelligible, certes ce qui est stocké 
dans la mémorative a fait de méme, mais il reste encore à l’intellect agent 
à les penser, et pour qu’il le fasse, pour qu’il s’y mette, il faut qu’il y soit 
disposé au dernier degré, et c’est là l’autre fonction de la cogitative, celle 
de porter l'intellect au seuil de son acte pour qu'il illumine des formes qui, 
selon les cas, auront résulté ou non de sa distinction16. Il est assez facile, 
dés lors, de voir comment Jean s'écarte d' Averroés. Voici ce qu'il écrit: 


16 «Sed quid dicam de actu virtutis cogitatiuae ? Dico, saluo meliori iudicio, quod 
ille actus, quem puto nobilissimum inter omnes actus virtutis sensitiuae, agit vel est 
principium agendi immediate in intellectu, non quidem actu intelligendi tanquam 
principium effectiuum ipsius ut probabitur post, sed agit aliquam formam abstractam, quae 
est immediata praeparatio vel dispositio intellectus ad intelligere actualiter» (QDA III, 15, 
col. 302); «Concedere ergo quod ad actum, qui est intelligere rem non sensatam, requiritur 
species intelligibilis, quam immediate facit species existens in memoratiua, et dispositio 
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...cogitatiua componit intentionem formae cum idolo apud rememorationem, et addit 
[Averroes], et distinguit eam, scilicet intentionem ab eo, scilicet idolo apud 
formationem, id est apud intelligere. Ad hoc enim quod intellectus distincte intelligat 
aliquam huiusmodi intentionem non sensatam oportet quod virtus cogitativa distincte 


cogitet eam indiuidualiter!7. 


Là oü Averroés pose qu'apud formationem, i.e. pour toute intellection, 
la cogitative intervient comme faculté discriminante qui tire des intentions 
imaginées, Jean glose en notant que cette intervention de la cogitative ne 
vaut que s'il s'agit de penser une intention non sentie. Distinguer des 
intentions non senties n'est qu'une des attributions de la cogitative, qui ne 
sert pas à penser absolument, mais à penser un type de pensable: 
l'intervention distinctive de la cogitative, autrement dit, n'est pas le 
préalable de toute intellection. Par ailleurs, 1l n'est pas étonnant de voir 
l'interprétation déviante que Jean fait de la métaphore sur la matiére de 
l'art: 


Credo, saluo meliori iudicio, quod requiritur [l'acte de la cogitative] tanquam 
principium dispositiuum, quod inducit propinquissimam dispositionem requisitam ad 
actum inteligendi, et sic virtus imaginatiua et memoratiua inducunt quamdam 
dispositionem, siue praeparationem quasi remotam. Actus autem cogitandi inducit 
dispositionem vel praeparationem propinquissimam, et haec videtur esse intentio 
Commentatoris in isto 3 commento 20 ubi sic dicit: istae enim virtutes sunt quasi res, 
quae praeparant materiam artificii ad recipiendum actionem, siue operationem 


artificis, et in hac auctoritate gauisus est animus meus cum Dei laudel8. 


Là où Averroès pose qu'il y a deux opérations dans le processus 
intellectif, que la premiére est un travail sur l'image, au niveau individuel, 
une abstraction individuelle de l'image qui donne le cogitable (et c'est la 
matière de l'art), et que la seconde est l’œuvre de l'intellect agent qui 
universalise ce cogitable (c'est l'action de l'art, l'abstraction intellectuelle 
de l'image affinée), Jean soutient que la matière de l'art désigne l’intellect 


causata ab actuali cogitatione. [...] Similiter ad actualem intellectionem rei sensibilis 
requiritur species intelligibilis, quam imprimit species existens in virtute imaginatiua, 
quam quidem speciem vocat Commentator intentionem imaginatam; et cum hoc requiritur 
dispositio causata ab actuali cogitatione illius rei» (QDA MI, 15, col. 302). 

17 QDATI, 37, col. 215. 

18 QDA III, 16, col. 305. 
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possible, préparé par les facultés du sens interne dans la mesure où il reçoit 
directement d’elles des espèces intelligibles, et que l’action de l’art 
désigne l’effectuation de l’intelligere par l’intellect agent qui illumine un 
intellect possible disposé 4 penser. Leurs deux analyses, ainsi, sont 
totalement non superposables. É 

La première conclusion que l'on tire de ce qui précêde, c'est que non 
seulement Jean ne parvient pas à suivre le Grand Commentaire, mais 
même qu'il le sape, qu'il le ruine en bouleversant totalement la maniêre 
Ou Averroês a de nouer le mental et le corporel, de distribuer les rôles 
entre intellect et imagination. On sait à ce stade que Jean ne sera pas en 
mesure de retrouver le concept clé d' Averroês, celui de continuatio, de 
jonction à l’intelligible, d'abord parce qu'il y a de nombreux changements 
(celui, notamment, qui fait passer de l'intentio, qui désigne ce qui est 
pensé, à la species, qui n'est rien qu'un intermédiaire de la pensée), mais 
aussi parce qu'il en détruit les conditions de possibilité. L'homme pense, 
dit Averroés, dans la mesure oü il se joint à l'intelligible en acte, et cela 
n'est faisable que dans la mesure oü l'intentio intellecta qui fait un avec 
l'intellect matériel est extraite de l'image par l'intellect agent. Chez Jean 
de Jandun, cette extraction n'existe plus, et l'on peut dire qu'en 
n'établissant pas comme Averroés comment l'image sert en quelque facon 
de trait d'union, le maitre parisien a mis par terre la théorie rushdienne des 
deux sujets de la pensée. Cela veut dire que, du point de vue doctrinal, le 
principal tenant de l’«averroisme latin» n'a d’averroiste que le nom, et 
qu'il développe en réalité une pensée orpheline. L’important, cependant, 
n'est pas de s'en tenir là. Car Jean est «averroiste», tout de méme, si l'on 
pense au rapport privilégié qu'il entretient avec le corpus latin d’ Averroès, 
dont il s'efforce de manier tous les textes accessibles; et c'est justement à 
la maniére qu'il a de réarticuler les textes qu'il faut &tre attentif, c’est-ä- 
dire au cheminement argumentatif de son involontaire parricide. 
L'important, dans ces séries de déviations, ce sont les raisons repérables 
textuellement de tous ces écarts, c'est la latinité contraignante de sa 
relecture (on pourrait voir, ainsi, combien Jean est dépendant d' Albert le 
Grand, de Barthélemy de Bruges, de Siger de Brabant, de Thomas Wilton 
ou encore de Duns Scot). Du reste, la ruine d' Averroés n'est pas la ruine 
de I’ «averroisme», et lorsqu'on dit que Jean «rate» la théorie rushdienne 
de l'abstraction, on n'est pas nécessairement conduit à aggraver le 
jugement, déjà trés sévére, de Gilson sur l’averroisme latin. Ne devrait-on 
pas conclure, en effet, que non seulement les averroistes n'ont rien appris, 
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qu'ils n'ont rien voulu savoir, mais qu'ils ont même tout perdu, en étant 
incapables de restituer correctement le sens de ce qui les fascinait ? 
Précisément non. Une description du transfert de la théorie rushdienne 
montre plutöt, d'une part, que la réponse de Jean est perméable et 
dynamique, et qu’elle s’inscrit dans le jeu des disputes universitaires de 
son époque en accueillant (parfois malgré lui, sans doute) des thèses 
d’autres auteurs latins; cela pourrait montrer, d’autre part, que sa 
construction théorique trouve une forme de cohérence, qu’elle met en 
place d'autres modéles et qu'elle produit d'autres concepts. Ainsi, Jean 
parait détruire les bases de la continuatio, certes, mais, si on lit ses ceuvres, 
avec en téte les textes qui lui servent de base, on le voit bátir autre chose, 
une théorie de I’ intelligere comme productio in se de la pensée. C'est cet 
ensemble de distorsions/créations qui parait digne d’intérét; il montre en 
tout cas comment la philosophie a continué, au XIVe siécle, de se 
construire dans l’aristotélisme, et non pas, ou pas seulement, contre ou loin 
de lui. 
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LAS FACULTADES DEL ALMA SEGUN JUAN DE LA 
ROCHELLE: UN GOZNE EN LA ANTROPOLOGIA DEL S. XIII 


INTRODUCCION 


Juan de la Rochelle fue uno de los primeros maestros universitarios 
franciscanos. Su proximidad con Alejandro de Hales por una parte, y por 
otra con San Buenaventura, ha desdibujado en cierta medida su figura 
histérica y su aporte a la antropologia del s. XIII. Sin embargo, desde hace 
mäs de un siglo los franciscanos lo reconocen como uno de los maestros 
de su tradiciön intelectual!. Esta tradiciön se revela muy rica y compleja, 
excediendo incluso la tradicional división, de la que da cuenta el P. 
Martigné, entre los Capuchinos, que preferían a S. Buenaventura, y todos 
los demás franciscanos que tomaban como maestro a Scoto?. Pero también 


1 Por ejemplo el P. MARTIGNÉ OFMCap. escribía ya en la década de 1880 sobre la 
importancia de estos reconocimientos, y su traductor, L. DA PIEDELAMA OFMRef. alababa 
la actividad del M. DA CıvEzzA (estudioso de Gerardo da Prato) y de T. DOMINICHELLI 
OFMObs. quien fue el primer editor de Ja Summa de Anima de Juan de la Rochelle (cf. La 
scolastica e le tradizioni Francescane, Assisi, 1889, p. VI). También deberíamos 
considerar, para hacer justicia, la obra pionera de H. LUGUET, Essai d'analyse et de critique 
sur le texte inédit du 'Traité de l'óme' de Jean de la Rochelle, Paris, 1875 y el primer elenco 
sistemático (aun no perfecto) de P. MiNGEs FM «De scriptis quibusdan Fr. Joannis de 
Rupella OFM (m. 1245)», Archivum Franciscanum Historicum 6 (1913) 597-612. Los 
mejores estudios bibliográficos producto de investigaciones actualizadas los provee G. 
BOUGEROL en tres artículos publicados en la misma revista Archivum Franciscanum 
Historicum: «Inventaire du fonds Jean de la Rochelle aux archives de l’évèché de la 
Rochelle», Archivum... 86 (1993) 363-370, «Les manuscrits de la 'Summa de Anima' de 
Jean de la Rochelle», Archivum... 87 n. 1-2 (1994) 21-30 y «Jean de la Rochelle. Les 
oeuvres et les manuscrits», Archivum... 87, n. 4-5 (1994) 205-216. 

? La scolastica e le tradizione francescane, cit. p. 9. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.LE.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1193-1204. 
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debe decirse que la tradiciön bonaventuriana no se limita al Doctor 
Seräfico, sino que incluye otros autores, anteriores y posteriores a él. En el 
surgimiento de la primera escuela franciscana cuyo maximo exponente es 
precisamente S. Buenaventura, el nombre de Alejandro de Hales funciona 
como la fecha de nacimiento de la escuela franciscana de Paris. La Summa 
Halensis puede ser considerada la primera obra de conjunto de esta 
tradiciön, que a lo largo del siglo va a modificarse profundamente. Aunque 
era sabido que se trata de una obra de equipo, con varios autores, la 
elucidaciön del aporte de cada uno al resultado ha sido una tarea larga y 
bastante complicada. A medida que se fue haciendo la luz en este tema, 
también se fue perfilando mejor la figura de Juan de la Rochelle. 

Los primeros investigadores de Juan, habiendo sefialado el influjo 
aristotélico en Alejandro, lo hallan aún más acentuado en éD, aunque 
reconociendo que esto no implica el abandono de la tradiciön agustiniana. 
Evidentemente se trata de perfilar mejor los aspectos provenientes de una 
y otra tradiciön, que se amalgaman en su obra. Para esto debemos tener en 
cuenta sus dos obras capitales. Por una parte, un texto central es su 
Tractatus de divisione multiplici potentiarum animae^. Su método, 
consistente en acumular informaciön sobre teorias anteriores, parece 
desplazar la presentaciön de un pensamiento original. Sus «autoridades» 
son heterogéneas y su selecciön se muestra un tanto a-critica. También se 
ha observado la superposiciön de cuestiones y temas de diferentes sectores 
epistémicos: aspectos empiricos, filosofia, teologia. 

Una segunda obra capital es la Summa de anima, compuesta -segtin 
ha podido determinarse- posteriormente al Tractatus y sirviéndose de esos 
materiales, aunque ahora en forma orgänica, por lo cual casi todos los 
historiadores hasta hace pocos afios privilegiaban esta obra sobre la otra. 
De hecho, su importancia radica en ser la primera obra sistemätica con 
influjo en las posteriores de la escolästica 

En este trabajo se procura mostrar que el objetivo no sélo de este 
tratado, sino también de la Summa, es concordar las dos grandes teorias 
sobre el hombre que se perfilaban en su horizonte -la naturalista y la 
tradicional- integrändolas en sus aspectos compatibles y redefiniendo los 
incompatibles. Se mostrarä esta estrategia en tres temas: la definiciön de 


3 Por ejemplo G. BONAFEDE, Il pensiero francescano nel secolo XIII, Palermo, 
Mori & Figli s/f, p. 70. 
4 Se cita por la edición de PM. QUANTIN, Paris, Vrin, 1964. 
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hombre, la teoría del intelecto (en su relación con la sensibilidad) y el 
concepto de gracia. 


EL CONCEPTO DE HOMBRE 


En realidad Juan no se ha ocupado de definir al hombre o estudiar 
definiciones anteriores. El concepto del hombre se deriva de la concepciön 
sobre el alma y sus potencias. 

El Tractatus se abre con el anuncio de que el tema de la divisiön de 
las potencias del alma se tratarä segün los filösofos, los médicos, Juan 
Damasceno y Agustin (que serian los tedlogos). Sin embargo, el orden de 
las diez definiciones no sigue este orden sino una peculiar concepciön. 
Juan Damasceno es presentado como teólogo, médico y filósofo, por lo 
cual su definición englobaría los requisitos disciplinares de todos. De 
hecho, en la Summa retendrá las notas de esta definición que más bien 
debiera considerarse descripción: sustancia viviente, simple, incorpórea, 
invisible al sentido, inmortal, racional e intelectual, infigurable, unida a un 
cuerpo, operativa, con libre arbitrio y voluntad, susceptible de recibir la 
gracia?. 

A continuación, y asumiendo una clasificación que retomará más 
simplificada en la Summa, distingue las definiciones segün que traten el 
alma como espíritu, como alma o como ambas cosas. Esta distinción es 
decisiva, porque nos muestra la irreductibilidad de las posiciones sobre el 
hombre que se deriven de -o sean solidarias con- los dos primeros grupos. 
El tercero, por otra parte, pareciera ser presentado (aunque esto no es 
explícito) como una superación del planteamiento dicotómico anterior$. 
En síntesis, se trata de definiciones de relación: al mundo, al cuerpo y a 
Dios, sea como eficiente o como fin. 

Observemos que la justificación no sólo de las clases de definiciones 
sino de los modos que abarca cada una, es presentada en forma sistemática 


5 Tractatus, J, 1 (p. 54) 

$ Incluye cuatro maneras de definir: 1. en relación a las creaturas en general 
(Agustín: similitud de todas las cosas), 2. en relación al cuerpo del cual es perfección 
(Agustín: sustancia que participa de la razón destinada a regir el cuerpo); 3. en relación a 
Dios como principio eficiente y formal (Génesis: vida sensitiva racional: deiforme 
spiraculum vitae); 4. en relación a Dios como fin (Séneca: espíritu intelectual ordenado su 
felicidad y la del cuerpo) Cfr. Tractatus I, 2 (p. 58). 
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y no histörica o pragmätica. Es decir, Juan pone cierto cuidado en mostrar 
que el alma puede ser considerada de estas tres maneras, y sdlo de ellas, y 
que dentro de cada manera hay a su vez algunas formas de consideraciön 
y sólo ellas, y que todas tienen ejemplos históricos (los que él explica)”. 
Asi, el alma como espiritu se define de cuatro modos®: 1. por género y 
diferencia en relaciön al principio formal; 2. por género y diferencia segün 
la relaciön al principio eficiente y final; 3. por género y diferencia en 
relaciön al principio material; 4. por género y diferencia segün la relaciön 
a las potencias propias y separables del alma, de las cuales usa sin el 
cuerpo. Como alma se define de dos modos porque se relaciona y une al 
cuerpo de dos modos: 1. como el motor al mövil y el navegante al navio; 
2. en relaciön al cuerpo como forma y perfecciön suya. Finalmente, hay 
cuatro modos de definirla a la vez como espiritu y alma, como ya indique. 

Esto significa que Juan considera haber atendido adecuadamente no 
sölo a la tradiciön fäctica del pensamiento reflexivo (filosöfico, cientifico- 
medico, teolögico) sobre el alma, sino todos los modos posibles de 
responder a la cuestiön, puesto que todos ya se han dado en la historia. 
¿Significa esto que ahora sí estaríamos en condiciones de resolver el tema? 
E] planteamiento induciria a pensar en una respuesta afirmativa por parte 
de Juan, pero vemos precisamente que él no toma partido definitivo. Y no 
deja de llamar la atención, también, que aunque al comienzo, al sefialar la 
distinta disciplina de proveniencia de las definiciones pareciera que va a 
darse algün significado epistémico o metodológico a dicha diferencia, de 
hecho en el tratamiento no se usa este criterio de distinción. En otros 
términos, Juan no detecta que los médicos tengan preferencia por una vía 
metodológica de definir, distinta de los filósofos o los teölogos. De hecho, 
al contrario, estas categorías se mezclan (Juan Damasceno es las tres 
cosas, Agustín es filósofo y teólogo, etc.) 

Si atendemos ahora a la presentación más sistemática de la Summa?, 


7 Esquema en Tractatus U, 2, (p. 57-58). 

8 Es interesante observar, de pasada, que Juan aquí explicita que se trata de una 
definición por género y especie, es decir, conforme a las exigencias metodológicas 
aristotélicas. En los otros casos no se menciona. ; Tiene esto una razón? Tal vez quiera 
acentuar que las definiciones tradicionales y no aristotélicas pueden expresarse también en 
forma «científica». 

9 Se cita por Jean de la Rochelle, Summa de anima, texte critique avec 
introduction, notes et tables, publié par J.G. BoucEROL OFM, Paris, Vrin, 1995, y 
Giovanni della Rochelle. Summa de anima, T. DOMINICHELU (ed.), Prato, 1882. 


LAS FACULTADES DEL ALMA SEGUN JUAN DE LA ROCHELLE 1197 


apreciaremos que los elementos de sintesis y conexiön que aparecian en la 
tercera clase de definiciones del Tractatus, se encuentran en ella 
entremezclados. 

Aunque no pueden negarse influjos aristotélicos, debemos admitir que 
el concepto de hombre sigue vinculado fundamentalmente al de alma!®, y 
que ésta es entendida -en general- como similitud de todas las cosas. Pero 
también el cuerpo es similitud de todas, pues esta compuesto por los 
elementos de todas!!. 

En cuanto al alma, en la Summa se exponen varias definiciones, que 
se nuclean segün se define en si misma, o en relaciön al cuerpo, o ambas, 
y son 7 en lugar de las 11 del Tractatus. Las que definen en relación al 
cuerpo consideran el alma como alma: Nemesio de Emesa (sustancia 
incorpérea que rige al cuerpo: I, 3), Aristételes (acto primero de un cuerpo 
físico orgánico que tiene la vida en potencia, con las explicaciones de 
Avicena). 

Las que tratan el alma en sf misma, la definen como espiritu: Alfredo 
de Sareshel, S. Agustin (el alma es similitud de todas las cosas- aunque 
también está en Aristóteles) y sustancia que participa de la razón, 
preparada para regir el cuerpo; «deiforme [racional] spiraculum [sensitiva] 
vitae [vegetativa]»). 

El influjo agustiniano se aprecia en la concepciön del alma como 
sustancia espiritual capaz de recibir la iluminaciön divina que, si bien no 
corresponde a su naturaleza, le ha sido concedida como una perfecciön 
ulterior («anima est substantia incorporea spiritualis, illuminationum quae 
sunt a primo, ultima relatione, perceptiva» conforme a la definición 
atribuida a Alfredo de Sareshel -Alfredus Anglicus en I, c. 2). 

En cuanto a la estructura sistemätica, debemos sefialar una diferencia 
entre el Tractatus y la Summa. El primero es totalmente expositivo. La 
segunda tiene partes expositivas (sin toma de posiciön por parte de Juan) 
y partes sistemäticas (es decir, que toman la forma del sic et non con 


10 Aunque no es evidente para Juan, puesto que inicia su Summa con argumentos 
para probar su existencia, lo cual convierte este desarrollo en un caso especial, como 
veremos y como ha sefialado I. TONNA OFM, Lineamenti di filosofia francescana. Sintesi 
dottrinale del pensiero francescano nei sec. XIII-XIV, Roma, 1992, p. 39. 

H La concepción del «homo minor mundus» extendida en esta época (por ejemplo 
la sostiene también Grosseteste), parece provenir de una tradici6n compleja que incluiria 
elementos disimiles como el aristotelismo tardio, el esoterismo y el neoplatonismo. 
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respuesta propia el autor). Las partes expositivas de la Summa son: en la 
primera parte, las dos definiciones de alma y algunas pocas exposiciones 
incidentales; el tema con mas desarrollo expositivo es el del alma como 
imagen. La segunda parte es casi toda expositiva, salvo los temas 
encarados disputativamente que se mencionan enseguida. 

Veamos ahora las redacciones disputativo-sistemäticas de la Summa, 
identificándolas con aquellas que se introducen con la fórmula quaeritur 
an. En la primera parte son los siguientes temas: Argumentos a favor de la 
existencia del alma; Generaciön del alma; EI ser (esencia) del alma; El 
alma como imagen; Relaciön al cuerpo; Argumentos acerca de la 
inmortalidad del alma; Padecibilidad; Localizaciön. 

Los argumentos sobre la existencia y la inmortalidad no integran una 
quaestio propiamente dicha sino que se enuncian solamente los 
argumentos positivos, afiadiendo la refutaciön de los errores. Es 
significativo sefialar que la existencia del alma debe ser probada, no se 
toma como una evidencia, aunque los llamados argumentos no sean sino 
las consideraciones generales que se exponen en el De anima aristotélico, 
donde la existencia del alma se muestra (más bien que se demuestra) en 
virtud del comportamiento peculiar de ciertas clases de seres que nacen, 
crecen, se reproducen y mueren. | 

En la segunda parte, los puntos sistemäticos aparecen de modo 
puntual dentro el marco de las exposiciones de otros autores. En la 
exposición de Avicena (hasta el c. 109), los temas de distinciön de las 
potencias (por la operación, el objeto y el órgano en cuanto al 
conocimiento) y la divisiön de las potencias afectivas (donde el quaeritur 
favorece a S. Agustin) toman la forma disputativa. En la exposiciön del 
Damasceno, el c. 81 sobre el libre albedrio tiene forma disputativa pero en 
realidad retoma alli las que enuncia el mismo Damasceno. A partir del c. 
84 las fuentes se entremezclan, pues aparecen regularmente Agustin y el 
Pseudo Agustin, aunque con predominancia de Avicena!?. También tienen 
forma de quaeritur los cc. 112- 115 sobre el érgano intelectivo, el objeto 
inmaterial, la distinciön de potencias intelectivas y la diferencia entre 
intelecto posible e intelecto agente, con una opciön por Aristöteles en 
versión de Avicena. 

Resulta pues bastante dificil establecer cual seria el motivo de este 
doble criterio redaccional y de su mezcla, si lo pensamos como un criterio 


12 En otros pasajes, por ej. el c. 100 sobre el sueño, se amplían las fuentes, como 
en el Tractatus, incluyendo la Glosa Ordinaria, Moralia in Job, etc. 
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que responda a una opciön teörica filosöfica previamente tomada. En 
cambio, si pensamos que el status quaestionis de todos estos temas era 
entonces muy abierto, es comprensible que un autor vaya elaborando la 
forma disputativa en distintos temas conforme irfa ordenando 
mentalmente el material, y que, por tanto, el resultado no sea ni total- 
mente expositivo (büsqueda del material) ni totalmente elaborado. 


LA TEORÍA DEL INTELECTO EN RELACIÓN CON LA SENSIBILIDAD 


Este problema es crucial en el gozne epocal que intento mostrar. La 
| estructura de las potencias del alma arriba, antes o después, al problema de 
las relaciones entre la sensibilidad y el intelecto, entre lo material y lo 
espiritual y en definitiva en el problema de justificar no sélo el 
conocimiento universal (problema de la filosofia griega) sino y sobre todo 
el conocimiento de los seres positivamente inmateriales. 

En el Tractatus el elenco sigue otra clasificación en relación a la 
primera parte, porque resulta sistematica, aunque comienza por el 
tratamiento de Avicena, al que da prioridad, por lo cual resulta que desde 
esta fuente se exponen los demäs autores que el mismo ärabe subsumiö en 
su consideraciön. 

En la Summa, la segunda parte se dedica a la estructura del alma, 
planteando räpidamente la cuestiön de la distinciön entre ella y sus 
potencias. Presenta tres opiniones!3 de las cuales parece admitir la del 
Halense, segün la cual en ninguna creatura hay identidad entre la esencia 
y sus potencias o facultades, porque no es lo mismo ser y operar (II, 2). 

Admitiendo que las facultades o potencias se conocen por sus actos y 
no directamente, llega a una conclusiön aristotélica: las potencias se 
distinguen por sí mismas y no por las acciones o por los objetos u órganos. 
Pero el conocimiento de la distinciön de las potencias se toma de la 
diferencia de las acciones, objetos y örganos (II, 2). 

La distinciön general que acepta es la aristotélica bimembre 
(potencias sensitivas e intelectivas) pero en la explicaciön del proceso del 
conocimiento intervienen otros elementos. 


3 Una anónima, según la cual las potencias o facultades son accidentes realmente 
distintos el alma, la de Guillermo de Auvergne y Felipe el Canciller, que admiten una 
distinción en relación a los actos y la de Alejandro de Hales (II, c. 2). 
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Juan ha recogido la distinciön agustiniana entre razön superior e 
inferior, que se funda en la correlaciön con un doble plano de objetos: 
mundo sensible- mundo inteligible. De este modo la razön inferior tiene 
como objeto las cosas materiales y su dependencia con respecto a la 
sensibilidad se limita a ellas. La razön superior, en cambio, en cuanto 
conoce por iluminaciön las cosas espirituales, no depende de la materia 
pues su intelecciön proviene de lo alto. 

En la Summa Juan adopta una teoria abstractiva ecléctica, admitiendo 
una primera abstracciön consistente en la captaciön de las formas por el 
sentido, que no las conoce del mismo modo como existen en la materia, 
sino por cierta similitud. Son estas potencias inferiores (sensitivas, 
imaginativas y estimativas) las que purifican la forma de la materia y la 
individuaciön. El universal pues, es el mismo singular objeto del 
conocimiento sensible pero sin sus notas individuales!*, Es decir, Juan 
acepta el principio aristotélico de la individuaciön por la materia, porque, 
como vimos, el universal aparece cuando se eliminan las notas materiales 
que han sido captadas por la sensibilidad. Este naturalismo de corte 
aristotélico, sin embargo, es limitado porque se aplica sölo a las cosas 
corporales. Las formas espirituales o incorporales no son captadas por 
abstracciön ni nuestro conocimiento de ellas deriva de la sensibilidad. 

La doctrina agustiniana de la iluminaciön completa la doctrina del 
conocimiento como otro género en cierto modo incompatible o por lo 
menos inconmensurable. La iluminaciön no es necesaria para conocer el 
mundo, porque para esto basta el intelecto agente aristotélico, al cual 
califica incluso de «vis animae suprema». En cambio, necesitamos la 
iluminaciön para conocer los espiritus angélicos, Dios y el mundo 
arquetipico. Por tanto, tenemos una razón inferior (ratio) y una superior 
(spiritus o intellectus). Ahora bien, esta iluminaciön que es ünica, es una 
especie de «intelecto agente ünico». Es posible que Dios y hasta el angel 
sean considerados un «intelecto agente», pero no en el sentido de 
Aristöteles, Avicena o Averroes, aunque tampoco esta concepciön es 
agustiniana. 


14 «Virtus vero intellectiva aprehendit formam corporalem et denudatam a materia 
et ab omnibus circumstantiis materiae, et ab ipsa singularitate, et sic apprehendit eam 
nudam, simplicem et universalem», Summa de anima, DOMINICHELLI (ed.), Prato, 1882, p. 
286 y BOUGEROL (ed.) p. 272. Sigue en esto a Avicena. Cfr. también Tractatus 16, n. 520 
(p. 84) 
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Ahora bien, el intelecto en cuanto unido al cuerpo constituye una 
potencia inferior de la parte racional del alma, que recibe las especies 
inteligibles en los fantasmas o imágenes para que el intelecto agente los 
separe. A esta potencia inferior la llama «intelecto pasivo» (que no es igual 
al tomista) o material, y es corruptible. Hay por tanto, un intelecto pasivo 
y corruptible llamado «material» por Aristöteles, que es inseparable de las 
cosas materiales y otro incorruptible y separable!5. El intelecto posible 
como disposiciön, pasa al acto por obra del intelecto agente, esa «vis 
suprema» del alma y que en definitiva es la luz divina en nosotros. Pero el 
intelecto posible no es pura pasividad frente a la materia, no padece ante 
la sensibilidad, sino que obra: el intelecto posible es una operaciön. 
Nuestro conocimiento inductivo es obra de esta operaciön del intelecto 
posible. 

En esta concepciön del conocimiento, es evidente que las esencias que 
abstrae el intelecto y las que capta por iluminaciön no pueden componer 
un mosaico ni tener una organización errática o carecer de ella!é. Nuestro 
conocimiento está todo permeado por la espiritualidad, la sensibilidad y el 
intelecto posible son una especie de preparación, una vía. Y la luz que 
ilumina es el intelecto mismo. Por tanto, uno es el intelecto posible, como 
tabla rasa susceptible de recibir todas las formas, y otro es el intelecto 


15 El texto completo de esta doctrina dice: «Sciendum est quod est intellectus 
passivus et corruptibilis, qui dicitur ab Aristotele materíalis, et est intellectus incorruptibilis 
et separabilis. Intellectus autem passivus est vis inferior partis intellectivae coniunctae 
sensibili, quae recipit species intelligibiles in phantasmatibus. Oportet autem hanc vim 
esse, ut intellectus qui est separabilis species abstractas a phantasmatibus intelligeret. Et 
haec est vis continua actus virtutis intellectualis cum actibus virtutis sensibilis. Haec enim 
ex phantasmatibus offert materialiter species intelligibiles abstrahendas», Summa, 
DOMINICHELLI (ed.), p. 288 y ed. Bougerol p. 274. 

16 Creo que esta consideración explica también el hecho, señalado por D.H. 
SALMAN, de que Juan haya expuesto en sus obras algunas tesis seguramente tomadas de 
Averroes, como la ratio que describe diferenciándola, como corruptible, de la inteligencia 
o intelecto incorruptible de Averroes (cfr. «Jean de la Rochelle et les débuts de 
l'averroisme latin», Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Áge, 22-23 (1947- 
1948) p. 135). Coincido con Salman en el anacronismo de buscar «averroísmo latino» en 
esta época inicial de su recepción. Lo que él considera -con acierto, a mi juicio- una 
aproximación natural espontánea de los autores de esta época a los textos averroistas, es 
también un signo de este modelo filosófico de transición. 
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agente o lumen!”. Ahora bien, la posibilidad humana de enunciar juicios 
verdaderos se remite no a la evidencia sensible, sino a esta luz de origen 
divino. Y esta luz divina, en cuanto natural y no gratuita, se distingue de 
la iluminaciön que la inteligencia recibe de Dios para conocer la verdad 
divina. 


LA GRACIA 


Indicamos ya que la forma pristina de la gracia es la iluminaciön 
divina que permite a la inteligencia conocer las verdades divinas. El 
tratamiento es muy amplio en el Tractatus, porque el tema de la gracia se 
incardina con el anterior de la división de las potencias del alma. En esta 
parte aparece un considerable esfuerzo por incluir los diversos aspectos de 
la tradiciön cristiana, incluyendo las interpretaciones biblicas. En efecto, 
la vinculaciön que establece entre santos y filösofos con sus siete 
definiciones de beatitud (Boecio, Aristételes, Anselmo, Séneca y 3 de 
Agustin) le permiten elaborar una doctrina mas sistemätica, que incluye 
una consideraciön de la beatitud en si misma (como forma, fin, materia u 
objeto del apetito y como causa eficiente) y otra relativa al bien y al objeto. 
A partir de aqui elaborarä el tema de gracia y justicia (1* secciön de la 3° 
parte), la clasificaciön de la gracia, sus efectos y finalmente la teoria de la 
gracia operante (por la cual queremos el bien) y cooperante (por la cual 
obramos el bien) que tan importante ha sido en la teologia posterior. De 
esta manera se conjuga al San Agustin del Enchiridion con Pedro 
Lombardo (II Sent. 26, 2). Naturalmente la posterioridad le adosarä un 
modo disputativo propio que tal vez desdibuje este proceso inicial, 
separando la cuestiön de la gracia de la estructura del alma. 

Pero antes de esa posteridad, el mismo Juan de la Rochelle habia 
eliminado esta elaboraciön de la Summa, donde el tema de la gracia ya no 
tiene un lugar sistemático, aunque haya conexiones implícitas. ; Por qué se 
suprimiö la tercera parte del Tractatus? Seguramente no porque el tema 


U Este lumen es definido como «Est enim lumen intelligibile primae veritatis, 
nobis per naturam impressum, semper agens, sicut lux semper irradians, de quo Psalmus: 
Signatum est super nos lumem vultus tui, Domine. Et se habet ad species intelligibiles 
manifestandas sicut lux ad colores, sicut dicunt Philosophi», Summa, DOMINICHELLI (ed.) 
p. 288 y BOUGEROL (ed.) p. 275. 
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hubiera dejado de tener interés 0 importancia, tampoco porque se haya 
reubicado en otro sector de la incipiente sistematizaciön de la filosofia. 
Creo que entre el esquema tripartito del Tractatus y el bimembre de la 
Summa media un cuadrante en el giro del gozne antropolégico (el tema del 
alma). La consideraciön de la perfecciön del alma (Tractatus) como parte 
esencial y complemento de la definiciön y la estructura, implica la 
conjunciön de filosofia y teologia, constituye un tratado del hombre a la 
vez filosöfico y teolögico, que exige una metodologia propia que seria 
mixta o sintética, pero que en todo caso no responde ni al modelo de la 
tradiciön agustiniana ni al aristotélico aviceniano. En la Summa la cuestiön 
se decanta a favor de este Ultimo, la gracia se separa de la beatitud y el 
tema mismo (incluso la felicidad natural, al modo aristotélico de la 
eudaimonfa) ya no se plantea. Es decir, la confrontaciön (que era älgida en 
los claustros cuando Juan escribe) se evita al precio de hacer invisible un 
tema que interesaba a ambos enfoques, sólo que de diferente manera y por 
distintos motivos!8. Debemos aguardar todavia decenios para que la doble 
consideraciön de la felicidad (natural y sobrenatural) sea aceptada en sede 
académica. La ausencia del tema es, por tanto, un signo de los tiempos de 
transiciön. 


DISCUSIÖN 


Conforme lo analizado, podemos apreciar que el eje de estos tres 
temas (y de los otros) es la concepciön acerca de la funciön del alma. En 
ambas obras nuestro autor ha analizado cuidadosamente todas o las mäs 
importantes definiciones recibidas, sin decidirse por ninguna ni tampoco 


18 La preocupación por el método de la teología no fue un desideratum de Juan de 
la Rochelle, aunque en algunas obras se percibe su cuidado al respecto. Esto se aprecia en 
su Summa de vitiis, estudiada en manuscrito por Chavero Blanco y el tratamiento que allî da 
a la actitud antidialéctica de S. Bernardo («la charlatanerfa de los fil6sofos») y a la pareja 
preocupaciön por la espiritualidad. Pero en Juan todo ese material confluye a una 
concepción de la teología como búsqueda del intellectus fidei. Sefialo la observación de F.C. 
CHAVERO BLANCO: aunque Bernardo es uno de los autores que influyen en la concepción 
franciscana de la teologia, Juan de la Rochelle le da un matiz propio, orientändola a la 
dimensiön ético personalista que serä una caracteristica de la primera Escuela Franciscana 
y que él sea quizä el primero en proponer. Cfr. «Finalidad del estudio de la teologfa. En torno 
a un texto de Juan de la Rochelle», Carthaginensia 11 (1995) p. 71 y 78. 


1204 CELINA A. LERTORA MENDOZA 


proponer una propia, limitändose a sefialar las notas que deben ser 
retenidas: que es sustancia - incorpörea - intelectual - creada por Dios - 
ordenada a la perfecciön del cuerpo - destinada a la felicidad. En estas 
notas se resumen, en definitiva, las exigencias cristianas para una filosofia 
del hombre. 

De la Rochelle presenta las diversas teorfas no como opuestas o 
alternativas sino como diversos aspectos complementarios para el 
conocimiento de la realidad. De este modo, produce un fraccionamiento 
epistemolögico que permite evitar las inconsistencias. Es el tratamiento 
«en tanto que...» el cual funciona no sölo como indicaciön obvia del 
llamado objeto formal (aspecto objetivo), sino también como nivel de 
inteligibilidad (aspecto subjetivo). Se confirma esta hipötesis observando 
los puntos paralelos de la Summa. 

En conclusiön, si bien la sintesis intentada es incompleta y en varios 
puntos imperfecta, representa un paso significativo y con perfiles propios, 
que no pueden ser confundidos o subsumidos en el pensamiento de otros 
contemporäneos. Lo he considerado como un «gozne» en el sentido de que 
su presentaciön misma del tema muestra el eje de giro desde la tradiciön 
agustiniana a la recepciön aristotélico árabe. Que este eje sea claramente 
perceptible en el primer tratado -hasta donde sabemos-antropolögico de 
los «nuevos tiempos» filosöficos es un hecho que merece una especial 
consideraciön. 


CONICET- Buenos Aires 
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VIRTUTES ET POTENTIAE: IL MODELLO MEDICO- 
BIOLOGICO NELL’ANTROPOLOGIA FILOSOFICA DI 


JEAN DE LA ROCHELLE* 


Deux forces dominent le domaine de l'étre et s'en partagent l'empire, la nature et la volonté. 
Dans le régne de la nature, tout est permanence, stabilité, nécessité. Dans celui de la volonté, 
tout est vie, devenir, mouvement, contingence. Ce ne sont pourtant pas deux forces juxtaposées 
ni, et moins encore, opposées par un antagonisme irréductible. L'une d'elles provient de l'autre 
et, chose remarquable, c'est la liberté qui naît de la nature dans le cas unique de I’ étre divin, mais 


elles se distinguent dans tout le restel. 


Con queste parole Etienne Gilson, introducendo il capitolo dedicato 
alla concezione della volontà di Duns Scoto, pone in rilievo la duplice 
prospettiva, filosofica e teologica, che emerge come un aspetto 
fondamentale della complessa e articolata indagine antropologica del 
maestro francescano. 

L'antropologia scotista rappresenta, come é noto, il punto di arrivo di 
una lunga riflessione sul tema dell’uomo che attraversa tutto il Medioevo. 
Ci sono, secondo Duns Scoto, principalmente due modi di indagare 
sull'uomo, uno filosofico e uno teologico. Il primo dipende 
dall'esperienza naturale e dà luogo a un'antropologia razionale, elaborata 


*  ] presente contributo riprende e sviluppa una parte della comunicazione 


presentata al III International Congress of Phenomenology and the Sciences of Life 
(Forces, Dynamism and the Shaping of Life: Vital, Existential, Creative, Krakow, 14-16 
sept. 1999), intitolata: «The medical-biological tradition in the formation of the 
philosophical anthropology of the XIIIth century», pubblicata in Analecta Husserliana, 64 
(2002), pp. 307-318. 

1 E. GILSON, Jean Duns Scot. Introduction à ses positions Jondaniehtales, Paris, 
Vrin, 1952, p. 572. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I. E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1205-1216. 
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dalla ragione sul presupposto di una natura umana fissa e invariabile, non 
modificata dagli avvenimenti storici. L’altro & basato sul carattere storico 
dell’uomo e sulla volontarietä delle sue scelte e dipende dalla Rivelazione, 
che introduce a un’antropologia soprannaturale imperniata sulla storicità e . 
sulla trascendenza del destino umano2. 

L’antropologia teologica & ritenuta da D. Scoto effettivamente piü 
comprensiva di tutta l’esperienza umana, tuttavia egli non disconosce il 
fondamentale contributo che l’antropologia filosofica è in grado di dare 
alla conoscenza della ‘natura’ dell’uomo, indispensabile fondamento della 
sua ‘volontà’3. 

L'origine e il configurarsi di tale prospettiva filosofica o ‘scientifica’ 
all’interno della complessa antropologia medievale, che dà forma ad una 
ben definita dottrina sull’uomo, complementare alla tradizionale 
antropologia teologica di derivazione agostiniana, può essere rintracciata 
seguendo l'evolversi dell’idea di ‘anima’ nel nuovo orizzonte naturalistico 
che si va delineando nel corso del XIII secolo. 

Nella storia del pensiero medievale questo secolo rappresenta, come è 
noto, il momento in cui la grande tradizione filosofica greco-araba viene 
conosciuta a fondo e utilizzata nell’Occidente latino. Questo lungo e 
fondamentale processo di acquisizione dottrinale vede coinvolti i 
principali pensatori di questo secolo, da Alberto Magno a Egidio Romano, 
teologi e maestri delle Università. Nessuno di loro si sottrae ad un serrato 
confronto con le nuove fonti del sapere classico che, oltre ad originare un 
fecondo dibattito sulla possibilità della loro reale assimilazione, o della 
loro conciliazione con il sapere cristiano, o del loro parziale o totale 


2 Su questa duplice configurazione attinente alla natura dell’uomo secondo Duns 
Scoto, cfr. in particolare la q. Utrum homini pro statu isto sit necessarium aliquam 
doctrinam supernaturaliter inspirari, contenuta nel Prologo al suo commento alle Sentenze: 
Ioannes D. Scotus Ordinatio, Prol., pars I, q. unica, C. BALIé (ed.), Typis Polyglottis 
Vaticanis, Civitas Vaticana 1950, pp. 1-58 (Ioannis D. Scoti Opera Omnia, vol. I). 

3 Al tema dell’antropologia filosofica e teologica di Duns Scoto è stata dedicata 
un’intera sezione del III Congresso Scotistico Internazionale di Vienna nel 1970. In 
quell’occasione sono state presentate su questo argomento, fra le altre, anche le seguenti 
comunicazioni: E. BETTONI, «Duns Scoto denuncia l’insufficienza dell’antropologia 
filosofica» in Deus et homo ad mentem I Duns Scoti. Acta III Congressus Scotistici 
Internationalis, Romae, 1972, pp. 245-257; P. Scapin, «Capisaldi di un'antropologia 
scotista» in ibid., pp. 269-291; A. MARCHESI, «Singolarità irripetibile e continua 
perfettibilità della persona umana, fondata nella volontà libera secondo Duns Scoto» in 
ibid., pp. 371-377. 


VIRTUTES ET POTENTIAE: IL MODELLO MEDICO-BIOLOGICO 1207 


rifiuto, contribuiscono indubbiamente ad apportare nuove conoscenze in 
tutti i settori del sapere medievale. Non solo dunque nella teologia e nella 
metafisica, ma anche nella filosofia naturale4. ` 

In questo ambito in particolare, i testi che presentano il pensiero 
psicologico e biologico di Aristotele come il De anima e il De animalibus 
e quelli relativi alla medicina greco-araba, tradotti dal greco e dall’arabo 
tra il XII e il XIII secolo, costituiscono il riemergente quadro ‘scientifico’ 
di questo secolo, che andrà ad arricchire di nuovi argomenti di riflessione 
i grandi temi legati all’uomo, affiancandosi alla tradizione religiosa e 
teologica fondata sulla teologia agostiniana e sulle Sentenze di Pietro 
Lombardos. 

Si viene cosi delineando, proprio a partire dai maestri di teologia del 
XII secolo, una nuova riflessione antropologica, presente in una varietà di 
opere, diverse per genere letterario e per contenuto dottrinale, nelle quali 
è possibile individuare alcuni nuclei tematici principali, come quelli 
relativi alla natura dell’uomo e alla struttura dell’ anima. 

Il primo tema descrive solitamente sia la natura fisica che quella 
spirituale dell’uomo, la prima attraverso l’indagine sulla generazione e i 
suoi principi, mentre alla natura spirituale è strettamente legato il tema 
teologico tradizionale della natura lapsa, la natura corrotta a causa del 
peccato originale. 

L'altro nucleo tematico, relativo alla struttura dell'anima e alle sue 
suddivisioni, è il contesto ricorrente del confronto tra la tradizione medica 
di ispirazione galenica e la tradizione filosofica di impronta aristotelica, 
caratterizzate dalle descrizioni di dettagliati elenchi di virtutes e potentiae. 

Questi temi nel loro complesso costituiscono parte della philosophia 
naturalis di questo secolo, ancora competenza dei maestri di teologia. In 
seguito, verso la fine del secolo, avrà luogo un ideale passaggio di 
consegne dei temi medico-naturalistici, dai teologi al nuovo intellettuale 
scientifico delle università medievali, il ‘medico scolastico’. 


4 Per una sintetica ma completa descrizione di questo fondamentale processo 
culturale, si veda: L. BIANCHI, «L’acculturazione filosofica dell' Occidente», in L. BIANCHI 
(ed.), La filosofia nelle Università. Secoli XIII-XIV, Firenze, La Nuova Italia, 1997, pp. 1- 
23. 

5 Cfr. L. Cova, «Bonaventura da Bagnoregio. Aspetti di un'antropologia frances- 
cana», Esercizi filosofici del Dipartimento di filosofia dell’Università di Trieste, 2 (1994), 
pp. 213-229. 
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Il naturalismo antropologico del XII secolo prende dunque avvio 
dall’incontro della tradizionale antropologia teologica di derivazione 
agostiniana con la letteratura medico-biologica dell’ Antichità classica, che 
pone in essere una diversa descrizione dell’uomo fondata sulla 
constatazione della stabilità e necessità della ‘natura’. Il sapere medico- 
biologico del mondo antico si presenta tuttavia non come un corpus 
omogeneo di conoscenze, bensì distinto in almeno due grandi tradizioni, 
quella ‘filosofica’ basata essenzialmente sulle opere biologiche 
aristoteliche e quella ‘medica’, documentata dai testi di Ippocrate e Galeno 
conosciuti nel Medioevo cristiano, in parte e per lungo tempo attraverso le 
opere mediche di Avicenna. 

L'intera tradizione classica delle scienze della vita delinea dunque nel 
Medioevo due diverse modalità di affrontare le tematiche medico- 
biologiche, una piü generale e una piü specifica, ovvero una piü teoretica 
e una piü pratica, e una precisa gerarchia di saperi, che vede i ‘filosofi’ 
prevalere sui ‘medici’. 

Questa particolare situazione culturale è determinata anche dalla 
effettiva quantità di conoscenze realmente disponibili: alla fine del XII 
secolo circolano infatti in Occidente le traduzioni dal greco di quasi tutte 
le opere di Aristotele ma, per quanto riguarda Galeno, solo una piccola 
parte del suo pensiero autentico è noto nella sua forma originale. 

Alla base di questa nuova antropologia vi sono le definizioni 
aristoteliche relative agli organismi viventi. 

Aristotele nel De anima e nei trattati sugli animali aveva definito 
l’essere vivente in generale come ciò che possiede la capacità di 
movimento, intendendo questo nella sua accezione più ampia, come 
capacità di mutamento e di sviluppo, di assimilazione e di riproduzione, 
mentre l’animale in particolare è definito dal possesso della percezione6. Su 
questa base Aristotele aveva descritto l’uomo come un essere animato, 
dotato cioè di un’dnima, articolata però secondo un sistema gerarchico di 
potenze che metteva in relazione lo stadio iniziale della formazione del 
vivente in generale e dell’uomo in particolare con le operazioni della 
cosiddetta anima vegetativa, lo stadio successivo e intermedio di sviluppo 


6 Cfr. Aristoteles, De anima, I, 2, 403b25; Parva naturalia, 454b; De partibus 
animalium, 665210. 


VIRTUTES ET POTENTIAE: IL MODELLO MEDICO-BIOLOGICO 1209 


con le operazioni dell’anima sensitiva e lo stadio finale e piü perfetto con 
la struttura teoretica e psichica dell’anima razionale. Queste definizioni 
aristoteliche rappresentano la struttura portante della tradizione filosofica 
del nuovo naturalismo antropologico che si sta delineando in questo secolo. 

Nell’ambito della tradizione medica invece, le osservazioni 
anatomiche della medicina galenica, basate in parte sulla dissezione 
umana e animale, risultavano quasi sempre piü precise di quelle 
aristoteliche. Anche Galeno, nel De usu partium?, descrive l’uomo, in 
quanto essere animato, secondo uno schema tripartito analogo a quello 
aristotelico delle tre anime, ma precisa in realtà tre diversi e fondamentali 
sistemi fisiologici, ciascuno denominato virtus e ciascuno reso operativo 
da uno specifico organo corporeo. 

Le due tradizioni del naturalismo medico-filosofico intendevano 
dunque conseguire una descrizione fisica e naturalistica dell’uomo inteso 
come organismo vivente, tuttavia questo comune intento ha ugualmente 
prodotto evidenti differenze lessicali e una significativa distanza esegetica. 
Questa divergenza interpretativa presente nelle fonti del sapere 
naturalistico darà origine, nel tempo dei grandi commentari universitari 
del XIV secolo, a frequenti tentativi di conciliazione dottrinale tra 
auctoritates filosofiche e mediche8. 

Diversamente, la fase iniziale di diffusione e assimilazione del nuovo 
sapere scientifico sembra evidenziare la consapevolezza che la differente 
terminologia usata dal medico e dal filosofo per significare operazioni e 
interazioni corporee e la distinzione delle loro interpretazioni 
corrispondano ai differenti livelli epistemologici, fisico e metafisico, in cui 
i rispettivi discorsi si svolgono e che caratterizzano il loro oggetto 
d’indagine, cioè l’uomo e i suoi atti fisici e psichici. 

Questo nuovo orizzonte antropologico è ben documentato nel XIII 
secolo nelle opere del francescano Jean de La Rochelle, maestro di 
teologia a Parigi nella prima metà del 1200. Egli è l’autore del Tractatus 
de divisione multiplici potentiarum animae?, composto tra il 1233 e il 


7 Inparticolare, nei libri IV-XV. 

3  Iproblemi di lessico, di esegesi e di conciliazione dottrinale tra ‘philosophi’ e 
‘medici’ sono stati approfonditi da J. AGRIMI, — C. CRISCIANI, Edocere medicos, Napoli, 
Guerini e Associati, 1988, pp. 226 e sgg. 

9 Jean de La Rochelle, Tractatus de divisione multiplici potentiarum animae, P. 
MICHAUD-QUANTIN (ed.), Librairie Philosophique J. Vrin, Paris 1964. Sulla psicologia di Jean 
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1239, in cui vengono descritte e messe a confronto, per la prima volta in 
modo sistematico, le diverse tradizioni dottrinali sul tema dell’anima e 
delle sue facoltä o potenze, testimoniando in questo modo il nascente 
interesse per le nuove fonti greco-arabe. Quest’opera puö essere 
considerata a buon diritto come lo stadio iniziale della nuova impostazione 
culturale, che comincia a legare lo studio dell'anima alla filosofia naturale, 
distinguendolo formalmente dalla filosofia morale. 


III 


Nella storia delle idee ogni profondo cambiamento é la conseguenza 
di nuove acquisizioni dottrinali, di nuove conoscenze che iniziano ad 
essere assimilate e utilizzate perché se ne intuisce l'indispensabile 
contributo alla ricerca della verità. Da questo iniziale riconoscimento si 
concretizza l'esigenza, autenticamente medievale, di avere ben presenti, 
secondo un ordine sistematico, l'insieme complesso e diversificato delle 
nuove conoscenze. Il Tractatus di Jean de La Rochelle è anche una sintesi 
di questi due aspetti del processo conoscitivo, l'intuizione della 
potenzialità innovativa insita in ogni conoscenza di recente scoperta e 
l'esigenza della sua accurata comprensione. Per questo motivo, egli ha 
ritenuto di grande utilità per sé e per i suoi contemporanei compilare 
quella che sembrerebbe a prima vista una mera esposizione della totalità 
delle dottrine in circolazione sul tema dell’ anima. In realtà, in quest’ opera 
prende corpo l' intenzione dell'autore di mettere a confronto il tradizionale 
pensiero della teologia cristiana sul tema della natura spirituale dell'uomo 
con le nuove classificazioni mediche e filosofiche del vivente. 

Il 7ractatus si presenta quindi come un compendio delle diverse 
formulazioni, antiche e nuove, delle dottrine medievali sull'anima, a cui 
farà seguito una trattazione piü teoretica degli stessi temi nell'opera 
successiva del maestro francescano, la Summa de animal0. Sarà tuttavia di 
fondamentale importanza per la successiva evoluzione dottrinale e per 
l'avvio del grande dibattito scolastico sulle potenze dell'anima la chiara 
distinzione, messa bene in evidenza da Jean de La Rochelle, delle due linee 


de La Rochelle si veda A. DE LIBERA, «Le sens commun au XIlle siècle. De Jean de La 

Rochelle à Albert le Grand», Revue de metaphysique et de morale, 4, 96 (1991), pp. 475-496. 
10 Jean de La Rochelle, Summa de anima, J.G. BOUGEROL (ed.) Librairie 

Philosophique J. Vrin, Paris 1995. i 
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interpretative all’interno del naturalismo, quella filosofica e quella medica. 

Le auctoritates della tradizionale antropologia teologica elencate da 
Jean de La Rochelle nel Tractatus sono Giovanni Damasceno e Agostino. 
Ad esse si contrappongono le autoritä della nuova antropologia filosofica, 
Aristotele e Avicenna, i cui scritti furono nel Medioevo il principale 
veicolo del naturalismo greco-arabo. 

La prima parte del Tractatus si apre quindi con le definizioni 
dell’anima in generale e dell’anima razionale umana, come sono state 
tramandate dalla tradizione e dai nuovi testi naturalistici: 

secondo Giovanni Damasceno: anima est substantia vivens, simplex 
et incorporea; anima est substantia rationalis, intellectualis, spiritualisll, 
(Tractatus, I, I, p.54; I, V, p.59); 

secondo Agostino: anima est omnium similitudo12, (Tractatus, 1, XI, 
p.65); 

secondo Aristotele: anima est actus primus corporis phisici organici 
potentia vitam habentis13, (Tractatus, I, X, p.64). 

Nel breve commento che fa seguito a questa definizione aristotelica di 
‘anima’, Jean de La Rochelle sembra cogliere la corrispondenza e la novità 
di tale definizione rispetto a quelle tradizionali. L'actus, insieme alla 
forma e alla species, anch'essi termini usati da Aristotele, sono modi 
diversi di dire la medesima sostanzal4: la forma & la sostanza di una cosa 
relativamente alla sua essenza; la species & la sostanza relativamente alla 
sua intelligibilità, ció che permette di distinguere una cosa da ogni altra; 
l'actus infine é la sostanza relativamente alle sue operazioni, ció attraverso 
cui il composto operal5. Definire l'anima del corpo naturale come actus 
introduce dunque l'idea di un motore che presiede ad una serie di 
operazioni specifiche del corpo animato. 


11 Cfr. Ioannes Damascenus, De fide orthodoxa, 26, 6, M. BUYTAERT (ed.), 
Paderbon, St. Bonaventure-Louvain 1955, p. 115, 31. 

12 Cfr. (Ps.) Augustinus, De spiritu et anima, in PL, vol. 40, col. 783 (Sancti Aurelii 
Augustini Opera Omnia, t. VI). 

13 Cfr. Aristoteles, De anima, II, 1, 412220. 

14 Ibid., II, 2, 414a15. 

15 Tractatus, I, X, p. 65, 404-410: «Species, forma et actus idem sunt secundum 
substantiam, differunt autem secundum rationem. Forma enim dicitur, qua res est et 
perficitur; species autem, qua res discernitur ab alia et cognoscitur; actus vero, quo res 
operatur. Forma respicit essentiam et esse, species distinctionem et cognitionem, actus vero 
operationem; forma igitur ad materiam, species ad intellectum, actus ad operationem». 
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La seconda parte del Tractatus è completamente dedicata a illustrare 
questa definizione di ‘anima’ come actus, propria del naturalismo 
filosofico di impronta aristotelica, attraverso la classificazione delle sue 
operazioni o potenze, distinguendo e separando le due interpretazioni del 
naturalismo, quella filosofica e quella medica. 

In realtà, l’autore del Tractatus stila le sue dettagliate classificazioni 
di vires (De divisione potentiarum anime secundum philosophos, 
specialiter secundum Avicennam) e virtutes (Divisio medicinalis 
potentiarum anime secundum Avicennam in generali) esclusivamente sulla 
base dell’opera filosofica e medica di Avicenna, cioè secondo il Liber de 
anima e il Canon medicinae: gli scritti del filosofo persiano vengono così 
a rappresentare pressoché l’unica fonte attraverso cui il maestro 
francescano conosce e sistematizza sia il materiale psicologico di 
derivazione aristotelica che le informazioni di anatomia fisiologica di 
origine galenica. 

La classificazione delle potenze dell'anima secundum philosophos16 
è molto ampia e particolareggiata e si apre con la denominazione delle tre 
forze che compongono l’anima del vivente in generale: la vis vegetabilis, 
la vis sensibilis e la vis rationalis, dove il termine vis, sinonimo di anima, 
sta ad indicare l’azione di una forza naturale autonoma, presente fin 
dall’inizio in un organismo vivente. 

La vis vegetabilis è il principio di conservazione della natura 
attraverso la generazione e il nutrimento e del suo perfezionamento 
attraverso la crescita; la vis sensibilis è il principio della sensazione e del 
movimento; la vis rationalis è il principio della speculazione intellettuale 
e della libera scelta. 

Ciascuna di queste forze si articola in specifiche funzioni denominate 
anch'esse vires e che descrivono tutte le possibili operazioni naturali di un 
organismo vivente. Le tre vires descrivono inoltre una progressione 
dell’ animazione e circoscrivono differenti categorie di viventi: la vis 
vegetabilis è comune a tutti gli esseri viventi, piante, animali, uomo; la vis 
sensibilis caratterizza gli animali e l’uomo; la vis rationalis infine è 
sviluppata solo nell’uomo. 

La prima forza, in quanto presente in tutti gli organismi viventi, ha 
una modalità di azione esclusivamente naturale, la terza, specifica 
dell’uomo, agisce solo guidata dalla razionalità e determina l’attività 


16 Cfr. Tractatus, II, I-XXVI, pp. 70-103. 
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intellettiva propriamente detta, separata dalle condizioni materiali della 
conoscenza. La forza intermedia, che accomuna animali e uomini, 
possiede entrambe le modalitä, istintiva e razionale, riguardando sia il 
movimento involontario degli organi interni e il movimento spaziale (vis 
motiva), sia il processo fisico di formazione delle sensazioni (vis 
cognitiva). L’insieme di tali forze, diversamente sviluppate a seconda 
dell’organismo nel quale agiscono, costituisce ‘l’anima’ del vivente, cioè 
il suo principio di animazione, che come tale rimane fisicamente 
indeterminato, non localizzato e quantitativamente indefinito. 

La successiva classificazione delle potenze dell’anima contenuta nel 
Tractatus è quella secundum medicos!?, in particolare secondo Galeno, 
ritenuta giustamente da Giovanni come una possibile, ulteriore, 
interpretazione delle funzioni del vivente, che muove dal medesimo 
presupposto ontologico dell’ identità di ‘anima’ e actus. 

Anche la descrizione medica si presenta come uno schema tripartito 
analogo a quello aristotelico, ma esso si specializza, divenendo realmente 
fisiologico e quindi più idoneo a spiegare le principali funzioni vitali 
dell’organismo umano. Non si parla più genericamente di vires (forze) 
bensì di virtutes (facoltà), veri e propri dinamismi funzionali e sistemi 
fisiologici, posti in rapporto causale con specifici organi corporei e dotati 
di uno spiritus materiale attraverso il quale propagano le loro operazioni. 

La virtus vitalis è la prima facoltà presente nell’uomo fin dal suo stato 
embrionale, essa garantisce l’esistenza dello spirito vitale, cioè il principio 
della vita. Ha nel cuore la sua sede e si propaga a tutto il corpo attraverso 
le arterie. Essa è di due specie, la virtus vitalis operativa, cioè il 
movimento di sistole e diastole del cuore e delle arterie, l’atto meccanico 
in sé stesso, e la virtus vitalis operata, il movimento di dilatazione e 
costrizione causato dalla sensazione, come accade nella formazione delle 
passioni, nell’ira, nell’odio e simili. 

La virtus naturalis agisce secondo due finalità. Da una parte 
garantisce la conservazione dell’individuo somministrando il nutrimento e 
accrescendo il corpo: così intesa, essa ha sede nel fegato e si propaga a 
tutto il corpo attraverso le vene. Dall’altra, essa garantisce la 
conservazione della specie attraverso la generazione: in questo caso la sua 
sede è nei testicoli e si propaga attraverso i vasi seminali e lo sperma. 


17 Cfr. Tractatus, II, XXVU-XXXVI, pp. 103-113. 
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Tale facoltà si specifica ulteriormente in particolari funzioni, 
suddivise in due raggruppamenti in base alla modalità della loro relazione. 
Il primo raggruppamento comprende la virtus nutritiva, la virtus 
augmentativa, la virtus generativa e la virtus informativa. La nutritiva 
converte il nutrimento nel nutrito; avvenuta tale trasformazione, la 
augmentativa provŸede all’accrescimento delle parti del corpo secondo la 
proporzione naturale di ciascuna. Entrambe sono finalizzate alla 
conservazione dell’individuo. 

La generativa è la generazione in senso generale, cioè quella dello 
sperma che genera attraverso il maschio e la femmina; la informativa è la 
generazione in senso particolare, cioè la formazione delle singole parti del 
corpo: essa suddivide le virtù dello sperma dando a ciascun membro, ai 
nervi, alle arterie, alle ossa e ai muscoli, la complessionel8 che gli è 
propria. Le virtù generativa e informativa sono finalizzate alla 
conservazione della specie e tutte e quattro agiscono in stretta relazione tra 
loro. 

Il secondo raggruppamento comprende: la virtus attractiva, che 
agisce attraendo il nutrimento; la virtus retentiva, che attrae e trattiene ciò 
che serve alle singole parti del corpo; la virtus digestiva, che converte in 
materia corporea ciò che è stato attratto e trattenuto, infine la virtus 
expulsiva, che espelle il residuo superfluo del nutrimento. Queste ulteriori 
quattro specie della virtus naturalis, diversamente dalle prime, agiscono 
ciascuna per proprio conto sia sul fronte della conservazione 
dell’individuo sia su quello della conservazione della specie. 

La terza facoltà, la virtus animalis, rende possibile la sensazione e il 
movimento volontario. Essa ha sede nel cervello e si propaga attraverso i 
nervi. Si suddivide in due specie: la virtus apprehensiva, cioè la 
sensazione e la virtus motiva, vale a dire il moto volontario di muscoli, 
tendini e nervi. 

La virtus apprehensiva agisce verso l’esterno del corpo attraverso 
l’azione dei cinque sensi e verso l’interno ‘attraverso un’ulteriore 
diversificazione della sua azione secondo quattro modalità: il sensus 


18 Il termine latino complexio traduce, come è noto, l'idea complessa di fisiologia 
e patologia che Galeno definisce nell’introduzione all’opera De complexionibus. Egli 
afferma che ogni essere vivente ha una sua particolare combinazione di qualità calde, 
fredde, umide e secche che sono adatte alla propria natura e che instaurano un giusto 
equilibrio identificabile con lo stato di salute. Di conseguenza, ogni deciazione o rottura di 
esso genera situazioni patologiche. 
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communis, che recepisce passivamente tutte le cose percepite dai sensi e la 
fantasia, che trattiene e conserva quelle percezioni anche in assenza della 
simultanea azione dei sensi, entrambe sono localizzate nella parte 
anteriore del cervello. La cogitativa, che è la ragione propriamente detta, 
cioè la capacità di distinguere le percezioni non derivate dai sensi (come 
l’amicizia, l’odio e simili) e la capacità di giudizio: essa è localizzata nella 
parte centrale del cervello. Infine la virtus conservativa o memorialis, che 
è la capacità di conservare le percezioni derivate sia dai sensi, sia dalla 
ragione. 

La seconda specie della virtus animalis è la virtus motiva, che 
individua la capacità di movimento in senso proprio e in senso generale. 
Anch’essa si articola secondo tre modalità principali: come virtus motiva 
imperans et non imperata, che è la virtus motiva rationalis cioè il libero 
arbitrio o intelletto pratico; come virtus motiva imperans et imperata, che 
è lo stimolo a desiderare ciò che è utile e a respingere ciò che è dannoso; 
come virtus motiva imperata, che è il moto efficiente che agisce 
propriamente su nervi e muscoli, sia nella forma del moto volontario 
progressivo (moto locale) sia come movimento di contrazione ed 
estensione delle membra. 

Nell’ambito della medicina dunque, il termine ‘anima’ viene ad 
individuare l’essere vivente razionale e la descrizione che ne consegue 
mette in relazione l’organo materiale e corporeo con la rispettiva 
funzionalità. 

Confrontando il modello filosofico con quello medico, secondo la 
descrizione datane da Jean de La Rochelle, risulta evidente come il 
secondo sia una concreta esemplificazione di un modello filosofico 
generale. Tuttavia fra essi sembra non sussistere una esatta corrispondenza 
fra i rispettivi domini d’azione e le funzioni in essi comprese. Questo 
significa, a mio avviso, che fra i due modelli esiste una profonda 
differenza qualitativa e che essi si muovono in opposte direzioni, il 
modello medico verso un forte naturalismo biologico anche dei processi 
razionali del pensiero e della volontà, mentre il modello filosofico, più 
generale e indefinito, sembra palesare l’intuizione della caratteristica 
principale dei processi psichici e razionali, cioè la loro dimensione 
metafisica. 

L'imponente lavoro esegetico che ha preso avvio dalla metà del XIII 
secolo nelle Facoltà di Arti e Medicina delle Università europee ha spesso 
tentato, su questi temi medico-biologici, una conciliazione dottrinale dei 
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due modelli, soprattutto per l’esigenza, tipicamente medievale, di trovare 
a tutti i costi un accordo tra le principali auctoritates del sapere, accordo 
che tuttavia lasciava quasi sempre prevalere uno solo dei due modelli, in 
genere il modello filosofico su quello medico. 

Diversamente, il Tractatus di Jean de la Rochelle, pur evidenziando la 
consapevolezza dell’esistenza di differenti punti di vista nelle due 
tradizioni da lui accuratamente descritte, non sembra tuttavia voler 
intraprendere lo sforzo esegetico diretto alla loro conciliazione o perfetta 
giustapposizione. Si potrebbe quindi supporre che ciö sia dovuto 
all’intuizione dell’autore che solo una sintesi dei due modelli, medico e 
filosofico, rispettosa delle loro specificitä, sia realmente descrittiva di tutta 
la complessitä, fisica e psichica, della natura umana. Solo in questo modo 
infatti, l’antropologia filosofica poteva ambire a rappresentare un 
adeguato e opportuno completamento dell’antropologia teologica. 
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INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL SENSES IN ROGER BACON 


I) Internal senses and their functions. The role of the internal senses 
in the psychology, gnoseology and epistemology of Roger Bacon! cannot 
be understood unless set against the backdrop of the medical and scientific 
approach of Arab thinkers and in particular of the psyco-optico-biological 
theories of Avicenna and Alhazen. These contributed in different ways to 
the revision of the Aristotelian psychological model of the internal senses, 
based on common sense, fantasy and imagination. Whereas Avicenna’s 
De Anima and in particular Alhazen’s De Aspectibus2 highlight, using 


1 For an updated picture of the latest research on the philosophical and scientific 
works of Roger Bacon cfr. J. HACKETT (ed.), Roger Bacon and the Sciences. 
Commemorative Essays, Leiden, E.J. Brill, 1997. 

2 For Alhazen and the impact his writings have had on the Latin western mediaeval 
world and especially on Bacon, see in particular: G. Simon, «Roger Bacon et Kepler lecteurs 
d’Alhazen», Archives Internationales d’Histoire des Sciences 51 (2001) 38-54; id., «La 
psychologie de la vision chez Ptolémée et Ibn al-Haytham», in A. HASNAWI, A. ELAMRANI 
JAMAL, M. AOUAD (eds.), Perspectives arabes et médiévales sur la tradition scientifique et 
philosophique grecque, Louvain, Peeters, 1997, pp. 189-207; G.FEDERICI VESCOVINI, «La 
fortune de |’ optique d’Ibn al-Haitham: le livre «De aspectibus» («Kitab al-Manazir») dans 
le Moyen Age latin», Archives Internationales d’Histoire des Sciences 40 (1990) 220-238; 
ead., «Vision et réalité dans la perspective au XIVe siécle», Micrologus. Natura, scienze e 
società medievali 5 (1997) 161-180; ead., Studi sulla prospettiva medievale, Turin, 
Giappichelli, 19872, pp. 113-135; ead., Astrologia e scienza. La crisi dell’aristotelismo sul 
cadere del Trecento e Biagio Pelacani da Parma, Florence, Vallecchi, 1979, pp. 157-177; 
A.I. SABRA, «Sensation and Inference in Alhazen’s Theory of Visual Perception», in PK. 
MACHAMER, R.G. TURNBULL (eds.), Studies in Perception. Interrelations in the History of 
Philosophy and Science, Ohio, Columbus, 1978, pp. 160-185; R. RASHED, «Le discours de 
la lumière de Ibn Al-Haytham», Revue d'histoire des sciences et de leurs applications 21 
(1968) 198-224; id., «Optique géométrique et doctrine optique chez Ibn Al-Haytham», 
Archive for the History of Exact Sciences 6 (1970) 278-298. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1219-1229. 
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quite different philosophical and scientific methods, different relations 
between the internal senses, especially cogitative and memory vis-ä-vis 
intellectual cognition, Bacon is a careful and critical interpreter of this 
thought process and he develops a psychological and gnoseological 
doctrine with spiritual and contemplative undertones close to Avicenna 
and with mathematical, physical, medical, natural and empirical 
approaches close to Alhazen, in whose doctrine he introduces adaptations 
which result from religious and theological preoccupations3. We can say 
that, although in Bacon’s psychological and gnoseological model the 
rational part of the soul is dominant in that it is created by God (and not 
generated by nature) and through divine illumination it is able to look 
beyond the sensible data uncovering the substantial truth in all things both 
spiritual and pertaining to the senses, this does not reduce the value of the 
internal and external sense faculties of the soul through which man is in 
contact with the natural world. Bacon is able therefore to justify an 
experimental science of nature based on sight and on the internal senses 
of the soul. This represents Bacon’s fundamental philosophical model: 
reality is as we see it through both imperfect natural vision and through 
supernatural and divine vision. Thus corporeal vision is analogous to 
spiritual vision. The laws of corporeal vision are the model of spiritual 
vision and therefore we can speak of two experimental sciences: one is 
based on visual experience and is the way to knowing the natural world, 
while the second, to which the first is subordinate, is based on divine 
illumination and allows us to perceive the truth. 

If the sense of sight holds a privileged position insofar as knowledge 
of nature is concerned, its role and function must be considered within the 
context of all the senses of the soul. Sight must therefore be expressed as 
one of the many functions of the soul’s senses. 

A relatively complete picture of Bacon’s model of the internal senses 
is found in the opening of Perspectiva4 with reference to the mechanisms 


3 G. SIMON, «Roger Bacon et Kepler lecteurs d’Alhazen», op. cit., highlights how 
Bacon was one of the first medieval Christian writers to understand and spread in the Latin 
medieval western world Alhazen’s concepts of optics, giving them however an eclectic 
interpretation, integrating them with other sources and giving them a Christian twist. 

4 On Perspective as understood by Roger Bacon, see among the many studies: 
D.C. LINDBERG, «Roger Bacon on Light, Vision and the Universal Emanation of Force», in 
J. Hackett (ed.), Roger Bacon and the Sciences..., op. cit., pp. 243-275, which brings 
together all the other works of Lindberg and offers a good bibliography on the subject. See 
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of corporeal vision which is defined as a species or the incomplete effect 
of visible agents on the eye. 

There is no point in summarising here Bacon's concept of species». 
We need only say that the sensation (sight) is the place of encounter of two 
actions (virtues): one active and one subject to modifications. The subject 
of modification (or patient) is the matter of the sensory organ and the 
nature of the sensitive soul. The description of the material conditions of 
the patient and especially of the sensitive virtues of the soul is important 
in this context. This description is by the English Philospoher’s own 
admission based upon faith and on Aristotelian psychology, as seen 
through the filter of Avicenna®. In particular Bacon refers to the Persian 
Philosopher’s analysis of the functioning of the sensitive soul and the 
internal senses. Following Avicenna’s interpretation of the multifaceted 
Aristotelian notion of common sense7, Bacon affirms that the first internal 


also: J. HACKETT, «The Hand of Roger Bacon, the Writing of the ‘Perspectiva’ and MS 
Paris BN Lat. 7434», in J. HAMESSE (ed.), Roma magistra mundi: itineraria culturae 
mediaevalis. Mélanges offerts au Père LE Boyle à l’occasion de son 75e anniversaire, 
Louvain-la-Neuve, Fidem, 1998, pp. 323-336. 

5 For Bacon’s concept of the sensible species see in particular: Rogerus Bacon, De 
multiplicatione specierum, D.C. LINDBERG (ed.) Clarendon Press, Oxford 1983 (Roger 
Bacon’s Philosophy of Nature). 

6 Rogerus Bacon, Perspectiva, D.C. LINDBERG (ed.) Clarendon Press, Oxford 
1996, pars I, d. 1, cap. 5, p. 16 (Roger Bacon and the Origins of Perspectiva in the Middle 
Ages); see also: Rogerus Bacon, Opus tertium, J.S. BREWER (ed.), London 1859, cap. 
XXIII, p. 78 (Fratris Rogeri Bacon Opera quaedam hactenus inedita). 

7 Historiography is increasingly clearly showing that the notion of common sense 
in Aristotle suffers from a high degree of semantic variability which generated the complex 
and articulate medieval discussion on the role of the internal senses. Historiography today 
is taking a critical new look at the at the theory of common sense in which traditionally the 
three not specific sensitive operations of perception of De anima, III were included, in 
other words the perception of common sensibles, apperception, discrimination, tending to 
identify aisthesis koiné of De anima with koiné dynamis of the Parva naturalia. It has 
recently been shown however how the two expressions describe very different aspects: the 
former represents a posterior capacity with respect to the differentiation of perception in 
the five senses; the latter represents an anterior and radical capacity of perception. The 
former, common sense, therefore is a function that is non-specific, but still a function of 
specific senses; the latter case represents the faculty (common sense) that is distinguishable 
from the five senses and accounts for perception as a whole. On this revision see: C. DI 
MARTINO, «Alle radici della percezione. Senso comune e sensazione comune in Aristotele, 
De anima, III, 1-2», Archives d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 68 (2001) 7- 
26. The collective work G.ROMEYER-DHERBEY, C.VIANO (eds.), Corps et äme. Sur le De 
anima d’Aristote, Paris, Von, 1996 had already contributed previously in equal measure to 
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sense is common sense which is to be found in the brain’s frontal lobe. 
Considered in relation to the specific external senses, this is the source of 
all them and is the place of arrival of all species originating within them, 
without however being able to hold them due to the excessive slipperiness 
of the instrument it uses (the nerve)8. Avicenna’s theory of common sense 
is very similar: the common sense receives all the impressions that come 
from the external senses and in particular filters optical perception. 
Neither Bacon nor Avicenna however believe that the optical species are 
held here9; rather this is the role of the imagination which is also located 
in the frontal lobe of the brain. Both of them believe that common sense 
receives and transmits the sensibles rather than organising them. It is the 
imagination, located in the brain behind the common sense, that holds the 
species that are redirected by the common sense as they arrive from the 
peripheral organs; the imagination acts as a store for the common sense10, 
The virtue resulting from the union of common sense and imagination is 
therefore fantasy, which also involves the other two faculties and relates 
to them as the whole relates to the individual parts. So, if the common 
sense receives the sensible species and the imagination stores them, 
fantasy is the faculty that judges them. Bacon’s text suggests that fantasy 
organises, compares and combines the sensibles!! collected by the 
common sense and stored by the imagination. It represents activity. 
However what do the common sense, the imagination and fantasy 
fee] and evaluate? They feel twenty nine sensibles (nine proper sensibles 
belonging to the special senses and twenty or more common sensibles)12. 


the revision of the concept of common sense. On this problem see also: J.D. MODRAK, 
Aristotle. The Power of Perception, Chicago, Chicago University Press, 1987 and V. 
SORGE, Profili dell’averroismo bolognese. Metafisica e scienza in Taddeo da Parma, 
Naples, Luciano, 2001, pp. 90-94. 

8 Rogerus Bacon, Perspectiva,ed. cit., pars 1, d. 1, cap. 2, p. 6. 

9  Avicenna’s treatment of common sense can be found in particular in Avicenna 
Latinus, Liber de anima seu sextus de naturalibus, S. VAN RIET (ed.), E.J. Brill,, Louvain- 
Leiden 1968, IV, 1, 4-59, pp. 1-5. For an interpretation close to ours of the notion and 
function of common sense in Avicenna, see: G.FEDERICI VESCOVINI, Studi sulla prospettiva 
medievale, op. cit., pp. 80-85. For a recent interpretation of common sense in Avicenna see: 
C. Di MARTINO, «Alle radici della percezione...», op. cit. 14; 21-22. 

10 Rogerus Bacon, Perspectiva, ed. cit., pars I, d. 1, cap. 2, pp. 6-8. On imagination 
in Avicenna see: Avicenna Latinus, Liber de anima ..., ed. cit., IV, 1, 60-66, pp. 5-6. 

11 Rogerus Bacon, Perspectiva, ed. cit., pars I, d. 1, cap. 2, p. 8. 

12 ibid. pars], d. 1, cap. 3, p. 8. 
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The latter are not so called, because they are perceived by the common 
sense, but because they are commonly discerned by all or several of the 
particular senses, especially by vision and touch, which communicate 
with all the common sensibles13. The twenty nine sensibles are therefore 
perceived by the particular sense and by the first three internal senses 
(common sense, imagination and fantasy). The doctrine of the common 
sensibles in Bacon is related to the doctrine of the so-called intentiones 
and of the functions of the three superior internal senses being estimative, 
memory and cogitative, the supreme faculties of the sensitive soul. The 
English Philosopher speaks of the qualities that are more active and better 
able to produce an alteration in the patient than are the other sensibles, 
since these qualities lead not only to perception, but also to a state of fear 
or love. They are called the complexional qualities and are the reason for 
objects resembling or differing from each other or being attracted by or 
rejecting each other. In other words they are the determinations of the 
substantial natures14. Species of complexional qualities therefore have a 
stronger power to modify patients than species of light and colour and, 
even if they pass through external senses and the first internal senses, are 
recognised and judged only by the superior faculties of the sensitive soul. 
Common sense, imagination and fantasy are nothing more than the 
pathway for these species and are unable to perceive and evaluate these 
«formae insensatae circa sensibilem materiam», according to Bacon's 
translation of Avicenna's concept of intentiol5. If therefore Bacon 
considers the materia sensibilis as being the whole of all the qualities 


13 ibid., pars I, d. 1, cap.3, p. 12. 

14 ibid., pars I, d. 1, cap. 4, pp.13-14. 

15 Avicenna's theory of intentio as developed in De Anima is well known. In fact it 
is the Persian Philosopher's view that there are accidental or apparent qualities, such as 
colour, sound, smell, taste and tactile qualities that are perceived by the external senses 
which pass them on to the internal senses which in turn apprehend them. The elements that 
are apprehended by external senses and by internal senses simultaneously are called formae 
by Avicenna; whatever is perceived by the soul through internal senses alone without the 
action of the external senses is called intentio. Avicenna thus uses this concept to describe 
what takes the place of what is intended and whose being is weaker than what is intended; 
these intentiones are therefore qualities that are not «felt» because their nature is not 
sensible. And they are judged only by the internal faculties of the sensitive soul. See: 
Avicenna Latinus, Liber de anima..., ed. cit., IV,1, 79-94, pp. 6-8. On how this doctrine 
influenced Bacon see: G.FEDERICI VESCOVINI, Studi sulla prospettiva medievale, op. cit., 
pp- 80-85. 
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perceived by the senses (external and inferior internal) upon which it acts, 
the complexional qualities are perceived by the more noble internal 
faculties of the sensitive soul and are insensatae or sensibiles per 
accidens16 by the external particular senses and the first internal senses. 
They are however also per accidens with regards to their necessary 
substance. For complexional qualities are substantial determinations 
whose specific nature is unclear. This means that Bacon believes that 
substantial determinations cannot be perceived through the activity of the 
senses of the soul if not by accident!7, so that necessary truth is not 
knowable through visual experimental science but through internal 
spiritual knowledge provoked by divine action. 

The formae insensatae can be defined from the standpoint of the 
object as the species of substantial natures that act on the superior internal 
senses bringing about apprehensive or cognitive operations; from the 
standpoint of the subject upon which they act they can be defined as the 
objects of complex sensations which result from the noble internal virtues 
of the sensitive soul (estimative, memory and cogitative). The latter have, 
according to Bacon who follows Avicenna’s teachings in this area, 
specular functions with respect to common sense, imagination and 
fantasy. As with common sense, estimative, the first of the internal 
superior sensitive virtues, receives species but does not store them; 
storage is carried out by memory, which acts like imagination and holds 
the species received by estimative. Like fantasy, the evaluation of all 
species is carried out by the highest of all internal sensitive virtues, 
cogitative. This uses the other faculties to connect and elaborate images. 
This faculty is present in man and animals in that the psychology of sense 
is identical in man and animal. In the latter Bacon gives the cogitative 
virtue the name of logistica, because it corresponds to human reasoning, 
thus constituting the basis of animal perfection18. In man however the 
cogitative is united immediately by God’s creative will with the rational 
soul which comes into the body and uses the former as a special 
instrument, giving certainty and validity to the apprehensive and 
knowledge gathering actions of the sensitive soul. This shows us how, 
although the English Philosopher recognises the importance of 
psychology of sensation and corporeal vision in particular and of all the 


16 Rogerus Bacon, Perspectiva, ed. cit., pars I, d. 2, cap. 10, p. 148. 
17 ibid. 
18 ibid., pars I, d. 1, cap. 4, pp. 14-16. 
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functions of the sensitive soul, he is not able or is unwilling to explain in 
any way a kind of knowledge based on these faculties only, be they 
individual external senses or the first inner senses or even the superior 
internal senses. In Bacon feeling and sensations do not constitute 
absolutely valid operations as they are limited in power. The operation of 
feeling is solicited by actions of objects (species) and, even if it’s able to 
elaborate these actions (through fantasy or cogitative functions), the 
English Philosopher does not recognise the activity and autonomy of the 
sensations at the cognitive level. Bacon follows Avicennian and 
Augustinian tradition in establishing a hierarchy of senses and intellect, 
between the actions of the senses and of the intellect. Thus if the internal 
superior senses have the ability to apprehend and evaluate the sensible 
species and are able to carry out comparisons and rational calculations, as 
we shall see when we speak of the modes of corporeal vision, they remain 
inferior to the intellect: they are able to perceive the appearance of things, 
but not their necessary substance. In order to better understand Bacon’s 
position and his relationship with the medical and biological tradition 
originated by Alhazen, who attempted to show that the superior internal 
faculties of the sensitive soul were independent, we need to take a closer 
look at corporeal vision and its rules. 


II) Corporeal vision and external experimental science. As it has 
been shownl9, there have been several attempts to face vision problems. 
One approach has been to give a simply optical explanation of sight 
without taking into consideration cognitive validity of perception. Other 
explanations rely on geometry of the ocular vision mechanism without 
ascribing any cognitive value to the visual image. Geometrical optics can 
explain how light travels in a straight line without the need to consider 
whether these rules account for the true or real appearance of the objects, 
in other words with no attention paid to gnoseological problems of visual 
sizes. On the other hand, Alhazen places the problem of optics in close 
association with the psychological question of perception and the issue of 
valid knowledge, establishing that the optical perception of figures, which 


19 In particular see: G.FEDERICI VESCOVINI, Studi sulla prospettiva medievale, op. 
cit.; ead., «Vision et réalité dans la perspective au XIVe siécle», op. cit. 167-169; ead., 
«Prospettiva», in N. ABBAGNANO, G. FORNERO (eds.), Dizionario di filosofia, Torino, Utet, 
1998, pp. 873-875. 
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shows their objective being20, is a result of perception and the rational 
calculation of their size and figure, according to set proportions, so that 
during the act of sensitive vision over and above pure sense of sight all the 
. internal sense cognitive faculties of the sensitive soul come into play. In 
this context Bacon’s position is at a midpoint an mediates with others21. 
He elaborates a geometrical explanation of optical vision and also shows 
interest in the psycho-gnoseological aspects of vision which, on the one 
hand allows him to consider vision in relation to the apprehensive 
functions of the internal faculties of the sensitive soul, giving vision a 
special position in the acquisition of knowledge of the natural world, but 
does not allow him (for religious reasons above all) to recognise the full 
cognitive evidence of perception, as it’s inferior to the truth which 
transcends the perceptible world. 

The English Philosopher’s theory of corporeal vision, of which 
psycho-gnoseological analysis of the internal senses is part, also contains 
mathematical, anatomical, physiological and psycho-perceptive elements. 
Great importance is given to mathematical and geometrical laws relating 
to the multiplication of light rays (species) and to the creation of visual 
images (in particular based on the theories of Ptolemy and Alhazen22). All 
this, in combination with considerations on the internal senses, leads 
Bacon to theorise a doctrine of optical knowledge based on precise rules. 
Vision and therefore the so-called experimental science23 of nature are 


20 On the problem of judgement of sense in Alhazen see in particular: D. SUMMERS, 
The Judgement of Sense, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1987. 

21 On the eclectic use of optical sources by Bacon see in particular: G. SIMON, 
«Roger Bacon et Kepler lecteurs d’Alhazen», op. cit. 

22 Note that Bacon did not recognise the originality of Alhazen’s works on optics 
which he attributed to Ptolomey’s elaborations. 

23 On the concept of experimental science in Roger Bacon, see specifically the works 
of J. HACKETT, The Meaning of Experimental Science (Scientia experimentalis) in the 
Philosophy of Roger Bacon, Toronto, Ph. D. Dissertation, University of Toronto, 1983; id., 
«Necessity, Fate and a Science of Experience in Albertus Magnus, Thomas Aquinas and Roger 
Bacon», in S.J. RIDYARD, R.J. BENSON (eds.), Man and Nature in the Middle Ages, Sewanee, 
University of the South, 1995, pp. 113-123; id., «Scientia experimentalis. From Robert 
Grosseteste to Roger Bacon», in J. Mc Evoy (ed.), Robert Grosseteste. New Perspectives on 
his Thought and Scholarship, Boston, 1995, pp. 89-120; id., «Roger Bacon on Scientia 
experimentalis», in J. HACKETT (ed.), Roger Bacon and the Sciences..., op. cit., pp. 277-315. 
See also: A. CROMBIE, Robert Grosseteste and the Origins of Experimental Science 1100-1700, 
Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1953; W. EAMON, Science and the Secrets of Nature. Books of 
Secrets in Medieval and Early Modern Culture, Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1994. 
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made possible by the direct action of the species of light and colour, by 
the action of the common sensibles and the complexional qualities, by the 
nervous sensibilities of the optical nerves, which transmit the species, and 
by a series of conditions that determine and regulate the appearance of 
species24. However the fundamental problem that Bacon faces, whose 
solution reveals the role and cognitive value he ascribes to visual 
perception and to the senses in general, relates to the certainty of visual 
knowledge and to errors of vision to which the important question as to 
how error is avoided is associated, whether through the behaviour of the 
natural agent or through the actions of the patient. 

The English Philosopher affirms that it is the sensible species that 
guarantees the distinction and clarity of vision and not the visual organ 
and the internal sensitive activities of the soul. In Bacon sensibility seems 
to be limited to registering of a pre-ordained order of reality and above all 
has limited cognitive power, necessarily certified by the activity of the 
intellect supported by divine illumination. This represents a contemplative 
approach to problems of knowledge in which knowledge based on the 
senses alone is impossible. Bacon’s critique of the gnoseological 
principles of Alhazen’s visual perception, which attempted to give 
independence to the higher functions of the sensitive soul creating a kind 
of science based on memory and cogitative faculties, is a clear indication 
of these tendencies. Bacon re-iterates Alhazen’s thesis that there are three 
modes of visual cognition: the «solo intuitu sensus» cognition in which 
only external senses are involved with no involvement of the other 
faculties of the soul; the «per scientiam» visual cognition in which 
imagination and memory are involved and the «per syllogismum» visual 
cognition which requires the intervention of imagination, memory and 
cogitative25. The first relates to general perception of light and colour and 
requires no intervention of internal faculties of the soul. The second 
involves the recognition and identification of things through use of 
imagination and memory (the storehouse of species). The last case comes 
closer to the exercise of reason, with the intervention not only of sight and 
memory but also of cogitative faculty, the highest of the internal faculties 
of the sensitive soul which carries out functions of argumentation and 
reason. By following Alhazen’s reasoning, Bacon comes to the conclusion 


24 Rogerus Bacon, Perspectiva, ed. cit., pars I, d. 8-9, capp. 1-4, pp. 108-144. 
25 ibid., pars I, d. 10, cap. 3, pp. 154-159. 
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that animals have the capacity to enter thought processes, in other words 
the ability to organise their perceptions and thereby make forecasts based 
on the memory of previous perceptions, exactly like man. Bacon therefore 
sustains that Alhazen has affirmed that men and animals see in the same 
way, in the three forms of visual knowledge described above. He goes on 
to say that on the basis of these operations (especially of the cogitative 
faculty) the Arab Philosopher speaks of visual knowledge through science 
and syllogism, terms that are unsuited to describe processes that are found 
in non-rational souls, proper only to purely sense based processes26. If the 
similarities between rational processes in man and the instinctive 
processes in animals have led authors such as Alhazen to speak of 
cognition through science and syllogism, according to Bacon in man the 
certainty of knowledge lies in the rational soul created by God and tied to 
the cogitative, by which man is aware of perceptions and of argumen- 
tation. Animals do not enjoy this awareness since their cogitative function 
acts «ex solo instinctu naturali». 

This critique is an example of the opposition to a kind of gnoseology 
(Alhazen’s) which attempts to establish continuity between the senses and 
rational faculties, between optical vision, visual sensation and internal 
perception (logical inference). Religious considerations and contem- 
plative tendencies stop Bacon from fully accepting a medical and 
biological psychology and gnoseology which attempt to place the human 
soul and knowledge on the natural plane, establishing certainty of 
knowledge as deriving from the senses and from their activity. 

Therefore, although Bacon is attracted by natural interests and 
accepts that corporeal vision is an important instrument in establishing 
contact with nature, he does not accept corporeal vision as the source of 
absolute certainty. Vision allows perception of effects, but does not reveal 
the essence or the necessary substance of objects. The problem of 
certainty of knowledge and of truth is resolved by Bacon on the religious 
rather than the philosophical or scientific plane. Does a correspondence 
exist between the optical image and the necessary substance of an object? 
How can we be sure of that correspondence? The answer is religious: 
truth, the exact correspondence between an optical perception and 
substance, is guaranteed by God. It is only because the divine rational soul 
marries by God’s will the soul’s sense faculties that man is certain of what 


26 ibid., pars I, d. 10, cap. 3, p.158. 
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he knows and sees. Internal and external senses are subordinate to the 
intellect as illuminated by God, although this in no way undermines the 
importance for sensitive knowledge. 
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I. JOHN PECHAM AND ROGER BACON 


David C. Lindberg remarks: «Of Roger Bacon’s influence on Pecham 
there can be no doubt. Even a superficial reading of their works on similar 
subjects reveals that Pecham drew heavily on Bacon»l. Reviewing 
Decima Douie’s suggestion that Pecham may have been Bacon’s student 
at Paris in the 1240’s, he concludes that there is no evidence and 
«Therefore, it appears that contact of significance from a scientific 
standpoint could have occurred only in the 1260’s, after Bacon had 
become interested in mathematical science; moreover, during this decade, 
both were residents of the Franciscan friary in Paris, where Pecham was 
studying theology and Bacon was sent by his Franciscan superiors for 
closer supervision and possibly some sort of quarantine»2. 

In this brief paper, I can but sketch the extent of the influence of 
Bacon on Pecham and likewise the reception by Pecham of Bacon’s 
works. But I believe that by the end of this presentation, you will agree that 
an understanding of Pecham can shed much light on the context of 
Bacon’s criticisms of his contemporaries. 


II. KNOWLEDGE, CERTITUDE, SUBJECTIVITY: DE IRIDE AS A PRIMARY 
EPISTEMOLOGICAL EXAMPLE 


It goes without saying that Bacon wrote the Opus maius part five as a 
model for scientific knowledge, and that he provided an exemplum of this 


1 D.C. LINDBERG, John Pecham and The Science of Optics: Perspectiva 
Communis, Madison-Milwaukee, London: The University of Wisconsin Press, 1970, 10. 
2 Ibid, ll. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1231-1239. 
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knowledge in Opus maius VI: De scientia experimentali, specifically in 
regard to traditional accounts of our knowledge of the rainbow. 

Simply put, Bacon argues that Aristotle, Seneca, Avicenna, Averroes 
and all of his contemporaries, including Albertus Magnus and Robert 
Grosseteste do not provides an experimentally adequate account of scientific 
knowledge. Bacon’s point is technical. The traditional model of scientia in 
the Posterior Analytics and the general accounts by the auctores in books on 
Perspectiva, while valid as a model of geometrical optics, lack an adequate 
account of an experimentum crucis, in this case, the rainbow. Bacon believes 
that the important point about a new science of nature is the detailed 
description of the single verifiable phenomenon, where a combination of 
mathematical accuracy and experiential detail will guarantee the truth of the 
argumentum. The claim that Bacon was a modern scientist avant la lettre has 
been strongly criticized, but I persist in my stubbornness and claim that in 
fact, Roger Bacon did provide the model that was later taken up and 
exploited by Francis Bacon and others in the early 17th c. And I believe there 
is textual and critical evidence for this claim. 

If this is so, and if, as Lindberg argues, Bacon’s reflection theory of 
the rainbow in tiny drops of water takes up and improves Grosseteste’s 
refraction theory of the rainbow in the whole cloud, what justifies John 
Pecham’s strong criticism of Grosseteste and Bacon’s Perspectiva 
communis, part HD. He presents the matter in the following manner. Let 
light rays enter a spherical cloud, converge at a point on the other side, and 
after the intersection, the light spreads out a second time into a pyramid, 
half of which falls in the cloud and consequently produces a semicircular 
impression, while the other half falls on earth. This is evidently the 
position of Grosseteste. Pecham makes the following objection: let any ray 
fall through a circular aperture, it is certain that it will be circular, further, 
put a hexagonal stone in front of the solar ray, and the result will be a 
columnar shape. Therefore, the cause of the shape must be found in the 
cloud and not in the ray. Again, for Pecham, this is contrary to good 
common sense and Aristotle’s account of «the ray of medial roundness» 
which assumes the shape of the medium. Pecham continues: Other people 
assign roundness to the ray in virtue of itself, for they say that rays diverge 
from the sun pyramidally, and half the pyramid falls into a cloud and 
produces the aforesaid figure. The problem with this is that all parts of the 


3 LINDBERG, ed cit., 233 ff. 
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sunlight fill the whole hemisphere with their light. Therefore, there is not 
one pyramid but one continuous body of light containing potentially an 
infinity of pyramids, some of which have their vertex in the luminous body 
and some in the facing object or medium. 

When he discusses the production of the diversity of rainbow colors 
by variation of cloud and light, Pecham moves from his criticism of 
Grosseteste and clearly rejects Bacon’s subjective reflection theory. This 
theory holds that there is no one «objective rainbow» but that entirely 
different rainbow’s are seen by different observers. But, of course, being a 
good medieval thinker, Pecham wishes to do justice to both authors, and 
finds himself caught between two chairs. In the end, he cannot make up 
his mind, and he draws on elements from both Grosseteste and Bacon. The 
text is quite interesting. Having accepted part of Bacon’s criticism of 
Grosseteste, namely, that reflection occurs in tiny drops of water and not 
in the cloud as a whole, he proceeds to criticize Bacon’s view that there 
are aS many rainbows as observers. That is, the rainbow is a purely 
subjective phenomenon. In this, Pecham is in agreement with the position 
of Albertus Magnus. The text itself is interesting: 

«However, I fail to grasp that which is maintained by some people, 
[namely,] that the different colors are produced in the same parts of the 
cloud but do not appear everywhere, being visible only in those parts to 
which the rays constituting the colors are reflected; for no impressions 
whatever are seen by means of the rays that generated them, but rather 
through their own species outside the place of reflection. This is evident in 
a ray traversing colored glass [and continuing] as far as a facing body 
[and] in the generation of colors in hexagonal stones, for the colors are 
seen from every direction. However, those things that are erroneously 
maintained concerning the rainbow can frequently be disproved by 
observation of such stones»4. 


III ROGER BACON, COMMUNIA NATURALIUM 
What makes Communia naturalium I, 4 so important for 
understanding Bacon’s Opus maius V, the Perspectiva, is the fact that it is 


the one place in the later works where Bacon critically comments on issues 
relating to topics dealing with De anima, and more especially because in 


4 Ibid., 235. 
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this text, Bacon tells us expressly that he wrote the Perspectiva as the 
foundation of both a theory of knowledge and a philosophy of mind in order 
to contradict the common teaching of the philosophers and theologians. I 
will provide a brief overview of this work and give one important example. 
Chapters 1 to 7 involves a critical review of discussions on De anima. In 
particular, the use of Alcher of Clairvaux (Pseudo-Augustine), De spiritu et 
anima, and Gennadius, De ecclesiasticis dogmatibus is criticized. The 
positions of the philosophers on the unity of the possible intellect are 
rejected, the position of Thomas Aquinas on the unity of the intellective soul 
is rejected, and typical Franciscan teaching on spiritual matter and form are 
affirmed. Above all, Bacon holds that the soul is a substance with many 
powers, and that the reason and will go together, (intellectum speculativum 
et practicum) leading to a robust theory of freedom of the will. 

Bacon begins his account as follows: Prior to twenty years ago, all 
philosophers and theologians argued that only the intellectual soul came 
from outside (in our terms, is non-natural), and that the vegetative and | 
sensitive souls in the human being were produced from the potency of 
matter in a natural way. And still to this time, English theologians and all 
true philosophers maintain this position. Again, Avicenna and Averroes 
and all philosophers hold the same position, and this agrees with the 
teaching of the Faith which holds that only ‘the image of God is created’. 
And there is nothing in opposition to these great thinkers except some 
false authorities—inauthentic works such as De spiritu et anima and De 
ecclesiasticis dogmatibus. Indeed, he states that «These works are not by 
Augustine, as experts in theology acknowledge, even though others are 
accustomed to think that they are works of Augustine. This work teaches 
the absurd doctrine that the vegetative and sensitive souls are co-created 
with the intellective soul and are separated at death. These works are 
entirely apocryphal, and are useless as proof from Augustine. And true 
philosophers reject them. But the Sancti and some theologians use them as 
the truth and as authority». 

Further the Sancti are accustomed to pick up and use the vocabulary 
of common speech and do not seek philosophical certitude by analysis. For 
example, Gregory in his Homelies states that plants do not have souls, but 
have something called ‘greenness’ (viriditas). But all philosophers know 
that plants have vegetative though not sensitive souls. Either Gregory did 


5 Roger Bacon, Communia naturalium, I, 4, 281-282. 
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not see the truth or he spoke in the manner of the vulgar crowd, since the 
vulgar uneducated do not think that animals have souls. Indeed, the 
common people in many kingdoms still believe that only humans have 
souls, whence they laugh at philosophers who claim that dogs and other 
brutes have animate souls. 

To summarize: All philosophers, and indeed theologians of any value 
and still all English thinkers who are the most studious hold that only the 
intellect is created or given from the outside, through the door as Aristotle 
puts it. And they argue this by both Reason and Experience and not by 
appeal to fake authorities. Their experiential arguments as Bacon states, are 
taken from embryology. Both actual women and the authority of Aristotle 
hold that before the infusion of the rational Soul, there is but a vegetative 
and sensitive soul present. Women have experience of this. And the foetus 
grows and develops and if moved, it senses pain. Now, if the vegetative 
soul and the sensitive soul were co-created with the intellective soul ab 
origine «as many moderns teach in public», then, they do not precede the 
same intellective soul in being and there will be a double vegetative and 
sensitive soul, one produced from the potency of matter in a natural way 
and the other by means of concurrent creation with the intellect. This is 
irrational and lacks authority, and experts in philosophy reprove such 
nonsensical opinions. God and nature do not operate in a superfluous 
manner, and one vegetative and sensitive soul is sufficient. 

Bacon adds examples from animal life. In some cases, smell for 
example, animal knowledge is more powerful than human. And this 
natural development helps explain human sensitive knowledge. Therefore, 
to posit another higher level such as a co-created vegetative and sensitive 
soul is superfluous. And if at death, body and soul separate, there the 
vegetative and sensitive souls would be separated substances like the 
intellective. But according to Aristotle, every separate substance is 
intellective. In any event, the vegetative and sensitive souls are a virtus 
organica and not spiritual substances. 


IV. JOHN PECHAM: TRACTATUS DE ANIMA6 


John Pecham is clearly in agreement with Roger Bacon specifically in 
holding that the Agent Intellect is not a part of the soul (a pars animae) and 


6 Tractatus de anima Ioannis Pecham, P.G. MELANI, O.F.M., (ed.), Firenze, 
Biblioteca di Studi Francescani, 1947. 
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in this he reflects Bacon’s position in the Opus maius and Opus tertium. 
Pecham’s remarks on soul are much more finely developed than the obiter 
dicta of Roger Bacon, but they are still quite polemical and critical of his 
own contemporaries. Indeed, in his account of the operations of the soul, 
the virtues of the soul, and the substance of the soul, he can be seen to fill 
out in detail what is present in Communia naturalium of Roger Bacon in 
shorter form, and this has been noticed by the editor of the Tractatus. 
Pecham like Bacon is quite clear that he has to fight against the ignorant 
mob who laugh as ‘academic’ treatments of the soul. 

Pecham is very critical of those who think that the soul can have 
knowledge of natural things by a clear dualistic separation of its being 
from the body. It is the common teaching of modern Oxford neo- 
Aristotelian-neo-Analytic Thomist philosophers that Thomas Aquinas is 
somewhat unique in holding that the soul as the forma corporis means a 
non-dualist philosophy of mind. I will argue that Bacon and especially 
Pecham make it clear that in this life, there is no intellectual knowledge 
without a return to the phantasm. If Thomas Aquinas is a non-dualist in 
this context, then, so too are Bacon and Pecham. 

Now, in regard to the condition of the body after death, and in the light 
of the De spiritu et anima of Alcher of Clairvaux, Pecham does a review 
of many positions: 

1) Bonaventure: the separate soul draws with it the “sensitive powers’. 

2) Aristotle: there is a conjunction of the sensitive and rational souls 

3) Aristotle and Augustine are in agreement: the soul operates through 

the body, the sensitive soul is a motion of the animal by means of 
the body. 

4) The soul senses by means of the body 

5) «But the soul separated from the body at death does not lack this 

help or medium of the body, as the auctor of the book De spiritu et 
anima expressly teaches: that is, the intellective soul draws with it 
the imaginative, concupiscible and irascible parts»7. 

These are, of course, different from reason, but they remain parts of 
the soul. This remark is quite important since later in the text, Pecham 
explicitly takes up the terms of Bacon’s account. «Quidam enim, maxime 
philosophantes, dicunt quod in homine (vegetative), sensitive et 
intellective sunt tres diversae substantiae, sed tamen sunt una anima, sicut 


7 Tbid., 15. 
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materia et forma sunt diversae naturae et tamen faciut unam naturam vel 
magis unam substantiam compositam et unam completam, sicut secundum 
quosdam plura lumina in medio sumt plura lumina sed unus actus 
medii(5). Et haec videtur positio Philosophi XIII De animalibus, quod 
solus intellectus intrat ab extrinseco»8. And Pecham then adds: And this is 
also defended in the books of experts in theology. And it seems to agree 
with arguments from experience such as the argument from embryology 
that the fetus is first an animal before it becomes a human being. Further, 
it also seems to agree with the view of the Law that the killing of a formed 
fetus is a capital offence, a homicide, but that the abortion of a non-formed 
human fetus, that is, a fetus in the first trimester, is not a crime. Pecham 
adds: And it is certain that an unformed fetus at most lives in a vegetative 
state. 

Still, according to Pecham, there is still another position which others 
hold, namely, the teaching of the auctor, De spiritu et anima, that when 
God created the rational soul, he included these three powers in the soul as 
potencies and not as three substances, which generally appears to be the 
case, because what is possible for the lower power is also for the superior 
but not conversely. And he adds: «And this position agrees more with the 
words of the doctors and the Theologians». Having made this judgment, 
Pecham proceeds to give his account of sense knowledge which in large 
part is that of Bacon in the fifth part of the Opus maius, the Perspectiva. 

6) The separated soul does not draw the sensitive powers with it, but 

only the intellectus, by which it knows all particulars-a position 
like that of Roger Bacon. 

Pecham's response: There is no intellectual knowledge in this life 
without a conversion to the phantasm, just as there is no vision without a 
return of the eye to colors. Yet, he states that others hold the view that the 
intellective power alone when separated knows all corporeal things 
through itself and not by means of the sensitive power. He then adds: They 
mean this in the sense that «all substances multiply their own species» 
certainly a position of Roger Bacon. To this, Pecham responds: «But this 
does not appear to be a satisfactory reason, since the separated soul 
understands not only the quiddities of things but also the quantities and 
qualities of things which sentitive knowledge discerns». 


8  MELANI, ed. cit., 30-31 
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In what follows, Pecham sets out his neo-Augustinian position by use 
of the well known principles from the Liber de causis —Et quia receptum 
est in recipiente per modum recipientis. And so according to Pecham, the 
soul assimilates itself to the images that it receives from outside (ab extra) 
by means of natural sensitive knowledge but it does so in the manner in 
which the Wax takes on the form of the Seal — it is an openness to all 
things. And yet, it assimilates external things to itself by the process of de- 
materilization of what is first given in sensation — light and color, and then 
the form is progressively purified by the process of the common sense, 
imagination-phantasy-memory, and further purified by aestimation, 
cogitative sense and intellectual memory until one finds the conditions for 
an abstraction of a «universal species» by the agent intellect. Only then 
can one have true intellectual knowledge, although any knowledge process 
will presuppose the existence of eternal light, that is, there is the knower, 
the object of knowledge but above all that which is the ultimate condition 
for knowledge, the presence of ever-present light. 

And yet, in.the end, despite the differences about the use of the De 
spiritu et anima, Pecham in his analysis of sensitive knowledge clearly 
exhibits his dependence on Opus maius, part five, Perspectiva. Professor 
Lindberg rightly criticized Bacon’s attempt in this work to have his cake 
and eat it. That is, he pointed to the contradictions of Bacon’s attempt at a 
combination of a purely physical optical intromission and extramission 
theory of vision. Of course, he is correct, that is, from the point of view 
of the causal-mechanical function of optics. But what of psychology? Why 
should we persist in the belief that medievals like Bacon and Pecham were 
just victims of some medieval folk-psychology? Did Bacon really believe 
in an extramission theory like that attributed to Democritus, and Al-Kindi? 
No, he did not. 

As Pecham makes clear in his explanation of a problem from Bacon’s 
Perspectiva, there is no difference between saying that ‘the eye is an active 
agent of seeing’ and vision is direct such that a visible power moves from 
the eye to the object. This is not to be taken in an anthropomorphic 
manner. No, the very words cited by Pecham from Aristotle defend some 
notion of extramission even as he negates the position of Plato and Al- 


9 D.C. LINDBERG, Theories of Vision From Alkindi to Kepler, Chicago/London: 
The University of Chicago Press, 1976, 115-116. 
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Kindil0. Any idea of a ray going out grabbing the form and pulling it back 
in, is, as Pecham states, nonsense. And he adds: «I know, therefore, that 
the exiting of such a ray means the following: the circumspection of all 
the radiation in the eye which helps to actively form the image in the 
brain-mind, so as to ensure that the disproportionate power of the sun- 
light does not destroy the visual power». And so, the rays do not grasp the 
species and pull it in, as certain ones state. Indeed, a good argument 
against a gross extramission view is the natural vision of other animals 
such as the lion, leopard and the cat. And yet the human eye is weak by 
comparison, and it needs to be aided by the intellectual power in order to 
function well in this world, not to mention in the next. 

I hope I have proved to your satisfaction that John Pecham was 
indeed indebted to Roger Bacon. Both were colleagues and were deeply 
interested in philosophy and optics. By as we all know, colleagues can be 
the harshest critics, and when Pecham states that Bacon speaks nimis 
ruraliter (in a manner of a folk psychologist!) about problems in vision 
theory, we should bear in mind that they were both engaged in heated 
theological, philosophical as well as moral-political discussions. I find it 
interesting that the very sensitive topic of Abortion arises for them as a 
corollary of their disussion of the issues in philosophy of mind/ 
anthropology. Perhaps, then, the arguments of medieval philosophers and 
theologians are no different from those of the present age, and perhaps 
Bacon is right in stating that some theologians and philosophers are 
engaged in folk-psychology, and therefore need the deflationary care of 
philosophical reason. But then Pecham would say that in the end the 
views of the Philosopher must give way to those of the Sancti, and 
whatever about apocryphal writings in themselves, an auctor is only as 
good as his argumentum. And in the end, if one needs to add the to the 
status of the authority behind the argument, who could transcend 
Augustine as the one on whom to impose one’s thesis. Bacon did not 
agree. He believed that the combination of Augustine and Aristotle 
combined with reasons and examples disclosed some big problems in the 
arguments of the Sancti. 


University of South Carolina 


10 MELANI, ed. cit., 18: The editor gives the author name as <Aliandus>, and 
assumes that this is Alhazen. The position mentioned, that of extromission, is the the 
position of Alkindi and not that of Alhazen. 
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ABSTRACTION ET ILLUMINATION 
UNE THEORIE DE LA CONNAISSANCE CHEZ SAINT 
BONAVENTURE 


On sait bien que saint Bonaventure reste fidéle à la tradition 
augustinienne, qui s’appuyait sur le néoplatonisme. Cependant, au début 
de sa carriére le Docteur séraphique était tout ouvert 4 la philosophie 
d' Aristote nouvellement introduite! et, accueillant son épistémologie, il 
faisait un grand effort pour la conciliation entre les deux doctrines 
épistémologiques, une traditionelle et l'autre nouvelle. Nous constatons le 
fruit de son effort dans quelques unes de ses oeuvres, notamment la 
quatriéme question du Quaestiones disputatae de scientia Christi. Nous 
analyserons cette question, où nous reconnaissons nettement l’originalité 
de Bonaventure, dans le but de voir comment le Docteur faisait une 
sythése des deux doctrines qui semblaient apparemment inconciliables2. 


1 Pour l'histoire des études sur le caractére historique de la philosophie de saint 
Bonaventure, cfr. J.-F. QUINN, The Historical Constitution of St. Bonaventure s Philosophy, 
Toronto, 1973, p.17-99, 841-896. 

2 Cette question est intitulée «Tout ce que nous connaissons avec certitude, le 
connaissons-nous dans les raisons éternelles elles-mémes?» (Utrum quidquid a nobis 
certitudinaliter cognoscitur cognoscitur in ipsis rationibus aeternis). Le méme théme est 
traité aussi dans le 7 Sent., d.3, p.1, q.1-3 et les Sermons, Christus unus omnium magister 
et Dominica vegesima secunda post Pentecosten I. Pour traduction et bibliographie: Ed.- 
H. WÉBER, Saint Bonaventure, Questions disputées sur le Savoir chez le Christ. 
Traduction, Introduction et notes, Paris, 1985, p.242; A. SPEER, Bonaventura, Quaestiones 
disputatae de scientia Christi. Van Wissen Christi. Übersetzt, kommentiert und mit 
Einleitung, Hamburg, 1992, p.252; M. ScHLOSSER, Bonaventura, Über den Grund der 
Gewißheit, Ausgewälte Texte. Übersetzt und mit Erläuterlungen, Weinheim, 1991, p.248; 
Z. HAYES, 5t. Bonaventure's Disputed Questions on the Knowlege of Christ. Introduction 
and Translation, New York, 1992 p.202; L. MAURO, La conoscenza di Cristo (traduzione) 
Roma, 1993 (Opere di San Bonaventura VIII 1, Opuscoli Teologici 1. p. 59-219); J.F. 
QUINN, op.cit. pp.443-663; B.A. GENDREAU, «The Quest for Certainty in Bonaventure» in 
Franciscan Studies, 1961, 104-227. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. 11, pp. 1243-1254. 
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Frayant le chemin pour concilier les deux doctrines, celle des idées et 
de l’illumination d'une part, et celle d’abstraction d'autre part, 
Bonaventure précise tout d’abord ce qu’il entend par la connaissance 
certaine (cognitio certitudinalis). Il le fait en se servant du théme 
augustinien des deux parties de l’äme?. 


I. LE «LIEU», EN L' HOMME, OU SE SITUE LA CONNAISSANCE 
CERTAINE ET INFAILLIBLE, 


Dans l'esprit raisonnable, il faut en effet distinguer entre la raison 
supérieure et la raison inférieure, dit Bonaventure (Cum enim spiritus 
rationalis habeat superiorem portionem rationis et inferiorem). Et le 
concours de la raison supérieure avec l'inférieure est requis pour le 
jugement plénier de la raison spéculative, comme il l'est pour le jugement 
plénier de la raison pratique. C'est dans «cette raison supérieure» que se 
trouve l'image de Dieu, «laquelle adhére aux régles éternelles et par elles 
juge et définit de façon certaine tout ce qu'elle définit»4. 

Bonaventure rappelle que la connaissance certaine ne se rencontre pas 
dans l'exercice de la partie inférieure de la raison. Qu'il s'agisse de la 
connaissance par images, ou qu'il s'agisse de la connaissance assurée 
acquise par les sens, il ne s’y rencontre pas de véritable certitudes. La 
connaissance sensible en effet reléve de facultés qui s'exercent comme 
une nature circonscrite à un certain objet. La certitude de l'intellect ne peut 
pas s'enraciner dans la partie inférieure de l'áme, car l'intellect est une 
faculté dégagée de toute entrave, afin de pouvoir tout penser6. 


II. DEUX RAISONS APRIORI DE REVENDIQUER L'INTERVENTION DE LA RATIO AETERNA 


Deux considérations complémentaires incitent Bonaventure à placer 
la connaissance certaine dans la partie «supérieure» de la raison: 


3 Ce thème, se mélangeant avec la doctrine avicennienne des deux faces de l’äme, 
était courant à son époque. Cfr. Wéber, op. cit., p. 115, n.24. Pour les autres éléments 
historiques de cette questions, cfr. Ibid.. p.113-122. 

4 «Haec autem portio superior est illa, in qua est imago Dei, quae et aeternis 
regulis inhaerescit et per eas quidquid definit certitudinaliter iudicat et definit». De scientia 
Christi, q.4, Resp. (V 24a). 

5  Ibid., ads 10 et 11(V 25a). 

6  «Certitudo enim sensus venit ex alligatione potentiae operantis per modum 
naturae circa aliquid determinatae. Certitudo autem intellectus non potest venire ex hac 
parte, cum sit potentia libera ad intelligendum omnia». Ibid., ad 11. 
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(a) La vérité créée n’est pas rigeureusement ferme, et la lumiére créée n’est pas 
pleinement infaillible, car elles sont créées, passant du non esse à l’esse. Pour être 
pleinement connaissance (plena cognitio), il est donc requis qu’il y ait recours a la 
vérité stable et à la lumière infaillible. C’est nécessaire pour assurer la noblesse de la 
connaissance?. 


(b) La dignité du sujet connaissant (dignitas cognoscentis, dignitas ex parte scientis) 
indique également que la plénitude de la connaissance (plenum judicium) est atteinte 
en cette raison supérieure en laquelle est l’image de Dieu (er hoc competit ei, in 
quantum est imago Dei)8. 


C'est avec ces présupposés que Bonaventure aborde la présente 
question. 


III. LA THESE DE SAINT BONAVENTURE 


La thése fermement et constamment soutenue par Bonaventure se 
présente sous la forme de deux affirmations indissociables. 

(1) Selon une premiére affirmation, tout ce que nous connaissons avec 
certitude, nous le connaissons dans la lumiére des raisons éternelles9. 

A la suite d'un certain nombre d’auteurs (auctoritates) qu'il citel0, 
Bonaventure utilise pour son propre compte différentes formules (avec 
prépositions in et per, avec ablatif sans préposition) pour évoquer 
l'intervention des raisons éternelles dans la connaissance humaine 
certaine. 

La préposition in, qu’on trouve dans nombreux arguments pour et 
contre ainsi que dans les réponses à ces objections, lui sert 4 distinguer où 
l’on doit chercher la source de la certitude. 


7 Ibid., Resp.(V23b). 

8  Ibid.(V 24b). 

9 «Omne, quod cognoscitur certitudinaliter, cognoscitur in luce aeternarum 
rationum». Ibid. (V22b). 

10 Origàne (Érigène), Ambroise, Augustin, Grégoire le Grand, Isaac de Stella. Ibid., 
ff.1-5(V 17-18). 

H Cfr note 9. Aussi, «ergo nullo modo potest esse cognitio certitudinalis, quin 
cadat ibi ratio aeternae veritatis. Hoc autem non est nisi in rationibus aeternis». Ibid., f.6 
(V 19a) «ergo huiusmodi leges, cum ab humano intellectu videntur, necesse est quod 
videantur in aliquo, quod excedit omne creatum». Ibid., f.22 (V 19a) «Restat ergo, quod 
cognoscatur in ratione aeterna». Ibid., f.238, «ergo quidquid certitudinaliter cognoscitur 
scitur in veritate et ratione aeterna». Ibid., f.30 (V 20a). Cfr. aussi ff.3,4,5,7,8,12,15,16, 22, 
23 (V 17-19) objs. 16, 17, 18, 19, 21 (V 22a) Resp.(V 22b), ads 4, 18, 21, 22 (V 24b, 26b). 
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La prépostion per, qu'on trouve dans un certain nombre d’arguments 
pour et contre, ainsi que dans le Respondeo, sert à désigner un moyen de 
la connaissance certainel2. 

L'expression avec ablatif sans préposition se trouve dans les 
arguments pourl3. D'oü Bonaventure formule les fortes affirmations 
(attingit...) des textes que voici: 


Que notre esprit, dans la connaissance certaine, 'atteigne' de quelque maniére ‘ces 
régles et ces raisons immuables', c'est ce que la noblesse de la connaissance et la 
dignité du sujet connaissant requièrent nécessairement. 


La vérité des choses ne suffisent pas à l’äme elle-méme pour la connaissance 
certaine,... à moins qu'elle n''atteigne les choses" en tant qu'elles sont dans l'Art 
Eternell4. 


(2) Selon la seconde affirmation, sur laquelle Bonaventure revient 
avec constance et fermeté, la connaissance intellectuelle certaine nait d’un 
‘concours’ (Bonaventure emploie l’expression, soit concurrere, marcher 
ensemble, soit cooperari, intervenir ensemble) entre la Ratio aeterna et la 
ratio humana. Dans ce concours, Dieu est désigné par diverses formules 
(lux aeterna, ratio aeterna, lux et ratio veritatis aeterna, ratio 


12 «Mens in certitudinali cognitione per incommutabiles et aeternas regulas habeat 
regulari, non tanquam per habitum suae mentis, sed tanquam per eas quae sunt supra se in 
veritate aeterna». Ibid., Resp.(V 23a)«Haec autem portio superior est illa, in qua est imago 
Dei, quae et aeternis regulis inhaerescit per eas quidquid definit certitudinaliter iudicat et 
definit». Ibid. (V24a) «necesse est, quod cognoscat illam (iustitiam) per aliquid aliud, quod 
est supra intellectum suum». Ibid., f.23 (V 19b). Cfr. aussi Ibid., £.32 (V 20b) £.25, 28 (V 
20a). 

13 «illud quo cognoscimus et iudicamus est supra mentem nostram.... illud quo est 
cognitio est divina veritas et ratio sempiterna». /bid., £.17 (V 19a) «lux et veritas, qua 
cognoscimus certitudinaliter, est infallibilis». /bid., f.19, «hoc lumen necesse est esse 
increatum. Sed hoc lumine certitudinaliter cognoscimus». Ibid., f.20, «illud quo 
cognoscimus excedit omne verum creatum, ergo est verum increatum». Ibid., f.21 (V 
19b) «nihil potest intelligi, quin ipse (Deus) sua aetema veritate immediate illustret 
intelligentem». Ibid., f.24, Cfr. aussi f.18 (V 19a). 

14 «quod autem mens nostra in certitudinali cognitione aliquo modo attingat illas 
regulas et incommutabiles rationes, requirit necessario nobilitas cognitionis et dignitas 
cognoscentis». Ibid., Resp. (V 23b) «Non sufficit ipsi animae ad certitudinalem scientiam 
veritas rerum,... nisi aliquo modo attingat eas, in quantum sunt in arte aeterna». Ibid. 
(V23b-24a) Aussi «Quoniam igitur certitudinalis cognitio competit spiritui rationali, in 
quantum est imago Dei, ideo in hac cognitione aeternas rationes attingat». Ibid. (V 24a) 
«Quoniam igitur certitudinalis cognitio competit spiritui rationali, in quantum est imago 
Dei, ideo in hac cognitione aeternas rationes attingat». Ibid. (V 24a) «in omni certitudinali 
cognitione rationes illae cognoscendi a cognoscente attinguntur». Ibid. (V 24b). 
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cognoscendi increata), et l’homme est présenté au moyen des expressions 
ratio creata, ratio inferior et superior, ratio veritatis creatae, ratio 
cognoscendi creatal5. 

Ce concours est exigé16 et l'un n’exclut pas l’autrel7. Bien loin de 
s'exclure, ils s’incluentl8. 

Comment Bonaventure explique-t-il ce concours entre la ratio 
aeterna et la ratio humana? Etudions l'explication de Bonaventure, 
d'abord du cóté de Dieu, puis du cóté de l'homme. 


IV. LE CONCOURS, VU DU CÓTÉ DE DIEU 


Bonaventure n'est pas le seul à envisagé l'intervention de Dieu dans 
la connaissance intellectuelle de l'homme. Il examine d'abord deux facons 
— qu'il juge criticables — rencontrées chez des devanciers ou des 
contemporains, qu'il ne nomme pas19. 

(a) Lucis aeternae evidentia tanquam ratio cognoscendi tota et sola 

Selon certains, dans la connaissance humaine, la Lumiére éternelle 
interviendrait avec sa parfaite clarté (lucis aeterna evidentia; exprimée 
équivalement par Bonaventure au moyen de la formule in sua omnimoda 
claritate)20. Par sa clarté, cette Lumiére engloutit tout. Elle est totale et 
donc seule21. | 

Bonaventure juge cette vue la moins correcte de toutes. Certes, dans 
cette Lumière, tout serait connu, comme dans le Verbe. La conséquence en 
serait que toutes les formes de connaissance dont on parle (connaissance 
dans la vie terrestre, connaissance dans la réalité des choses, science, 


15 «ad certitudinalem cognitionem concurrit lucis aeternae evidentia». Ibid. (V 22b- 
232) «cooperatur Deus...; et tale est opus certitudinalis cognitionis, quod quidem non est a 
ratione inferiori sine superiori». Ibid. (V 23a). 

16 «ad certitudinalem cognitionem necessario requiritur ratio aeterna... cum ratione 
creata». Ibid. (V 23b). 

17 «ad nostram intelligentiam concurrere lumen et rationem veritatis creatae; sed 
tamen... non excluditur lux et ratio veritatis aeternae». Ibid., ads 7, 8, 9 (V 25a). 

18 «in ratione cognoscendi creata non excluditur ratio cognoscendi increata, sed 
potius includitur in eadem». Resp. (V 24b). 

19 Pour chercher les auteurs des thèses, cfr. WEBER, op.cit., p.118 (n.50) et p.119 
(n.53). 

20 Ibid. (V 23b). 

21 «Uno modo, ut intelligatur, quod ad certitudinalem cognitionem concurrit lucis 
aeternae evidentia tanquam ratio cognoscendi tota et sola». Ibid. (V 22b-23a). 
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sagesse, connaissance naturelle, connaissance rationelle, etc.), n’aurait 
aucun lieu de se produire: toutes seraient entiérement et radicalement 
inutiles. Cela reviendrait a dire toutes inutiles et fausses. Il s’ensuit que le 
présupposé qui les entraine est à rejeter. Cette voie est fermée22. 

(b) Concurrit ratio aeterna quantum ad suam influentiam solum 

Selon une autre façon de comprendre, le concours de Dieu dans la 
connaissance certaine, se limiterait à l'influx que la raison éternelle exerce 
sur la raison humaine; dans l'acte du connaitre, le connaissant ne serait pas 
au contact de la raison éternelle elle-meme, mais seulement de son influx23. 

Bonaventure juge insuffisante cette vue, alléguant l'autorité 
d' Augustin (insufficiens secundum verba beati Augustini), qui a montré 
expressément et avec arguments à l'appui (rationes), que l'esprit humain 
doit étre conduit par des régles immuables et éternelles. Non point régles 
par le pouvoir (habitus) de cet esprit, mais par ces régles qui sont dans la 
Vérité eternelle et qui le dépasse24. 

D'autre part, l'influence dont certains parlent, si elle était «générale», 
comme celle que Dieu exerce sur «toutes» les créatures, ne permettrait pas 
de dire que Dieu est le donateur de la sagesse plutót que Celui qui féconde 
la terre. Cette influence est donc hors de propos25. | 


22 -«Bt haec intelligentia est minus recta, pro eo quod secundum hoc nulla esset 
rerum cognitio nisi in Verbo; et tunc non differet cognitio viae a cognitione patriae, nec 
cognitio in Verbo a cognitione in proprio genere, nec cognitio scientiae a cognitione 
sapientiae, nec cognitio naturae a cognitione gratiae, nec cognitio rationis a cognitione 
revelationis; quae omnia cum sint falsa, nullo modo est ista via tenenda... Ex hac enim 
sententia, quam quidam posuerunt, nihil certitudinaliter cognosci nisi in mundo archetypo 
et intelligibili, sicut fuerunt Academici primi, natus fuit error, ut dicit Augustinus contra 
Academicos libro secundo, quod nihil omnino contingeret scire, sicut posuerunt Academici 
novi, pro eo quod ille mundus intelligibilis est occultus mentibus humanis. Et ideo, 
volentes primam tenere sententiam et.suam positionem, inciderunt in manifestum errorem; 
quia ‘modicus error in principio magnus est in fine’». Ibid. (V 23a). 

23 «Alio modo, ut intelligatur, quod ad cognitionem certitudinalem necessario 
concurrit Ratio aeterna quantum ad suam influentiam, ita quod cognoscens in cognoscendo 
non ipsam Rationem aeternam attingit, sed influentiam eius solum». Ibid. 

24 «mens in certitudinali cognitione per incommutabiles et aeternas regulas habeat 
regulari, non tanquam per habitum suae mentis, sed tanquam per eas quae sunt supra se in 
veritate aeterna». Ibid. 

25 «Praeterea, illa lucis influentia aut est generalis, quantum Deus influit in 
omnibus creaturis, aut est specialis, quantum Deus influit per gratiam. Si est generalis: ergo 
Deus non magis debet dici dator sapientiae quam fecundator terrae, nec magis ab eo 
diceretur esse scientia quam pecunia; si specialis, cuiusmodi est in gratia: ergo secundum 
hoc omnis cognitio est infusa, et nulla est acquisita, vel innata; quae omnia sunt absurda». 
Ibid. (V 23a-b). 
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(c) Requiritur Ratio aeterna ut regulans et ratio motiva 

Selon la troisiéme facon de comprendre le concours de la Ratio 
aeterna avec la ratio creata, qui représente la pensée personnelle de 
Bonaventure, la connaissance certaine requiert nécessairement 
l'intervention de la Raison éternelle, ‘comme norme et guide’ (ut regulans 
et ratio motiva) immanent. 

Mais, évoquant les aspects complémentaires de sa thése, Bonaventure 
ajoute aussitôt que la Ratio aeterna n’ intervient pas avec Sa seule et totale 
clarté. Elle s'ajoint (cum) à la raison créée, dans une saisie (contuita) qui 
reste partielle ici-bas26. 

Les expressions regulans et ratio motiva, sont techniques. Elles sont 
choisies à dessein, pour circonscrire au plan de la connaissance (ratio) 
l'intervention de la Ratio divina, formellement distincte de l'influx 
créateur, lequel, on l'a vu, est partout le meme (generalis). Elles visent 
proprement l'ordre des rationes, devenues l'actuation de la puissance 
intellectuelle, et tendent à dire que, sous l'impact de cette présence, une 
régle et un mouvement de connaissance sont instaurés dans l'intellect. 

Pour achever de bien cerner la nature propre de l’interverition de la 
Ratio aeterna, Bonaventure rappelle la distinction à faire entre les trois états 
(vestigium, imago, similitudo) de la créature dans son rapport à Dieu27. 

En chacun de ces états, la coopération de Dieu (cooperatur Deus) 
revét une modalité propre (per modum...). Dans le cas de la créature- 
vestige, Dieu coopére au titre de principe créateur28. Dans le cas de la 
créature-ressemblance, Dieu coopére au titre de Don infus29. Dans le cas 
de la créature-image, Dieu coopére au titre de «raison-guide»30. 


26 «Et ideo tertius modus intelligendi, quasi medium tenens inter utramque viam, 
scilicet quod ad certitudinalem cognitionem necessario requiritur ratio aeterna ut regulans 
et ratio motiva. Non quidem ut sola et in sua omnimoda claritate, sed cum ratione creata, 
et ut ex parte a nobis contuita secundum statum viae». Ibid. (V 23b). 

27 «Creatura enim comparatur ad Deum in ratione vestigii, imaginis et similitudinis. 
In quantum vestigium, comparatur ad Deum ut ad principium; in quantum imago, 
comparatur ad Deum ut obiectum; sed in quantum similitudo, comparatur ad Deum ut ad 
donum infusum. Et ideo omnis creatura est vestigium, quae est a Deo; omnis est imago, quae 
cognoscit Deum; omnis et sola est similitudo, in qua habitat Deus. Et secundum istum 
triplicem gradum comparationis triplex est gradus divinae cooperationis». Ibid. (V 24a). 

28 «in opere, quod est a creatura per modum vestigii, cooperatur Deus per modum 
principii creativi». Ibid. 

29 «in opere vero, quod est a creatura per modum similitudinis, sicut est opus 
meritorium et Deo placitum, cooperatur Deus per modum doni infusi». Ibid. 

30 «in opere vero, quod est a creatura per modum imaginis, cooperatur Deus per 
modum rationis moventis». Ibid. 
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Tel est, vu du côté de Dieu-coopérateur, le statut propre de 
l’intervention divine selon Bonaventure. Et telle est l'oeuvre de la 
connaissance certaine, dans laquelle la raison inférieure n’opére jamais 
sans la raison supérieure31. 


V. CONCOURS, VU DU COTE DE L'HOMME 


En exposant la principale affirmation de sa thése, Bonaventure a 
constamment montré le souci de ne jamais oublier que la Ratio aeterna se 
coordonne toujours avec la ratio creata. Bonaventure s'est attaché à 
préciser, autant que possible, comment il congoit le raccord. 

Mais, avant d'examiner les diverses formules qu'il a essayées pour 
élucider le statut de la connaissance de l'homme in via, nous devons 
rappeller, avec Bonaventure, que ce statut est un statut de créature et que 
l'homme s'est aussi trouvé en des états historiques différents. 

(a) Modulations selon les différents états de l'homme 

(1) Bonaventure rappelle que la connaissance certaine est l'acte de 
l'esprit raisonnable, en tant qu'il est image de Dieu'. C'est parce qu'il est 
l'image de Dieu, que l'homme ‘atteint’ les raisons éternelles dans la 

‘connaissance certaine32. 

Mais l'homme n'atteint pas les raisons éternelles de fagon claire, 
pleine et distincte. C'est parce que l'imago Dei en l'homme n'est pas 
pleinement déiforme. Cependant, le caractére de l'image de Dieu étant 
inséparable de l'essence de l'esprit raisonnable, l'esprit les atteint 
«toujours de quelque maniere»33. 

Bonaventure essaie de définir de ce point de vue l'état de la 
connaissance par l'homme des raisons éternelles selon ce que l'homme est 
regardé ‘avant la chute’ (status innocentiae), ‘aprés la chute’ (status 
naturae lapsae) ou "dans la gloire derniére' (status gloriae). 


31 «In opere vero, quod est a creatura per modum imaginis, cooperatur Deus per 
modum rationis moventis; et tale est opus certitudinalis cognitionis, quod quidem non est 
a ratione inferiori sine superiori». Ibid. 

32 «Quoniam igitur certitudinalis cognitio competit spiritui rationali, in quantum est 
imago Dei, ideo in hac cognitione aeternas rationes attingit». Ibid. 

33 «Sed quia in statu viae non est adhuc plene deiformis, ideo non attingit eas clare 
et plene et distincte; sed secundum quod magis et minus ad deiformitatem accedit, 
secundum hoc magis vel minus eas attingit, semper tamen aliquo modo, quia nunquam 
potest ab eo ratio imaginis separari». Ibid. 
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x 


En outre, Bonaventure a toujours présente à l’esprit l’instabilité 
radicale de toute créature, qui passe du non esse à l’esse, et qui peut 
retourner au non esse34. 

(2) Dans l’état d’innocence, l’imago Dei n’était pas déformée par le 
péché, mais ne possédait pas encore la pleine déiformité de la gloire. A 
cause de cela, selon Bonaventure, l’homme atteignait les raisons éternelles 
partiellement, mais non point en énigme (ex parte, sed non in 
aenigmate)35. 

Dans l’état de la nature déchue, l’homme ne posséde pas la déiformité 
de la gloire, mais il est déformé. A cause de cela, selon lui, il n’atteint les 
raisons éternelles que partiellement et en énigme (ex parte et in 
aenigmate)36. Telle est la connaissance du viator. 

Dans l’état de la gloire, l’homme n’a point de deformitas; il possède, 
au contraire, la plénitude de déiformité. A cause de cela, selon lui, il atteint 
les raisons éternelles pleinement et clairement37. Telle est la connaissance 
du comprehendens. 

(b) Statut propre du coopérateur humain: il opère par abstraction. 

Après ces différents rappels, Bonaventure aborde de front le 
deuxième protagoniste de la connaissance certaine, dénommé par des 
expressions telles que ratio creata, ratio cognoscendi creata, etc. 

1) Pour bien comprendre les cinq textes dans lesquels Bonaventure a 
voulu définir de différentes facons, le ‘concours’ de la ratio aeterna et de 
la ratio creata, il faut d’abord ‘constater’ que Bonaventure s’y place 
toujours in nostra mente, in nostra cognitione. C’est l’infinitif 


34 «cognitio certitudinalis esse non potest, nisi sit ex parte scibilis immutabilitas, et 
infallibilitas ex parte scientis. Veritas autem creata non est immutabilis simpliciter, sed ex 
suppositione; similiter nec lux creaturae est omnino infallibilis ex propria virtute, cum 
utraque sit creata et prodierit de non-esse in esse. Si ergo ad plenam cognitionem fit 
recursus ad veritatem omnino immutabilem et stabilem et ad lucem omnino infallibilem, 
necesse est, quod in huiusmodi cognitione recurratur ad artem supernam ut ad lucem et 
veritatem: lucem, inquam, dantem infallibilitatem scienti, et veritatem dantem 
immutabilitatem scibili. Unde cum res habeant esse in mente et in proprio genere, quia 
utrobique sunt mutabiles, nisi aliquo modo attingat eas, in quantum sunt in arte aeterna». 
Ibid. (V 23b-24a). 

35 «quia in statu innocentiae erat imago sine deformitate culpae, nondum tamen 
habens plenam deiformitatem gloriae, ideo attingebat ex parte, sed non in aenigmate». Ibid. 

36 «In statu vero naturae lapsae caret deiformitate et habet deformitatem, ideo 
attingit eas ex parte et in aenigmate». Ibid. 

37 «In statu vero gloriae caret omni deformitate et habet plenam deiformitatem, 
ideo attingit eas plene et perspicue». Ibid. 
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‘cognoscere’ qui revient constamment pour designer l’actualité dont on 
cherche à detecter les composants38. | 

Cette actualité a pour principe immanent une ‘ratio’, appelée ratio 
cognoscendi, et d’elle il est dit qu’elle est appropriée à chaque 
connaissable (uniquique cognoscibile respondet propria ratio 
cognoscendi)39. 

Or, Bonaventure attribue tour a tour ce röle de ratio cognoscendi a la 
ratio aeternaW et à la ratio creata4l. 

2) Bonaventure exprime nettement, et dans les termes regus de 
l’héritage aristotéricien, la fonction de ratio cognoscendi assurée par la 
ratio creata: 


(les principes créés sont ) les ressemblances des choses, ressemblances abstraites des 
phantasmes comme “principes propres et distincts du connaitre” 42, 


38 Les cing textes sont les suivants: (1) «Rursus, quia non ex se tota est anima 
imago, ideo cum his attingit rerum similitudines abstractas a phantasmate tanquam proprias 
et distinctas cognoscendi rationes, sine quibus non sufficit sibi ad cognoscendum lumen 
rationis aeternae, quamdiu est in statu viae, nisi forte per specialem revelationem hunc 
statum transcenderet, sicut in his qui rapiuntur, et in aliquorum revelationibus 
Prophetarum». /bid. Resp. (V 24a-b); (2) «sicut principia essendi intrinseca non sufficiunt 
sine illo primo principio extra, quod est Deus, ad esse, sic nec ad plenum cognoscere. Unde 
licet illa principia sint aliquo modo ratio cognoscendi, non propter hoc excludunt illam 
rationem cognoscendi primam a nostra cognitione, sicut nec excludunt in actu essendi a 
creatione». Ibid., ad 14 (V 25b); (3) «quia non omnino distincte videmus illas rationes in 
se, ideo non sunt tota ratio cognoscendi; sed requiritur cum illis lumen creatum 
principiorum et similitudines rerum cognitarum, ex quibus propria ratio cognoscendi 
habetur respectu cuiuslibet cogniti». Ibid., ad 15; (4) «in statu viae non cognoscitur in 
rationibus illis aeternis sine velamine et aenigmate propter divinae imaginis 
obscurationem. Ex hoc tamen non sequitur, quod nihil certitudinaliter cognoscatur et clare, 
pro eo quod principia creata, quae aliquo modo sunt media cognoscendi, licet non sine illis 
rationibus, possunt perspicue et sine velamine a nostra mente videri». Ibid., ad 22 (V 26b); 
(5) «ratio aeterna non sola movet ad cognoscendum, sed cum veritate principiorum, non 
specialiter de se, sed generaliter in statu viae; et ideo non sequitur, quod ipsa sit nobis nota 
secundum se, sed prout relucet in suis principiis et in sua generalitate; et sic quodam modo 
est nobis certissima, quia intellectus noster nullo modo potest cogitare, ipsam non esse; 
quod quidem non potest dici de aliqua veritate creata». Ibid. ad 16 (V 25b). 

39 Ibid., ad 15 (V 25b). 

40 «illam rationem cognoscendi primam», lbid. ad 14, texte (2); «ratio 
cognoscendi», ad 15, texte (3). 

41 «aliquo modo ratio cognoscendi», Ibid., ad 14, texte (2); «ex quibus propria ratio 
cognoscendi habetur»; ad 15, texte (3); «aliquo modo sunt media cognoscendi», ad 22, 
texte (4). 

42 «rerum similitudines abstractas a phantasmate tanquam proprias et distinctas ` 
cognoscendi rationes». Ibid., Resp. (V 24b). Cfr. note 38, texte (1). 
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(avec les raisons éternelles est requise) la lumiére créée des principes et des 
ressemblances des choses connues, à partir desquels est procurée “la source propre du 
connaitre à l'égard de chaque chose connue’43. 


Ils (les principes créés) fonctionnent comme media cognoscendi et 
peuvent étre vue par notre esprit, clairement et sans voile. 


à l’état de vie actuelle, ce qui est connu n'est pas connu dans ces raisons éternelles 
sans voile et sans énigme à cause du fait que l'image de Dieu (en l'homme) est 
Obscurcie. Ceci accordé, cependant, il ne suit pas que rien n'est connu de facon 
certaine et claire, car les principes créés, qui sont de quelque maniére les moyens du 
‘connaître’ (aliquo modo sunt media cognoscendi), bien que cela ne se fasse pas sans 
ces raisons, peuvent étre vus par notre esprit de facon perspicace et sans voile 
(possunt perspicue et sine velamine a nostra mente videri). 


De la part de Boanventure, il n'y a donc sur ce plan nulle dévaluation 
de la connaissance rationelle, *bien au contraire'. 

3) Bonaventure a soin de rappeler, "au méme moment’, que cette 
intervention des principes créés n'exclut pas l'intervention des rationes 
aeternas. 


Bien que ces principes soient dans une certaine mesure la 
source du ‘connaitre’, 
ils n’excluent pas, par cela, la Source premiére 
du ‘connaitre’ de notre connaissance45, 


Les principes créés... sont, d’une certaine facon, les 
moyen du ‘connaitre’ 
bien que cela ne se fasse pas sans ces raisons 
(éternelles)46. 


4) Il y a plus. Ce recours aux principes créés, Bonaventure le rattache 
expressément au fait que nous ne voyons pas distinctement les rationes 
aeternae et que l’äme (anima) ne se suffit pas pour les connaitre, sans 
avoir recours aux dits principes créés. 


43 «lumen creatum principiorum et similitudines rerum cognitarum, ex quibus 
propria ratio cognoscendi habetur respectu cuiuslibet cogniti». Ibid., ad 15 (V 25b). Cfr. 
note 38, texte (3). 

44 Ibid., ad 22 (V 26b). Cfr. note 38, texte (4). 

45 Ibid., ad 14 (V 25b). Cfr. note 38, texte (2) «licet illa principia... a nostra 
cognitione». 

46 Ibid., ad 22 (V 26b). Cfr. note 38, texte (4) «principia creata... , licet non sine illis 
rationibus». 
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Parce que nous ne voyons pas tout à fait distinctement ces raisons en elles-mémes, 
elles ne sont pas la source totale du ‘connaitre’, 


mais avec elles est requise la lumiére créée des principes 
et des ressemblances des choses connues, a partir desquels 
est procuré le principe propre du ‘connaître’ à l'égard de 
chaque chose connue47. 


... l'âme atteint... les ressemblances des choses abstraites 
de phantasmes comme sources propres et distinctes du 
‘connaître’, sans lesquelle 


(l’äme) ne se suffit pas par elle-méme a connaitre la 
lumiére de la Raison éternelle48. 


5) Enfin, en une dernière étape, Bonaventure en vient à dire que 


la ratio aeterna ne conduit pas, a elle seule, au ‘connaitre’, 
mais jointe à la vérité des principes, 
non pas selon ce qu’elle est pour elle-méme, 
mais ici-bas sous le couvert d’un statut général; 
il ne s’ensuit donc pas 
que la raison éternelle soit connue en elle-méme, 
mais qu’elle nous est connue 
en tant qu’elle ‘brille’ dans les principes dérivés d’elle 
et dans sa généralité. 
Aussi est-elle pour nous de quelque facon trés certaine, 
car l'intellect humain ne peut aucunement penser qu'elle n'est pas: 
ce qui ne peut étre dit d'une quelconque vérité créée49. 


Nanzan University, Nagoya 


47 Ibid., ad 15 (V 25b). Cfr. note 38, texte (3). 

48 Ibid., Resp. (V 24b). Cfr. note 38, texte (1) «rerum similitudines abstractas... 
rationis aeternae». 

49 Cfr. note 38 texte (5). 
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CONOCIMIENTO PROFETICO Y FUTUROS CONTINGENTES 
SEGÜN SAN BUENAVENTURA 
(A PROPÖSITO DEL «ARGUMENTO DOMINANTE» DE 
DIODORO DE CRONOS) 


J. ESTADO DE LA CUESTION 


El estudio de la profecia en el corpus bonaventurianum no ha 
despertado, al menos segün los datos que poseo, tanta expectaciön como 
ese mismo tratado en el corpus thomisticum!. 

Tomäs de Aquino traté la cuestiön repetidas veces. En particular, en 
su estudio sobre el «rapto» o «arrebato» de Moisés y de San Pablo. 
Siguiendo a San Agustin, concluyó que la profecía, en cualquiera de sus 
tres modalidades, es un conocimiento por medio de especies, aunque 
parece dudar al describir el tercer grado de profecia (que seria el 
«arrebato»), en el cual se daría una visión puramente intelectual sin 
representaciones (ni sensibles ni imaginativas). Se pueden seguir las 
vacilaciones tomasianas, en la polémica que sostuvieron Marie-Benoit 
Lavaud y Marie Comeau, en 19302. También ha interesado mucho el 


l Cfr, p. ej., M. SCHLOSSER, Bonaventura begegnen, Ausgburg, Sankt Ulrich 
Verlag, 2000; e ID., «Lucerna in caliginoso loco». Aspekte des Prophetie-Begriffes in der 
scholastischen Theologie, Paderborn-München-Wien-Zürich, Schöningh, 2000 
(Veröffentlichungen des Grabmann-Institutes. NF, 43). 

2 Cfr J.I. SARANYANA, Grandes maestros de la teología, Madrid, Atenas, 1994, pp. 
109-120. Una visión general en: G.L. PorEsrÀ- R. RUSCONI, «Lo statuto della profezia nel 
Medievo», Cristianesimo nella Storia 17 (1996) 243-250. Sobre Aquino y su nociön de 
profecia, vid. J.-P. TORREL, «Le traité de la prophétie de S. Thomas d’Aquin et la théologie 
de la révélation», Studi Thomistici 37 (1990) 171-195; J.-P. ToRREL — D. BOUTHILLIER, 
«Quand Saint Thomas méditait sur le Prophète Isaie», Revue Thomiste 90 (1990) 5-47; J.- 
P. ToRREL, «Le traité de la prophétie de S. Thomas d’Aquin et la théologie de la 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp.1255-1266. 
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pensamiento aquiniano acerca de la profecia en relaciön con las tesis de 
Avicena, Averroes y Maimönides3. 

San Buenaventura prefiriö dar por sentado que la profecia es «una luz 
intelectual con especies imaginativas» (visio intellectualis cum 
imaginaria)4. Los profetas han recibido uno de los siete dones espirituales 
que adornan a la Iglesia, en concreto, un don intelectual para otear o 
explorar desde lo alto la lejania (spiritus intellectus in speculando)5. Es 
una iluminaciön divina, de caräcter preternatural, para el conocimiento de 
las cosas futuras6. Ademäs, la verdad anunciada por la profecia es tan 
inmövil mirando hacia delante, como contempländola hacia aträs, o sea, 
en el futuro como en el pasado; por consiguiente, deben creer en la 
Encarnaciön tanto los Padres previos a ella, como los posteriores. 

Es evidente que el conocimiento es por imägenes, pues sin ellas no se 
alcanza un perfecto conocimiento de la realidad. Tuvo que admitirlo el 
mismo Platon en su famoso mito de la caverna, cuando postulö que 
conocer es rememorar, en contacto con lo concreto, viendo en la imagen 
realizada la idea, como una sombra de ella... La profecia no se sustrae a 
esta regla general. Que tal visiön tambien sea imaginaria se prueba por la 


révélation», en L. ELDERS (ed.), La doctrine de la révélation divine de saint Thomas 
d’Aquin. Actes du Symposium sur la pensée de saint Thomas d’Aquin. Rolduc 1989, Citta 
del Vaticano, Pontificia Accademia di S. Tommaso e di Religione Cattolica, 1990, pp. 171- 
195 (Studi Tomistici, 37); y S. Th. Bonmo, «Le rôle de l’image dans la connaissance 
prophétique d’après saint Thomas d’Aquin», Revue Thomiste 97 (1989) 533-568. 

3 Cfr. entre otros, J.M. CASCIARO, «Santo Tomás ante sus fuentes. (Estudio sobre 
la II-IL, q. 173, a.3)», Scripta Theologica 6 (1974) 11-65; y A. GHISALBERTI, «Il lessico della 
profezia in S. Tommaso d’ Aquino», Cristianesimo nella Storia 17 (1996) 349-368. 

4 San Buenaventura, Sermones de tempore. Epiphania, sermo II. (Q. IX, 150a). 
Comentario al tema de la estrella aparecida a los Magos. Dístingue tres tipos de luz 
sobrenatural: la de los Patriarcas («praeclaritas visionis intellectualis solum»), la de los 
profetas («praeclaritas visionis intelelectualis cum imaginaria») y la de los Apóstoles 
(«praeclaritas visionis intellectualis et imaginariae cum certitudinaria, non spirituali, sed 
corporali»). Cfr. una expresión equivalente («[visio] intellectualis adiuncta cum visione 
imaginaria» (In Hexaémeron, IX, 10 [Q. V, 374a]. 

5 San Buenaventura, Sermones de Sanctis. In festo omnium Sanctorum, sermo I 
(Q. IX, 5992). 

6  «[...] illuminationem ad futura praecognoscenda dicimus esse infusam propter 
hoc, quod in ipsa elevatur anima supra ea quae sunt ei naturalia» (San Buenaventura, In III 
Sent, dist XXIII, a. IL q. 2, conclusio [Q. IH, 491b]. Es preternatural e infusa: 
«IIluminatio ad futura praecognoscenda est infusa, quia anima elevatur supra ea quae sunt 
ei naturalia» (In III Sent., dist. XXIII, a. II, q. 2, conclusio 2 [Q. IH, 491b]. 
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multitud de profecias que se pueden leer en la Escritura. El profeta, en 
efecto, «ve» el futuro y lo describe con imagenes. El caso del vaticinio de 
Balaam, que concluye con la espléndida profecia mesiänica, es una 
demostraciön clarisima: «La veo, pero no ahora; la contemplo, pero no de 
cerca. Alzase de Jacob una estrella, surge de Israel un cetro, que aplasta los 
costados de Moab y el cräneo de los hijos de Set» (Num. 24,17). Los 
ejemplos podrian multiplicarse. Frente a la profecia como conocimiento 
imaginativo se levanta el arrebato de San Pablo: «Ni el ojo vio, ni el oido 
oyò, ni vino a la mente del hombre, las cosas que Dios ha preparado para 
aquellos que le aman» («Quod oculos non vidit, nec auris audivit, nec in cor 
ascendit, quae praeparavit Deus iis, qui diligunt illum») (I Cor. 2,9). San 
Buenaventura se limitö a sefialar que el arrebato paulino se halla en los 
confines entre la vía y la patria, sin ulteriores especulaciones al respecto7. 


II. LAS PROPOSICIONES CONTRADICTORIAS DE FUTURO CONTINGENTE 


Al contrario que Aquino, Buenaventura no dialogö con la nociön 
musulmana y judia de profecia, al menos segün la informaciön que poseo. 
Se interesó más bien por encuadrar el tema de la profecia en el tópico del 
«tiempo extrinseco», considerando que la afirmación profética es, en el 
profeta, un «dictum de praeterito et pro praeterito, [quod] tamen dependet 
ex futuro» (remitiendo al capitulo noveno del Peri hermeneias 
aristotélico). En Dios, por el contrario, es un «dictum de praeterito, quod 
non falli potest, quamvis connotet futurum»8. 

El Seráfico se planteó aquí, por tanto, la cuestión de la verdad o 
falsedad de los futuros contingentes y, sobre todo, el tema de su necesidad 
o contingencia. Buenaventura abordö esta compleja cuestión en dos 
momentos: en el marco sacramentolögico y, como ya hemos dicho, al 
estudiar la profecia. Me referiré brevemente al primer momento y con mäs 
extensiön al segundo, que es objeto directo de esta comunicaciön. 


a) El futuro contingente en la sacramentologia bonaventuriana 


En el ámbito de la sacramentologia, San Buenaventura analiza si Dios 
concedió a la forma sacramental su virtud o capacidad causativa, al tiempo 


7 Cfr. In Hexaémeron, HI, 30 (Q. V, 347b-348a). 
8 San Buenaventura, In I Sent., dist. XXXVIII, a. II, q. 2, conclusio (Q. I, 678b- 
6792). 


1258 JOSEP-IGNASI SARANYANA 


de instituirla y para siempre, o bien le concede esa virtualidad de hacer lo 
que significan, cada vez que se pronuncian las palabras9. En el caso de que 
hubiese conferido esa significaciön-causal de una vez y para siempre al 
sintagma o proposiciön que expresa la forma sacramental, las palabras 
determinadas e instituidas en el pasado producirian siempre y en todo caso 
(necesariamente) su efecto, en el futuro10. Se podría decir, de algún modo, 
que la enunciaciön formulada por Cristo en el pasado (por ejemplo: «hoc 
est corpus meum») determinaria necesariamente el futuro. Por el contrario, 
no habria necesidad, es decir, se orillarfa todo determinismo, si la mera 
enunciaciön de las palabras, por parte del ministro, sólo obligase 
«moralmente» a Dios a producir el efecto prometido. Un acontecer moral, 
en efecto, se desarrolla en el Ambito de la libertad. Quizä por ello el Doctor 
Seráfico se inclinó por la doctrina de la causalidad moral de los 
sacramentos, desechando la doctrina de la causalidad fisica instrumental, 
que parece atribuir al signo (siempre segün Buenaventura) una cierta 
necesidad en el futuro. 

No obstante, el momento mayor, en el que se emplaza el estudio de 
los futuros contingentes es el tratado de la profecia. Hasta aqui la 
sacramentologia. 


b) La oposiciön contradictoria acerca de futuros contingentes 


En la discusiön de la profecia, se debate directamente, como el propio 
Buenaventura nos aclara, el «argumento dominante (soberano)» de los 
megaricos. Popularizado por Diodoro de Cronos, este argumento fue 
ampliamente discutido por Aristóteles en el capítulo noveno de su Peri 
hermeneias, hasta el punto de que se ha sostenido que el Estagirita habria 
afiadido el capitulo noveno cuando el opüsculo estaria ya terminado, para 
salir al paso de la aporia megäricall. 

El argumento es muy conocido. Se parte de que real y posible se 
identifican, puesto que sólo lo real es posible. Tal presupuesto se funda- 


9 Cfr. I. Roster, La parole comme acte: sur la grammaire et la sémantique au 
XIIIe siècle, Paris, J. Vrin, 1994, pp. 112-131, especialmente p. 130. 

10 Cfr. ibidem. 

11 Cfr. una exposición general en: J. VUILLEMIN, Nécessité ou contingence: l’aporie 
de Diodore et les systémes philosophiques, Paris, Éditions Minuit, 1984 (Le sens commun). 
Agradezco a la Prof. Dra. Marta Anjos Galego de Mendonga (Universidade Nova de 
Lisboa) esta referencia bibliográfica. 
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menta en la riqueza semäntica de «posible»: la lögica modal de Aristöteles 
había sistematizado los diversos sentidos de la posibilidad12, que Avicena 
explotarfa en el Medievol3 y los modernos han acogido con agrado 
(Leibniz, Wolff, Hobbes y Bergson). Nos quedamos, por ahora, con el 
axioma principal de los megáricos, es decir, con la identificación entre 
posibilidad y realidad. Nos situamos, pues, en el aspecto ontológico de la 
noción de posibilidad. Tal opción adquiere su máxima radicalidad en los 
megáricos, que identificaron, sin más, todo «ser» con «ser actual». En 
pocas palabras: sólo «es» lo que existe actualmente. Por consiguiente, «ser 
posible» es «ser actualmente». 

A partir de tal presupuesto, el argumento dominador tiene tres pasos, 
segün el testimonio de Epictetol4. Entre corchetes [...] nuestra 
formulación, para que sean más fácilmente identificables las 
enunciaciones A, E, I, O15. 

(a) Todo lo que se ha realizado en el pasado es necesario. [Todo lo 
posible es necesariol6]. Proposición A. 

(B) Lo imposible no puede seguirse de lo posible. 

(x) Hay algo posible que no es actual o no será actual. [Algo posible 
no es necesario!7]. Proposición O. 

De lo dicho se deduce: (ot) y (X) no pueden ser las dos verdaderas o 
falsas al mismo tiempo, porque son proposiciones contradictorias. Las 


12 Cfr. L. GÓMEZ CABRANES, El poder y lo posible: sus sentidos en Aristóteles, 
Pamplona, EUNSA, 1989 (Colección Filosófica, 62). 

13 1) Es posible el ser que, tanto si se considera existente como no-existente, no 
implica contradicción (posibilidad lógica o modal). 2) Es posible lo que está en potencia 
para algo. 3) Es posible todo aquello que es verdadero y real. Como se advierte de 
inmediato, no es fácil distinguir entre el aspecto lógico y el ontológico de la noción de 
posibilidad (supuestos 1 y 2). 

14 Cfr. J. FERRATER MORA, Diccionario filosófico, edición actualizada por J.M. 
TERRICABRAS, Barcelona, Ariel Referencia, 1994, I, voz «Dominante (argumento) 
[argumento soberano]». 

15 A: universal afirmativa; E: universal negativa; I: particular afirmativa; O: 
particular negativa. Ejemplos, respectivamente: «omnis homo est iustus», «nullus homo est 
iustus»; «aliquis homo est iustus»; «aliquis homo non est iustus». A, O, I, E constituyen los 
vértices del rectángulo de la oposición. La máxima oposición se da, por consiguiente, entre 
las contradictorias, que son los extremos de las dos diagonales. Convierte advertir que la 
contradicción concierne a las proposiciones, no a las ideas o conceptos. 

16 «Omne possibile est necessarium». 

17 «Aliquid possibile non est necessarium». 
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contradictorias, en efecto, se oponen de tal forma, que las dos no pueden 
ser a la vez verdaderas y falsas. Si una es verdadera, la otra es falsa. La 
ünica salida del dilema seria que «lo imposible pudiese seguirse de lo 
posible», opciön que ha sido descartada. Por consiguiente, 

(5) Todo lo posible tiene o debe tener una realidad actual. [Todo lo 
posible o es o será, porque es necesario). 

De esta forma se prueba que la necesidad lo domina todo, y que no 
cabe la libertad humana. Todo parece predeterminado18. 

Para los megàricos, como ya hemos advertido, «posible» es lo mismo 
que real. Lo que ha sido real en el pasado, ha sido, y, en tal sentido, es 
«necesario», pues no puede ser que no haya sido. Por otra parte de lo 
posible no se sigue lo imposible. Luego, si de lo posible (es decir, lo real) 
no se puede seguir lo imposible (0 sea, lo irreal), de una proposicién de 
futuro, formulada en el pasado, si es verdadera, se deduce la necesidad de 
su cumplimiento en el futuro19. 

El absoluto determinismo megärico, deducido formalmente, tiene 
varios presupuestos que le advienen de otros órdenes, como la repeticiön 
ciclica o necesidad recurrente que caracterizaba el horizonte mental griego, 
del cual tenemos ejemplos espectaculares en la dramaturgia griega. En 
efecto, «en la familia de los Labdäcidas se dan cita, como posiblemente en 
ninguna otra, la infelicidad y la fuerza del destino aciago. El error, pero 
sobre el error la maldiciön divina [expresada en el oräculo de Apolo], caida 
inicialmente sobre Layo [origen de la estirpe], tienen su continuidad en los 
actos de Edipo, su hijo, heredero obligado de la fatalidad paterna. Edipo 
está destinado a matar a su padre, a casarse con su madre y a engendrar 
hijos de un matrimonio incestuoso. Nada le salvarä de la furia de los dioses, 
porque el pecado ha recaido sobre toda su raza»20. Los oräculos tienen que 
cumplirse necesariamente; es imposible escapar a ellos. 


18 Otra versión, quizá más accesible, es la siguiente (partiendo siempre de la 
identificación entre posible y real): (A) Lo posible no puede convertirse en imposible. (B) Si 
de dos cosas contradictorias, una se realiza de hecho, la otra es imposible. (y) Por 
consiguiente, si antes era posible, lo imposible procedería de lo posible. Cfr. Fr. COPLESTON, 
Historia de la Filosofía, trad. cast. de M. SACRISTÁN, Barcelona, Ariel, 31977, I, p. 129. 

19 Cuanto decimos es válido en la lógica clásica, en la que las proposiciones tienen 
interpretación existencial. En la lógica moderna, que no interpreta existencialmente las 
proposiciones A y E, las inferencias que hemos sefialado no son válidas. La interpretación 
existencial es la que acepta que si «S es P», S se halla incluido en P. 

20 JA. MÍGUEZ, Introducción a Teatro griego. Esquilo, Sófocles y Euripides. 
Tragedias completas, Madrid, Aguilar, 1978, p. xxxii. 
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c) La critica de Aristöteles al «argumento dominante» 


Ya se ha dicho mas arriba, que la critica aristotélica a Diodoro de 
Cronos se condensa en el capitulo noveno del Peri hermeneias, donde el 
Estagirita recapitula su estudio de la «oposiciön contradictoria» 
(«opposizione antifatica»), como la ha denominado Marcello Zanatta en 
su versión italiana2!. 

Conviene advertir primeramente que Aristóteles traslada el argumento 
al orden veritativo: «Nos vemos, pues, presionados a concluir que todas 
las afirmaciones y negaciones deben ser verdaderas o falsas. Ahora bien: 
si todo ello es así, nada hay que suceda por azar o casualidad [...]. No 
puede existir ninguna contingencia: todos los sucesos se realizan por 
necesidad» (18b4-5). Por ejemplo: «Mafiana tendrá lugar una batalla 
naval». Si tal proposición es verdadera, será eo ipso necesaria. «En 
consecuencia, los sucesos futuros vienen a ser por necesidad». «El suceso 
que haya sido vaticinado con verdad, deberá necesariamente cumplirse en 
el plazo fijado». 

A esta «extrafia consecuencia», según la expresión del propio 
Aristóteles, se llega cuando se parte de dos enunciados opuestos, que 
tienen sujetos universales y ellos mismos son universales (A-E) o, al 
menos, tienen sólo un sujeto individual o particular (A-O). El argumento 
dominante se ubica en este segundo supuesto. En tal caso, si una 
enunciación es verdadera, la otra tiene que ser falsa. En el primer caso se 
trata de contrariedad; el segundo, de contradicción. 

La contrariedad admitiria la siguientes soluciones: 

(a) Si À es verdadera, E es falsa. 

(B) Si A es falsa, E puede ser falsa. 

(X) Si E es verdadera, A es falsa. 

(5) Si E es falsa, A puede ser falsa22. 


21 fatica derivaria etimológicamente del griego fatis-fáteos (lo dicho). Anti-fatico 
sería lo contra-dictum. Cfr. Aristotele, Dell'interpretazione, introduzione, traduzione e 
commento di M. ZANATTA (testo greco a fronte), Milano, Biblioteca Universale Rizzoli, 
1992, passim. Sobre este tema véanse las anotaciones de Marcello Zanatta, en la edición 
que acabo de citar, y A. URBANAS, La notion d'accident chez Aristote: logique et 
métaphysique, Montreal — Paris , Bellarmin — Les Belles Letteres, 1988. 

22 Cfr. J. FERRATER Mora, Diccionario filosófico, cit., I, voces «Contradictorio» y 
«Contrario». 
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La contradicciön ofrece el siguiente cuadro veritativo: 

(a) SiA es verdadera, O es falsa. 

(B) Si Aes falsa, O es verdadera. 

(X) Si E es verdadera, Ies falsa. 

(5) SiE es falsa, I es verdadera. 

En ambos supuestos (contrariedad y contradicciön) aparece 
dominante el argumento de Diodoro (proposiciones []). 

Aristóteles se opuso, sin embargo, al cumplimiento fatal de un 
vaticinio verdadero, formulado al modo del «argumento soberano». Para 
ello, el Estagirita debió revisar la noción de «posible». 

| Posible significa, en efecto, poder ser o poder no ser, poder ocurrir o 
poder no ocurrir (1939-10). Como en el caso de la capa aristotélica, el 
célebre ejemplo de todos conocido: una capa o prenda puede ser cortada 
en dos mitades y puede no ser cortada; y puede gastarse o echarse a perder 
antes de que ello pueda suceder. En tal caso, no puede ser cortada en dos 
mitades ni puede no serlo. «Así, pues, es evidente que no todas las cosas 
son o tienen lugar por necesidad. Hay casos de contingencia 
[indiferencia]; entonces, la proposición afirmativa no es más verdadera ni 
más falsa que la negativa» (19a16-22). Además, «que lo que existe debe 
necesariamente existir cuando existe, no significa lo mismo que decir que 
todas las cosas vienen a ser necesariamente» (19425). Y lo mismo vale 
para lo que no existe. 

En el caso de dos proposiciones contradictorias (A y O, E e I), no 
podemos decir —continúa el Estagirita- con seguridad cuál de las dos es 
verdadera, tratándose de sucesos futuros. La verdad de las proposiciones 
consiste en su correspondencia con los hechos y no a la inversa. 

La ültima afirmación de Aristóteles nos parece de especial relieve. El 
optó, de una vez por todas, a favor de la prioridad de la realidad sobre la 
enunciación. La proposición expresa qué son las cosas. Las cosas, en 
cambio, no se acomodan a las enunciaciones. Es preciso distinguir 
adecuadamente entre los dos órdenes: el real o extramental (por así decir) 
y el lógico; o, más precisamente, el orden de los «objetos» (lo que está 
frente a la mente) y lo dicho por la mente acerca de lo que está presente a 
ella. La posibilidad y la necesidad se sitüan en el orden lógico y no en el 
orden real. No cabe la identificación entre posible y real, más que 
empleando el término «posible» impropiamente o de forma equívoca. 

La manualística neoescolástica lo ha expresado con mucha precisión: 
«La ley que rige entre proposiciones contradictorias no es que una sea 
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necesariamente verdadera y la otra necesariamente falsa, sino que, si una 
es verdadera, lo otra es falsa, y a la inversa»23. 


d) Necesidad y contingencia en las predicciones proféticas segün 
Buenaventura 


Ya dijimos que Buenaventura presenta el tema de la profecia en el 
marco del dictum en el pretérito sobre lo que ya ha pasado, quoad nos, 
aunque lo pasado, al ser dicho, dependa del futuro («dictum de praeterito 
et pro praeterito, [quod] tamen dependet ex futuro»). El profeta, en efecto, 
se refiere a su futuro; nosotros juzgamos lo dicho por el profeta desde el 
futuro ya cumplido. Por ello, el Seráfico remite al capítulo noveno del Perf 
hermeneias. E] ejemplo, también tomado de Aristóteles es: «Petrus verum 
dixit, navale bellum fore» (Pedro dijo la verdad, [al afirmar] que tendría 
lugar una batalla naval). Recordemos que el dictum de praeterito puede ser 
de tres tipos: 

(a) dictum de praeterito et pro praeterito (ejemplo: Petrus legit: 
Pedro leyó) 

(B) dictum de praeterito, sed pro futuro (Antichristus fuit nasciturus: 
el Anticristo había de nacer) 

(X) dictum de praeterito et pro praeterito, tamen dependet ex futuro 
(Petrus verum dixit, navale bellum fore: Pedro dijo la verdad, [al afirmar] 
que tendría lugar una batalla naval). 

En cambio, al referirse a Dios, el Seráfico considera la profecía como 
«dictum de praeterito» necesario. Ejemplo: «Deus praescivit hoc futurum 
[esse]» (Dios sabía de antemano que esto había de suceder). Además, lo 
previsto o sabido de antemano por Dios no puede fallar, no puede dejar de 
cumplirse, aunque connote futuro («falli non potest, quamvis connotet 
futurum»). 

Hay, pues, dos modos de acercarse a la predicción profética: desde la 
perspectiva divina (si así se puede hablar) y desde el mismo curso de los 
acontecimientos. 


23 «Lex, quae viget inter propositiones contradictorias, non est unam esse 
determinate vera, alteram determinate falsam, sed, si una est vera, altera est falsa, vel 
contra. Ideo ex propositionibus contradictorie oppositis circa futura contingentia, ut: Petrus 
curret, Petrus non curret, nulla in se est determinate vera, nulla determinate falsa, neque 
earum veritas determinari potest nisi per causas propias et intrinsecas» (J. GREDT, Elementa 
philosphiae aristotelico-thomisticae, Barcelona, Herder, 131961, I, pp. 55-56). 
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1) Desde la perspectiva divina, o sea, desde la acciön cognoscitiva 
divina («actus divinae cognotionis»), es necesario que lo profetizado sea o 
haya sido (necessarium est esse sive fuisse). 

2) Desde la sucesiön hacia el futuro de los acontecimientos, con vistas 
al hecho profetizado («ordinatio futuri ad illum actum»), esa ordenaciön al 
futuro no es necesaria («haec ordinatio futuri ad illum actum non est 
necessaria»). | 

La necesidad del cumplimiento sölo aparece si nos situamos en el 
plano divino, por asi decir, puesto que la palabra divina no puede fallar; la 
contingencia, en cambio, aparece si contemplamos el decurso hacia el 
futuro desde nuestra perspectiva intrahistérica. 

No hay contradiccién en lo afirmado, ya que ambos enunciados se 
refieren al mismo hecho, pero desde dos planos distintos: uno superior, el 
de Dios, que es eterno y omnisciente; y uno inferior, el del hombre, para 
quien el futuro, aunque pronosticado por el profeta, se presenta como algo 
contingente, o sea, no necesario. 

Esta cuestión lleva de la mano a un último interrogante: si se requiere 
la fe para la aceptación de la profecía, como se requiere para creer en los 
artículos revelados. 


e) El asentimiento del creyente y del profeta 


Buenaventura afirma categóricamente que no hay semejanza, en 
sentido propio, entre la profecía y la fe. Por su objeto formal quo u objeto 
formal motivo, la fe en el creyente se distingue del asentimiento que el 
profeta concede a su profecía. El creyente necesita la virtud sobrenatural 
de la fe para asentir al artículo revelado. El profeta, en cambio, sólo 
precisa concebir lo que profetiza, aun cuando la profecía le sea inspirada. 
No requiere, en principio, la virtud sobrenatural de la fe, pues el profeta no 
asiente a lo que profetiza como a algo que supera su inteligencia natural; 
sino que asiente a una verdad recibida, que se le impone naturalmente con 
toda claridad24. Por sí mismo acepta la verdad que profetiza, no por Dios. 


24 «Posset tamen dici, quod non est simile de fide et prophetia, quia fides in suo 
obiecto, cui assentit, requiritur aliquid, quod habeat rationi motivi; sed prophetia nihil tale 
requirit in prophetato, sed tamen rationem suae cognitionis sumit ab inspirante. Ideo no 
sequitur, quodsi prophetia est de aliquo, quod de illo debeat esse fides sicut de obiecto» 
(San Buenaventura, ln III Sent., dist. XXIII, a. I, q. 2, ad 5 [Q. III, 514b]). «[Principale 
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Esta afirmaciön de Buenaventura se ilustra con la profecia de Caifäs, 
durante el proceso seguido contra Jesucristo. Dice la Escritura, que 
«Caifás no dijo esto por sí mismo25 [¿no comprendéis que conviene que 
muera un hombre por todo el pueblo?], sino que, como era pontifice aquel 
aiio, profetizó que Jesús había de morir por el pueblo...» (Ioan. 11,50). 
Caifás habló en términos políticos, aludiendo a que era mejor que muriese 
solamente un hombre, a que Jos romanos tomasen represalia contra todo el 
pueblo. Esto era evidente para él, hombre político, y se imponia con toda 
claridad a su mente. Sin embargo, al decir aquellas palabras, segün el 
testimonio del evangelista San Juan, y por razón del cargo que ocupaba, 
profetizaba que Jesüs moriría para redimir al pueblo judío y a todos los 
hombres dispersos por el mundo. Con todo, Caifás ignoraba que había 
profetizado. Esto apunta a los distintos planos u horizontes de la profecía, 
que aquí nos apartaría del objeto de nuestra comunicación. 


III. CONCLUSIONES 


De cuanto hemos dicho hasta este momento podemos concluir lo 
siguiente: 

1°. San Buenaventura dio por supuesto, sin discusión particular, que 
el conocimiento profético es una visión intelectual acompafiada de 
imágenes. No entró en el debate acerca de la posibilidad de visión 
profética sin imágenes. Conviene destacarlo, puesto que lo característico 
de la gnoseología franciscana, especialmente a partir de la segunda 
generación, postularía la posibilidad de la noticia intuitiva o intelectual del 
singular existente. Es posible que Buenaventura detectase (en el supuesto 
de que ya haya atisbado la posibilidad de un juicio existencial a partir de 
la noticia intuitiva del singular) que el profeta vislumbra el futuro como 


obiectum et motivum prohetiae non sunt ea quae propheta praenuntiat, sed obiectum 
materiale] [Propheta non assentit ei quod praenuntiat, propter se, sed propter Veritatem 
ipsum illuminantem. / Non requirit rationem motivi in obiecto, sed totam rationem motivi 
suae cognitionis sumit ab inspirante]» (cfr. Indices [Q. X, 297b]). 

25 La Neovulgata traduce «a semetipso», cuyo sentido más clásico es «por sí 
mismo», que vendría a ser equivalente a «propter se». Los escoliastas de Quaracchi, en los 
Índices del corpus bonaventuriano, sefialan que el creyente cree «propter se», es decir, por 
sí mismo, mientras que el profeta no cree por sí mismo, sino por la misma luz de la verdad 
que enuncia, que se impone a su inteligencia. 
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claro, pero no existente todavia. En cambio, el arrebato paulino estaria 
situado entre la via y la patria. Asi mismo considerò que el conocimiento 
profético tiene cardcter preternatural, por su origen (pues es infuso) y 
porque supera las posibilidades estrictamente naturales de la inteligencia 
humana. 

2°. Supuesta la condiciön futura de la profecia, Buenaventura analizö 
especialmente el tema de la necesidad o contingencia de la profecía, 
apoyándose en la discusión aristotélica del «argumento dominante» 
megárico (capítulo noveno del Perí Hermeneias). El cumplimiento del 
dictum profético es contingente en el plano humano del profeta; es 
necesario, en cambio, en el plano de la ciencia divina. 

3? Finalmente, Buenaventura distinguió entre el conocimiento de fe y 
el conocimiento profético. El creyente necesita, para creer, una 
iluminación sobrenatural. E] motivo de su fe es sobrenatural. El profeta, 
en cambio, asiente a lo que profetiza, no por motivos sobrenaturales, sino 
porque la verdad profetizada se impone con claridad a su intelecto, sea o 
no consciente de que profetiza. : 
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INTERIORITY AND SELF-KNOWLEDGE ACCORDING TO 
RICHARD FISHACRE 


Any account of Fishacre’s view of interiority and self-knowledge 
must begin with an examination of his view of the soul. Since he never 
wrote a treatise that was professedly a De anima nor even a quaestio that 
formally addressed the subject, moreover, one is forced to pick one’s way 
through his major work, his Sentences Commentary, much of it in the 
context of a literal gloss on the Lombard’s text. 

As early as the third distinction of the first book, Fishacre addresses 
the structure of the human soul and its powers. Between the soul itself and 
its actions stand the faculties or virtutes, essentially and permanently 
ordered to some definite operation. Commenting on the Lombard’s 
lengthy citation of Augustine’s De Trinitate, Fishacre likewise finds the 
trinitarian three powers in the soul: the memory, the intelligence, and the 
will. Since the first two are collapsible into a single apprehensive power, 
Fishacre is able to save the Grossetestean dyad of aspectus and affectus, 
seeing and feeling!. The distinction between the latter, Fishacre claims, is 
conceptual only, a claim he supports with no fewer than eight arguments2. 


1 «Anima primo dividitur in virtutem apprehensivam et motivam sive rationem et 
voluntatem sive aspectum et affectum. Et apprehensiva subdividitur in apprehensivam 
intellectivam et apprehensivam retentivam, sive intellectivam habitualem quod est 
memoria vel actualem quod voco intelligentiam. Primo videamus quomodo se habeant 
primae divisionis dividentiam, deinde quomodo subdivisionis. Et ponitur quod prima 
dividentia, scilicet apprehensiva et motiva, sunt essentialiter differentia», In 1 Sent. 3.8; 
Long, «The Problem of the Soul in Richard Fishacre’s Commentary on the Sentences» 
(Ph.D. diss., University of Toronto, 1968 [henceforth «Problem of Soul»]), pp. *26-27. 

2 «Potentiae cognoscuntur per actus, et actus per operationes, et operationes per 
obiecta. Ergo si obiecta sunt idem in essentia, et potentiae; sed horum obiecta sunt verum 
et bonum, quae non differunt nisi sicut aliquid in se absolutum et idipsum ad aliud 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp.1269-1277. 
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But what is the distinction between the two powers of the «aspective» 
part of the soul, the memory namely and the intelligence? Some claim, 
says Fishacre, that they differ as act (the intelligence) and disposition 
(memory), that is, that the intelligence is simply the fulfillment or 
actualization of what is contained in the quasi-permanent disposition 
which is the memory3. But there are persuasive arguments to the contrary. 
Our memory, for example, seems clearly posterior to the knowledge which 
is intelligence. The turning back of the soul upon itself in the act of 
remembering, which is the special mark of the intellectual creature, 
presupposes that the species of things representing realities outside the 
understanding are already present in the soul4. Otherwise, what is it that 
we are recalling? 

The answer lies in a distinction: there are two kinds of memory, a 
memory of the possible intellect, the other of the active intellect. The 
former is memory in the ordinary sense. The intelligible species is first 
received in the understanding or intelligence, is then loved, then finally 
recovered and held on to by the memory’. 

The other power that is also termed «memory» is the habitus of all 
intelligible forms in the mind — at least in the angelic mind, Fishacre 
pointedly adds — from its creation; and this is the memory of the agent 
intellect in us. It is, moreover, this kind of memory, says Fishacre, that 
Augustine is talking about in the De Trinitate, where he seems to be 
talking about self-knowledge®. 


| comparatum. Ergo similiter potentiae» etc., ibid., pp. *27-29. Cfr P. KÜNZLE, Das 
Verhältnis der Seele zu ihren Potenzen, Freiburg, 1956, pp. 158-59. 

3 Who it is that holds this view Fishacre does not say. 

^ «Ideo dico quod cum sola intellectualis creatura sit redibilis super se ipsam, 
potest ipsa mens se ipsam continentem in se plures species intelligibiles inspicere—quod 
non est aliud nisi ipsam gignere suam speciem, alias species continentem in se. Ipsa ergo 
inspecta, sic habens rationem gignentis, dicatur memoria. Ipsa inspiciens vel speciem suam 
suscipiens dicatur intelligentia. Sed duo videntur esse contra hoc. Unum: quod haec 
memoria adhuc videtur esse ab intelligentia. Prius enim est secundum speciem fieri in 
mente a re extra quod est intelligere, quam animam convertere se supra se iam habentem 
illam speciem rei», «Problem of Soul», pp. *29-30. 

5 «Duplex est in nobis memoria: una quae fit ex speciebus primo receptis in 
intelligentia, et deinde in memoria repositis; et haec est memoria intellectus possibilis. Et 
haec sequitur intelligentiam et voluntatem, quia quod primo intelligo et deinde amo, 
memoriter teneo», ibid., p. *30. 

6 «Alia est habitus omnium formarum intelligibilium in mente, saltem angelica, ex 
conditione sua; et haec est memoria intellectus agentis in nobis. Et de hac dicit Augustinus 
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But this is precisely Fishacre’s problem here: how to reconcile 
Augustine’s view of the immediate presence of the I to itself with his own 
view to the contrary? The line preceding the first text of Augustine’s that 
Fishacre quotes is after all unequivocal: 


The mind knows nothing so well as what is present to it, and nothing is more present 
to the mind than itself?. 


This is of course one of the loci classici expressing Augustine’s 
conviction that the soul is transparent to itself. What Fishacre seizes upon, 
however, is the line that follows: 


So what then is to be said about the mind of an infant which is still so small and sunk 
in such vast ignorance of things that the mind of a man which knows anything 
shudders at the darkness of that infant mind? Must we perhaps believe that it too 
knows itself, but that it is wholly preoccupied with the things it is beginning to 
perceive through the senses of the body with a delight that is all the greater for being 
new; and so it is not a question of its being able to be ignorant of itself, but of its not . 
being able to think about itself?8 


Augustine thus shows Fishacre a way to answer Augustine: the soul is 
indeed transparent to itself—theoretically. The problem is that in via we 
suffer the distraction of the senses. Even without the crippling effects of 
the Fall, the very necessity of administering a body constitutes an 
impediment to the soul’s knowing everything, a hope it continues to cling 
to with respect to the next life9. 


De Trinitate lib. 14, cap. 5 ... et eiusdem 10 lib., cap. 8: ‘Cognoscat semetipsam anima...’», 
ibid. 

7 Augustine, De Trinitate 14.4 (CCL 50-A,429); tr. E: Hitt, OP, Brooklyn NY, 
1991, p. 375. 

8 Ibid. 

9 «Et cum anima de se nata sit omnia cognoscere, nec impeditur ab hoc nisi aut per 
culpam aut per corporis administrationem, aestimo quod, cum culpa in eis non impediret 
animam a cognitione certissima omnium quam speramus in patria, sola administratione 
corporis animalis fuit in causa. Quia enim corpus erat animale, indigebat alimoniis; et per 
consequens oportuit animam uti operibus vegetativae—quae sunt augere, nutrire, 
generare—et similiter sensitivae utendo sensibus. Quanto autem amplius administrationi 
corporis intenditur, tanto minus utitur anima visione intellectiva. Ut enim utamur hac 
visione, necesse est aliquantulum animam subtrare se ab administratione tali. In caelo 
autem, cum erit corpus spirituale, non erit necesse sic administrare corpus; et ideo tunc per 
corpus in nullo impedietur anima. In nobis vero fere tota anima in tali administratione 
occupatur», In 2 Sent. 23; «Problem of Soul», p. *107. 


1272 R. JAMES LONG 


The second text Fishacre cites, this from book X of De Trinitate, 
makes precisely this point: 


Let the mind then recognize itself and not go looking for itself as if it were absent, 
but rather turn on to itself the interest of its will, which had it straying about through 
other things, and think about itself. In this way it will see that there never was a time 
when it did not love itself, when it did not know itself. What it did was to mix itself 
up with something else that it loved together with itself and to coalesce with it in 
some way or other; and as a result, by comprising divergent things as a unity in itself, 
it came to think that these things which really are divergent were one with itself10, 


Perfect knowledge of the self and of all other things was enjoyed 
by the angels immediately upon their creation, repeats Fishacre, and 
likewise (perhaps, he adds) the soul of Adam before the Fall. How else 
would human beings even in their fallen state desire actually to know all 
things — the reference is of course to the first line of the Metaphysics — 
unless in some way it already possessed all things? Therefore, to return to 
the original problem, in one sense intelligence precedes memory and in 
another memory precedes intelligencell. | 

In spite of Fishacre’s attempt to enlist the authority of Aristotle, 
the Stagirite would scarcely have recognized the use to which Fishacre put 
him. It is true, according to Fishacre, that in its present condition the 
intellect must begin with sense experience, and that the senses apprehend 
only material things12. However, the sensible species thus obtained, «the 
word by which the exterior thing speaks to me», reaches only as far as the 


10 Augustine, De Trinitate 10.3 (CCL 50,325); tr. Hill, p. 295. 

11 «Sic angeli creati statim se et omnia noverunt. Et anima Adae forte se et alia. Et 
haec memoria omnem amorem et intelligentiam praecedit. Quomodo enim naturaliter 
desideraret scire omnia actu, nisi aliquo modo haberet omnia? Ergo potest dici quod est 
intelligentia praecedens memoriam, et est alia sequens memoriam. Hic autem loquimur de 
illa quae sequitur. Vel melius: anima a creatione sua habet forte in se multas species rerum, 
ut videtur dicere Augustinus Retract. lib. 1, cap. 9», In 1 Sent. 3.8; «Problem of Soul», pp. 
*30-31. 

12 «Dicit possent abscondita, quia latent nos: non propter aliquid ex parte 
ipsorum—sunt enim manifestissima, quia maxime a materia separata—sed propter 
debilitatem intellectus nostri, qui se habet ad manifestissima in natura sicut oculus 
vespertilionis ad lumen solis, ut dicit Aristoteles in Metaph.; sicut ergo sol occultus est 
vespertilioni, sic illa nobis. Propter debilitatem vero intellectus nostri cognitio nostra 
incipit a sensu, qui non apprehendit nisi res materiales... . licet nos lateant, non tamen eos 
qui in patria sunt», In 2 Sent. 18.5; ibid., pp. *99-100. 
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innermost sentient power or common sense. From this point the guide is 
not Aristotle, but Augustine: 


The soul in marvelous fashion and with equally marvelous speed produces in itself a 
likeness of that species which is in the common sense—that is, it assimilates and 
conforms itself to that received species, just as light conforms itself to the water with 
which it comes into contact13. 


Thus, the similitude of the sensible species within the soul is the 
product of the soul itself14. Just as a piece of wood is able to be configured 
in an infinite variety of ways, the intuiting of one of which in act belongs 
to the artisan, so likewise infinite likenesses of things are part of the 
natural endowment of the soul, stored in the memory of the active 
intellect; like the artisan, moreover, the soul becomes aware of a single 
likeness at any given time, leaving off the screen of consciousness the 
other intelligibles that constitute its birthright15.This is still, however, to 
indulge in metaphorical talk. What precisely is the mechanism? The 
answer seems to be that the soul is stimulated or excited by the sensible 


D «Cum verbum quo se loquitur res exterior mihi, scilicet species rei, pervenerit ad 
intimum sentiens, non procedit ulterius ut intret gignendo se in mentem; sed, ut dicit 
Augustinus, anima miris modis et mira quadam velocitate efficit in se simile ei quod est in 
organo intimo, hoc est assimulat se illi speciei susceptae et conformat, ut lux aquae cui 
contiguatur», L. SWEENEY and C. ERMATINGER, «Divine Infinity according to Richard 
Fishacre», The Modern Schoolman 35 (1958) 228. 

14 «Igitur, cum assimulatio sit dupliciter, scilicet per aliquid communiter 
communicationem ab utroque similium, et hoc dicitur per participationem, vel per 
imitationem, ubi nihil est commune similibus, patet quod anima similis sit rei extra vel 
speciei in intimo instrumento, non per hoc quod habet aliquid commune, sed per 
imitationem. Et ita haec similitudo fundatur non super aliquid in anima quod sit commune 
ei et speciei vel rei, sed super ipsam animam. Se ipsa enim similis est. Et ita patet quod 
propter verbum in mente non est ibi aliquid plus quam prius cum non inerat verbum, nisi 
similitudo qua se ipsa anima assimulatur rei vel eius speciei. ... Sic ergo patet quod anima 
habens multas veritates numerosior est, non tamen compositior, ut probat ratio illa», In 1 
Sent. 2.1; ibid., 228-29. q 

15 «Quod autem dico animam miris modis assimulare se rei extra visae vel eius 
similitudini in intimo organo, sic intelligo: sicut atomus habet in se infinitas figuras, vel 
lignum aliquod, sed sentire eas est ab actu artificis; et tunc cum una sentitur, est ipsum 
lignum imago alicuius extra ad cuius similitudinem nitebatur artifex, nec est ipsum lignum 
compositius, cum iam una figura est ita in actu, quam prius; sic in anima naturaliter 
infinitae sunt similitudines rerum, et tamen unam earum intuemur actualiter sine alia, et 
tunc quasi actu efficitur similis illi rei extra quam intelligimus», ibid., 229. 
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species to turn its gaze inward toward its intelligible counterpart!6. The 
division of labor is something like the following: the sensible species is 
reproduced within as the soul, directed by the will, focuses on the array of 
intelligible species available to it and «remembers» the particular 
intelligibility aroused by the sense percept. For example, a friend returns 
from a visit to the ocean, which (let us suppose) I have never seen, and 
tells me about iti7. The sound of the storyteller’s words reaches my 
innermost sense. I can conceptualize what is being related, that is, I can 
form a concept of ocean though it is not a part of my sense experience, 
because I have in the storeroom of my memory images of bodies of water 
as well as the concept of boundlessness or enormity or perhaps compa- 
ratives like greater or more expansive. I can thus construct or re-construct 
out of my own resources a meaningful interpretation of the words 
concerning the ocean. I would fail to understand her words only were my 
memory to fail me or my will were inattentivels. 

At the same time that he recognizes that Aristotle would not have 
approved this limited role assigned to the sensible species19, Fishacre 
nevertheless again manages to co-opt the Stagirite’s authority: since the 
soul is able to read the sensible likenesses impressed on the instrument of 
the common sense, the heart, in this respect it can be claimed that «all of 
our knowledge begins from the senses», and also «to the extent that our 
senses fail us to that same extent will our knowledge be deficient»20. 


16 «Cum ergo species sensibiles veniunt ad cor, excitatur anima per has ad 
intuendum species intelligibiles in se ipsa; et sic prius est ipsam inspicere se habentem 
speciem alicuius rei quam intelligere rem ipsam», In 1 Sent. 3.6; «Problem of Soul», p. *31. 

17 The reader will recognize the example from the Confessions 10.8. 

18 Cfr. B. STOCK, Augustine the Reader, Cambridge MA, 1996, pp. 274-75. 

19 «Nec species genita a corpore subintrat mentem, sed sistit in intimo sentiente, 
licet aliter sit secundum Aristotelem», In 1 Sent. 3.19; «Problem of Soul», p. *43. 

20 «Sensibilia gignendo ex se similitudines suas, et per sensus immittentes eas in 
nobis, eas imprimunt in instrumento sensus communis, id est in ultimo sentiente, scilicet in 
corde; ex qua impressione efficitur ut anima, eo quod sit illi parti corporis maxime unita, 
intelligat illud cuius similitudo in corde fuit impressa. Nostra enim cognitio incipit a sensu. 
Et ideo dicit Aristoteles quod deficiente sensu necesse est scientiam deficere, in Post. an.. 
Novit anima nostra creaturas corporales per earum similitudines cordis intimo impressas, 
cui maxime anima unitur», In 2 Sent. 7.5; LONG, (ed.). This text will be published shortly by 
the Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften [henceforth BAdW]. Cfr. In 1 Sent. 36: «Res 
vel forma gignit similitudinem suam in sensum vel potius in intellectum, quae tamen est ab 
idea sua in mente divina; et ita est similitudo aliqua ipsius formae et ideae et eiusdem formae 
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Notwithstanding, Fishacre remains committed to an Augustinian 
doctrine of innate ideas, or to be more precise, the habitus of all the 
intelligible forms in the mind from the time of its creation. If angels and 
humans before the Fall were created not knowing everything, he argues, in 
other words if we did not have habitual knowledge of everything, how 
could Aristotle assert that we had the desire to know everything21? 
Fishacre is here interpreting Aristotle’s remark as a desire to know actively 
or explicitly what we already know implicitly22. 

Furthermore, if again Aristotle is correct in claiming that to know 
something is to know its cause, we must consider the causes of that thing: 
the first cause (God) and the proximate cause (the substantial form of the 
thing). Hence it is that there is a double knowledge on the part of the 
creature: in God and in the existence of the form of the same creature in 
the created mind. But since understanding is not had by extramission, as 
in the senses, but by an «inward-receiving» (intussusceptio) or — better — 
an «inward-dwelling» (intushabitatio)23, the knowledge which is termed 
wisdom is not received from the existence of the form in the thing 
known24. This is only scientia. The nobler knowledge, sapientia, is had 


et vestigii eius in mente creata intelligente eam. Sed aestimo quod similitudo formae et ideae 
quod est multo maior quam formae et similitudinis eius in mente. Quippe potentior supra 
modum est idea ad exprimendum sibi simile vestigium, scilicet formam, quam forma ad 
exprimendeum sibi vestigium, scilicet simile in mente», «Problem of Soul», p. *54. 

21 «Unde Aristoteles: ‘Anima est quodammodo omnia'. Sed adhuc diceret: si 
omnes formas quas habet mundus haberet in se anima, verum esset quod dicis. Sed omnia 
quis novit? Sed secundum Augustinum et Platonicos in ipsa anima naturaliter scripta sunt 
omnia et omnis veritas — licet multa in animabus nostris scripta sunt nos lateant. Quod 
potest patere saltem ex hoc quod intellectus possibilis est in potentia respectu 
intelligibilium omnium: non tantum in potentia passiva, sed potius in potentia activa. 
Alioquin falsum esset quod dicit Aristoteles: ‘Omnia homo natura scire desiderat'», In 2 
Sent. 16; «Problem of Soul», p. *80. 

22 Cfr. D.E. SHARP, «The Philosophy of Richard Fishacre (d. 1248)», New 
Scholasticism 7 (1933) 290. 

23 Both words, so far as we know, are Fishacre’s coinage. The neologism 
intussusceptio was also used by John Pecham, but he postdates Fishacre (vd. Dictionary of 
Medieval Latin, prepared by R.E. LATHAM, D.R. HOWLETT et al., fasc. 5, London, 1997, p. 
1460). There are no recorded instances of the word intushabitatio in the DML. 

24 «Ergo et cognitio dupliciter est, scilicet per causam primam, quae Deus est, et 
per causam proximam, quae est forma substantialis rei. Et ita est tantum dupliciter cognitio 
creaturae: una in Deo, et alia per exsistentiam formae eiusdem creaturae in mente creata. 
Non enim est intelligere per extramissionem, sicut dicitur de sensu, sed per 
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by the created intellect by knowing everything in itself. Augustine calls 
this evening knowledge25. 

The figure Fishacre chooses to illustrate his theory is very telling. The 
soul, he says, is like a tabula ‘a writing tablet’, but not — it should be noted 
- a tabula rasa. In fact, on the tablet of the soul are to be found the 
likenesses of things, like pictures, which are illuminated by the divine 
Light. In this life, however, the soul focuses on the images, not on the 
canvas, much less the Light: the soul, in other words, knows neither itself 
nor God directly26. It is, however, owing to the presence in the soul of all 
forms that Aristotle can say: «The soul is in a way all existing things»27. 

But, says the adversary, if all possible forms are present in the human 
soul, the human creature would know all things. Fishacre’s response is that 
all truths are indeed in the soul, as Augustine and the Platonists affirm, but 
they are latent; in the same way the passive intellect is in a state of active 
potency with respect to all intelligibles28. 


intussusceptionem vel intushabitationem. Igitur exsistentiae rei in materia non 
correspondet cognitio aliqua», In 2 Sent. 15.5; ed. BAdW. 

25 «Rt sic triplex est creaturarum cognitio: infima qua cognoscuntur res in materia; 
et haec cognitio incipit a sensu proprie, et haec cognitio non est nisi corporalium, non 
spirituum. Et haec vocatur scientia... . Alia est qua intellectus creatus cognoscit omnia in 
se ipso, et haec est priore nobilior, et potest dici sapientia; et haec est simpliciter omnium, 
id est haec cognitio novit omnia, et non tantum corporalia, ut prior. Et haec est communis 
omni intellectui creato, scilicet animae et angelo; et hanc vocat Augustinus cognitionem 
vespertinam; prima enim quam dixi potius vocari potest nocturna propter sui obscuritatem 
quam vespertina. Tertia est qua omnes cognoscuntur in Deo, et haec est nobilissima, et dici 
potest intellectus; et hanc vocat Augustinus matutinam; et haec utique possibilis est animae 
sicut et angelo, licet anima nunc a corpore quod corrumpitur aggravata non possit adhuc in 
hanc consurgere», In 2 Sent. 24.3; «Problem of Soul», pp. *129-30. 

26 «gitur intelligo anima sicut tabulam, similitudines rerum in ea sicut picturas, 
Deum ut lucem has picturas illuminantem. Et sicut anima in hac vita non videt se ipsam, 
sed has picturas in se, et ita per consequens se — sed non attendit — sic et lucem hanc 
forsitan», In 1 Sent. 17.1; «Problem of Soul», p. *53. Cfr. this unequivocal text: «Sic prius 
' est ipsam inspicere se habentem speciem alicuius rei quam intelligere rem ipsam», ibid., 
1.3.6; p. *31. 

27 «Attendat quod dicimus tabulam tabulae similem vel homini propter picturam. 
Multo autem maior est unitas formarum in anima cum ipsa quam picturae cum tabula. Ipsa 
enim dicitur esse ipsa quae habet aliquo modo. Unde Aristoteles: ‘Anima est quodammodo 
omnia' (De anima 3.8 [431b20])», In 2 Sent. 16.2; ed. BAdW. 

28 «Sed adhuc diceret: si omnes formas quas habet mundus baberet in se anima, 
verum esset quod dicis. Sed omnia quis novit? Sed secundum Augustinum et Platonicos in 
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In the present dispensation, Fishacre concludes, the human soul is not 
transparent to itself and comes to know itself only through its actions, a 
position that will be argued at some length by his younger confrere, 
Thomas Aquinas. 


Fairfield University 


ipsa anima naturaliter scripta sunt omnia et omnis veritas, licet multa in animabus nostris 
scripta nos lateant. Quod potest patere saltem ex hoc quod intellectus possibilis est in 
potentia respectu intelligibilium omnium; non tantum in potentia passiva, sed potius in 
potentia activa. Alioquin falsum esset quod dicit Aristoteles: 'Omnes homines natura scire 
desiderant' (Metaphys. 1.1. [980a22])», ibid. 


ALEXANDER EICHINGER 


OPTICS AND THE KNOWLEDGE OF CHRIST IN 
RICHARD FISHACRE 


I. INTRODUCTION 


When Peter Lombard handles the question of the knowledge which 
Christ had as a human being in distinction 13 of the third book of the 
Sentences, his focus is on a theological problem, namely the discrepancy 
between different statements in the Bible regarding Christ’s cognitive 
capacities. On the one hand, the Bible says that Christ was full of grace, 
wisdom and truth from the very beginning of his human existence (we read 
in the first chapter of John, for instance, that we have all received from the 
plenitude of grace and truth in Christl, or in the second chapter of Luke that 
already the boy was full of wisdom and God's grace was in him2). On the 
other hand, we have a differing statement in Luke 2,52: «Iesus proficiebat 
sapientia aetate et gratia apud Deum et homines». Regarding these 
authorities the basic problem for Lombard is how the presence of the 
plenitude of divine grace and wisdom in Christ can go together with Luke’s 
assertion of a progress that Jesus made in wisdom, age and grace. In order 
to find a solution for this problem Lombard ~ as usual in the book of 
Sentences — consults and questions the texts of the Fathers and the different 
distinctions they made to solve the problem. Earlier commentators on the 
Sentences in the 13th century like Stephan Langton3 and Hugh of St. 


1 lo. 1,14.16: «Et Verbum caro factum est et habitavit in nobis et vidimus gloriam 
eius gloriam quasi unigeniti a Patre plenum gratiae et veritatis. ... Et de plenitudine eius nos 
omnes accepimus et gratiam pro gratia». 

2 Luc. 2,40: «Puer autem crescebat et confortabatur plenus sapientia et gratia Dei 
erat in illo». 

3 Stephan Langton died 1228. For the text of his commentary (written in Paris) on 
Sent. III, d. 13 cfr. A.M. LANDGRAF, Der Sentenzenkommentar des Kardinals Stephan 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. II, pp.1279-1290. 
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Cher‘ still restrict themselves to this specifically theological approach to 
the topic. Both of them only comment on Lombard’s text, not going any 
further than Lombard himself did. 

Richard Fishacre’s approach to this issue in book 3, distinction 13 of his 
Sentences Commentary5 is much broader and more detailed. Far from 
ignoring the above mentioned theological problem, Fishacre gives us an 
extensive treatise on the cognition and knowledge of Christ as a human being. 

Beginning with a question about Christ’s cognition in general, in 
which Fishacre asks if Christ knew everything6, he continues with a 
second part «De cognitione Christi hominis in speciali», which covers 
virtually every field and possible source of cognition and knowledge. 

(1) First Fishacre deals with Christ’s sensual cognition (<cognitio 
sensitiva»); this question is divided according to the distinction between 
particular senses (<sensus particulares») and common sense (<sensus 
communis»). The major part is the discussion of perception through the 
particular senses, and Fishacre’s main issue there is the problem of seeing. 
But there is also one question about hearing? and one question about all 
particular senses in general8. 


Langton, Münster 1952, pp. 119-120 (Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und 
Theologie des Mittelalters, vol. 37). 

4 Hugh of St. Cher’s commentary (written in Paris during the 1230s) on Sent. III, 
d. 13 can be found e.g. in Ms. Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 1098, f. 93v. 

5 Richard Fishacre died 1248, his Sentences Commentary (which is going to be 
published at the Bavarian Academy of Sciences, Munich) was written in Oxford, 
presumably between 1241 and 1245/46. Cfr. R.J. Lona, M. O’CARROLL, The Life and 
Works of Richard Fishacre OP. Prolegomena to the Edition of his Commentary on the 
Sentences, München 1999, pp. 15-30, 39-48. Cfr. also R.J. LONG, «The Beginning of a 
Tradition: The Sentences Commentary of Richard Fishacre, OP», in G.R. Evans (ed.), 
Mediaeval Commentaries on the Sentences of Peter Lombard. Current Research. Vol. I, 
Leiden-Boston-Köln, Brill, 2002, pp. 345-357. The later rather than the earlier date for the 
completion of Fishacre’s Commentary is suggested by R. Woop, «Early Oxford 
Theology», in G.R. Evans (ed.), Mediaeval Commentaries, pp. 289-343. 

6 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d. 13, q. 1: «Hic quaeritur de scientia hominis 
Christi et primo de eius cognitione in communi, secundo in speciali. Primo ergo quaeritur 
an noverit omnia». 

7 i.e. whether Christ's ear was able to hear words no matter how imperceptibly and 
how far away they are spoken; cfr. Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d. 13, q. 2.1.1.11: «Item 
quaeritur an audiret auris eius quantumcumque silenter dicta et per quantamcumque 
distantiam». 

8 i.e. whether a sense or a sense organ could be damaged by something which 
makes a particularly strong impression on the senses like something very bright (e.g. a 
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(2) Secondly he asks about Christ's intellectual cognition («De 
cognitione intellectiva animae Christi») with further questions about the 
agent and possible intellect and «de cognitione matutina et vespertina. 

(3) Then he turns to a more practical understanding of the word «scire» 
and asks if Christ knew how to create the world («Item quaeritur an haec 
sit vera Christus scit creare mundum») and if he knew how to sin («Item 
quaeritur etiam de eius deitate an sciat peccare»). 

(4) The subsequent set of questions concerns — what could be called — 
knowledge acquired from religious sources or, better, in properly religious 
ways, as through revelations, visions or dreams. Here Fishacre asks if 
Christ was a prophet («Consequenter quaeritur an Christus fuerit 
propheta»), if extatic visions occured to Christ («Item quaeritur an extasis 
vel visiones extaticae contigerint Christo sicut Paulo in raptu»), and if 
Christ was able to have dreams («Quaeritur an Christus potuit somniare»). 

(5) Only after having discussed all these topics Fishacre turns back to 
the original question of Lombard’s, namely if Christ’s human soul made 
any progress in cognition and knowledge9, before the text of Fishacre’s 
distinction 13 ends with a relatively short literal commentary on a number 
of Lombard’s lemmata. 

This is the wider context within which Fishacre’s question about 
Christ’s cognition through sensual perception is situated. 


II. CHRIST’S VISUAL RECOGNITION AND THE NATURAL PROCESS OF SIGHT 


When Fishacre turns to the sensual cognition of Christ, his primary 
interest is on the problem of seeing, and his fundamental question is if 
Christ’s ability to see was better than that of any other human being or 
animal. Was Christ as a human being able to see more, to see clearer, to 
see from a greater distance than any ordinary creature because he was 
personally united with God? Or could he have had the same problems 
which we have when we try to distinguish things which are far away, when 
we try to see something in the dark or when we are deceived in various 
ways, for instance when we look into a distorting mirror? 


flash of lightening) in the case of seeing or something very loud (e.g. thunder) in the case 
of hearing; cfr. Richardus Fishacre, In HI Sent., d. 13, q. 2.1.1.12: «De omni sensu 
communiter quaeritur an ab excellenter sensibili corrumperentum. 

9 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d 13, q. 2.8: «Consequenter quaeritur an aliquo 
modo saltem secundum aliquem modum cognoscendi profecerit». 
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Fishacre divides the questions about sight following the optical 
distinction of sight rays into direct, refracted and reflected rays10; and 
already in his answers to the questions about seeing through direct rays he 
provides us with his basic assumptions about the process of sight. 


1. De visione per radium rectum 


The first question in this set is if Christ was in his life on earth able to 
see as Clearly as a transfigured eye (an <oculus glorificatus>) can see in the 
afterlifell. And it is argued here that it seems to be so because the 
perfection of seeing requires two things, the perfection of the organ, i.e. 
the eye, and the perfection of the power of sight (the <virtus visiva»). And 
although Christ’s organ was not as perfect as a transfigured eye, his power 
of sight exceeded the power of sight of anybody else. 

In his answer to this argument Fishacre concedes that Christ’s organs 
. were not perfect because he accepted all our bodily imperfections when he 
became a human being. Therefore he also accepted the imperfection of the - 
human eye. But this is also the crucial point for Fishacre’s differing 
conclusion: As the power to see depends on the cooperation of the eye, 
also the perfection of seeing depends on the perfection of the organ of 
sight, not on the perfection of the power of sight. The eye receives the 
forms (species) which are sent to it by the visible object and makes them 
present for the power of sight which presence of forms cannot be achieved 
in any other way. Therefore, if the eye is for instance impure or otherwise 
injured it cannot receive the forms and nothing can be apprehended by the 
power of sight. The power of sight, however perfect it may be, can never 
compensate for the imperfection of the eye because it is the eye which 
plays the main and fundamental role if seeing starts with the reception of 
forms which are sent out by the visible object. 

The proposed question with its argument and Fishacre’s answer to it 
have a completely different theoretical background regarding the basic 
theory of seeing. The question obviously works with an extramission- 
theory of seeing which — in short — assumes that the power of sight sends 
out sight-rays to the visible object and apprehends the object with the help 


10 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d. 13, q. 2.1.1: «Est autem visio per radium 
rectum et fractum et reflexum». | | 

11 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d. 13, q. 2.1.1.1: «De recto quaeritur an ita 
limpide hic videre poterat ut oculus aliquis saltem glorificatus». 
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of these rays12. Thus, the argument of the question can conclude: Christ’s 
eye might be imperfect but his «virtus visiva» is without doubt perfect. 
Therefore Christ is able to see in a perfect way, because the extramission- 
theory attributes the main role in the process of seeing to the power of 
sight. 

Fishacre on the other hand works with a susception-theory of seeing. 
The visible object sends its form to the eye and the eye receives the form 
coming in (the «species proveniens»). Thus, as Fishacre states, there can be 
no perfect sight without a perfect organ of sight, and the capability of the 
power of sight depends on the capability of the eye. 

This difference in optical theory characterizes the outline of the whole 
treatise. The proposed questions and arguments work throughout with the 
extramission-theory and can hardly be understood without that 
background, Fishacre's answers result from the susception-theory he holds. 
This can be seen quite clearly in the following question, which is whether 
Christ, or at least his transfigured eye, could look through a walll3. 

And it is argued that he should be able to do so because — as is said — 
even an ordinary animal like the lynx which doesn't have a transfigured 
eye can look through as many as nine wallsi4. Furthermore a wall cannot 
prevent an entire transfigured body from passing through, not to speak of 
the eye's sight-ray which is much more subtle than the transfigured body 
or any part of it15. 

Fishacre answers to this that no eye at all — be it transfigured or not — 
can see something which is behind a wall. The reason for this is not an 
imperfection of the transfigured eye, but an imperfection of the object that 
we try to look at. Because a not-transfigured object is unable to send its 
form through a wall, it cannot be seen behind a wall. The case of a 
transfigured object might be different, since it could in its entirety pass 
through the wall and so even more easily could send its form through the 


12 For the history of the different sight-theories see D.C. LINDBERG, Theories of 

Vision from Al-Kindi to Kepler, Chicago-London 1976. 
_ 13. Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d. 13, q. 2.1.1.2: «Item quaeritur an possit videre 

per parietem, vel ipse vel oculus glorificatus eius modo». 

14 Cfr. Alexander Neckam, De naturis rerum II, Th. WRIGHT (ed.), London 1863, c. 
138, p. 219 (Rerum Britannicarum medii aevi scriptores, vol. 34). 

15 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d. 13, q. 2.1.1.3: «Si radius oculo est subtilior et 
penetrabilior, ex quo paries non impedit transitum integri corporis glorificati, nec multo 
fortius radii oculi glorificati». 
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wall, as the form is even more subtle than the transfigured object itself. 
But a normal object cannot do so; and not even a transfigured eye or an 
excellent power of sight can apprehend an object which does not send its 
form to the sight-organ. 

Here we meet again Fishacre’s elementary assumption about the process 
of seeing: «I believe that we do not see by extramission but rather by receiving 
the forms which are coming to us from the object we see, as is proved in the 
Optics»16. The optical work which holds this basic theory of seeing by 
susception of forms sent by the visible object to the eye is the Perspectiva of 
Alhacen's; and it seems very likely that Fishacre refers here to this work!7. In 


16 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d. 13, q. 2.1.1., resp. ad 2 q.: «Aestimo enim 
quod videmus non extramittendo, sed potius intus suscipiendo species provenientes a re 
visa, ut probatur in Perspectiva». 

17 Fishacre gives five explicit references to a certain Perspectiva in d. 13 of book 
3. The above mentioned proof against the extramission-theory of seeing and in favour of 
the susception-theory can be found in Alhacen, De aspectibus I, F. RISNER (ed.), Opticae 
Thesaurus Alhazeni Arabis libri septem, Basileae 1572, c. 5, n. 23, pp. 14-15: «Bt cum ita 
fiat sensus, quaero an per istos radios reddatur visui aliquid, aut non reddatur? Si vero 
sensus fiat per radios, et non reddant visui aliquid, visus non sentiet: sed visus sentit rem 
visam, et non sentit, nisi mediantibus radiis: isti ergo radii, qui sentiunt rem visam, reddunt 
visui aliquid, per quod visus sentit rem visam. Et cum radii reddant visui aliquid, per quod 
sentit rem visam, visus non sentiet lucem et colorem, quae sunt in re visa, nisi ex aliquo 
veniente a luce et colore, quae sunt in re visa ad visum, et radii reddunt illa. Secundum ergo 
omnes dispositiones non erit visus, nisi per adventum alicuius rei visae a re visa, sive 
exierint radii, sive non. Et cum ita sit, ut diximus, et sit declaratum, quod formae lucis et 
coloris, quae sunt in re visa, perveniant ad visum, quando fuerint oppositae visui. Illud 
ergo, quod venit ex re visa ad visum, per quod visus comprehendit lucem et colores, quae 
sunt in re visa secundum omnem dispositionem, non est nisi ista forma, sive exeant radii, 
sive non. Et iam declaratum est quod formae lucis et coloris semper generentur in aere, et 
in omnibus corporibus diaphanis, et semper extendantur in aere, et in corporibus diaphanis 
ad partes oppositas, sive oculus fuerit praesens, sive non: Exitus ergo radiorum est 
superfluus et otiosus. Visus ergo non sentit lucem et colorem rei visae, nisi ex forma 
veniente a luce et colore, quae sunt in re visa. Et cum hoc declaratum sit, remanet ergo 
modo considerare opinionem ponentium radios exire a visu, et declarare quid in ea falsum, 
et quid verum. Dicamus ergo, si visio sit ex re exeunte ex visu ad rem visam: ista res aut 
est corpus, aut non corpus: Si est corpus, quando aspexerimus coelum, et viderimus stellas, 
quae sunt in eo, oportet, quod in illa hora exeat a visu nostro corpus, et impleat illud, quod 
est inter coelum et terram, et quod nihil diminuatur a visu: et hoc est falsum. Visio ergo non 
est per corpus exiens a visu ad rem visam. Et si illud, quod exit a visu, non est corpus, illud 
non sentiet rem visam: sensus enim non est, nisi in corporibus. Nihil ergo exit a visu ad rem 
visam, sentiens rem illam. (...) Et quia non potest exire a visu corpus sentiens rem visam, 
et nihil sentit rem visam nisi corpus: non remansit opinari, nisi ut illud, quod a visu exit ad 
rem visam, recipiat a viso aliquid, et reddat ipsum visui. Et quia declaratum est, quod aer 


‘ 
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Alhacen’s Perspectival8 we also find another fundamental thesis which is 
quoted by Fishacre earlier in his text and which already points in the 
direction of the susception-theory of seeing: «As is said in the Optics, 
physical seeing [as opposed to spiritual or mental seeing] is a kind of 
suffering» 19. Hence, for Fishacre (as for Alhacen), seeing is not an action 


et corpora diaphana recipiunt formam rei visae, et reddunt ipsam visui, et omni corpori 
opposito rei visae: tunc illud, quod opinantur, quod reddit visui aliquid ex re visa, non est, 
nisi aer et corpora diaphana inter visum et rem visam. Et cum aer et corpora diaphana 
reddunt visui aliquid ex re visa, in quolibet tempore reddunt, et secundum omnes 
dispositiones, quando visus fuerit oppositus rei visae, sine indigentia alicuius rei exeuntis 
a visu. Ratio ergo quae induxit ponentes radios ad dicendum radios esse, est superflua: 
quoniam illud, quod induxit eos ad dicendum, quod radii essent, est illorum opinio: quia 
visio non potest compleri nisi per aliquid extensum inter visum et rem visam, quod reddat 
visui aliquid ex re visa. Et cum aer et corpora diaphana faciant hoc sine indigentia alicuius 
rei exeuntis a visu, et sint insuper extensa inter visum et rem visam sine indigentia: tunc ad 
ponendam aliam rem reddentem aliquid visui de re visa, nulla est opinio. Dicere ergo esse 
radios, est nihil. (...) Opinio ergo opinantium, quod lineae radiales sint imaginariae, est 
opinio vera: et opinio opinantium, quod aliquid exit a visu, est opinio falsa. Iam ergo 
declaratum est ex omnibus, quae diximus, quod visus non sentit lucem et colorem, quae 
sunt in superficie rei visae, nisi per formam extensam a superficie rei visae ad visum per 
corpus diaphanum medium inter visum et rem visam: et quod visus nihil comprehendit ex 
formis, nisi ex verticationibus linearum rectarum, quae intelliguntur extensae inter rem 
visam et centrum visus tantum, quae sunt perpendiculares super omnes superficies 
tunicarum visus. Et hoc est quod voluimus declarare. Ista est ergo qualitas visionis 
generaliter, quod visus non comprehendit ex re visa, sensu spoliato, nisi lucem et colorem, 
quae sunt in re visa, tantum. Res autem residuae, quas comprehendit visus ex rebus visis, 
sicut figuram, et magnitudinem, et similia, non comprehenduntur a visu, sensu spoliato, sed 
per rationem et signa». Cfr. etiam Alhacen, De aspectibus I, FRISNER (ed.), c. 5, n. 19, p. 
11: «Cum visio sit ex formis venientibus ex rebus visis ad visum...». 

18 Alhacen’s Optics (originally Ibn al-Haitam, Kitab al Manazir) had been 
translated into Latin during the 12th century (maybe by Gerhard of Cremona who died 
1187) and became known under the Latin title De aspectibus or Perspectiva. F. Risner says 
in the preface to his 1572 edition that he had changed the original Latin title into Greek, 
«ut inscriptionem operis (quae authori est de aspectibus) greco, concinniore et breviore 
nomine opticam nominarem». J. Long reports that Fishacre had known Alhacen «simply as 
auctor Perspectivae» (R. J. LONG, «The Beginning of a Tradition», p. 350). Cfr. R. LORCH, 
Ibn al-Haitam, Abu Ali al-Hasan ibn al-Hasan, in R. H. BAUTIER et alii. (eds.), Lexikon des 
Mittelalters vol. 5, München-Zürich, Artemis-Verlag, 1991, pp. 315-316. 

19 Richardus Fishacre, Jn 111 Sent., d. 13, q. 1, resp. ad arg. 1 in oppositum: «Quippe 
— ut dicitur in Perspectiva — omnis visio corporalis est de genere dolorosi». Cfr. Alhacen, 
De aspectibus I, F. RISNER (ed.), c. 5, nn. 24-26, pp. 15-16: «Sensus ergo non est, nisi ex 
forma et ex operatione formae in visum, et ex passione visus a forma. (...) Et cum forma 
pervenerit in superficiem glacialis, operatur in ea, et glacialis patitur ex ea: quoniam ex 
proprietate lucis est, ut operetur in visum, et ex proprietate visus, ut patiatur a luce. (...) Et 
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of sending rays to the object which apprehend its form, but to see 
something means that the eye suffers an impression of the form which is 
sent to it by the object. And that is why the visible object plays such an 
important role in Fishacre’s answers to the proposed questions. 

Another basic requirement for seeing is light. And regarding light 
Fishacre’s position is again that Christ’s ability to see bodily (not 
mentally) is not different from the ability of any other human being, i.e. 
Christ’s eye cannot see something which lies in the dark except when he 
works a miracle20, | 

But here Fishacre adds that a transfigured eye would have the ability 
to illuminate the object and the medium between the object and the eye. 
Thus, for a'transfigured eye there would be no darkness at all because the 
eye itself could act as a source of light. Nevertheless this theological 
consideration does not.contradict the optical principle that light is required 
for seeing: no light, no sight! With the assumption of transfigured objects 

and organs we enter the supernatural area where almost everything seems 
| possible. But within the borders of nature not even Christ can see more or 
better than the principles of the science of Optics allow. 

After having made clear his basic view of the sight- -process, Fishacre 


ista operatio, quam operatur lux in glacialem, est ex genere doloris, cum quidam dolores 
sint passibiles, et non laeditur membrum propter eos: et tales dolores non manifestantur 
sensui, neque iudicat dolens, quod sit dolor. Et significatio super hoc est, quod lux inducit 
dolorem: quia luces fortes offendunt visum, et laedunt manifeste, sicut lux solis, quando 
aspiciens aspexerit corpus ipsius, et sicut lux solis reflexa a corporibus tersis ad visum, 
quoniam istae luces inducunt dolores manifestos in visu. Et operatio omnis lucis in visum 
est ex eodem genere, et non diversificatur, nisi secundum magis et minus: et cum omnes 
sint ex uno genere, et operatio fortiorum lucium est ex genere doloris: omnes ergo 
operationes lucium sunt ex genere doloris: et non diversificantur, nisi secundum magis et 
minus: et propter levitatem operationum lucium debilium temperatarum in visum, latet 
sensum eas inducere dolorem. Sensus ergo glacialis ex operatione lucis est de genere 
sensibilis dolorosi». Cfr. etiam Alhacen, De aspectibus I, F. RISNER (ed.), c. 1, n. 1, p. 1: 
«Invenimus quod visus, quando inspexerit luces valde fortes, fortiter dolebit ex eis, et 
habebit nocumentum: aspiciens enim quando aspexerit corpus solis, non potest bene 
aspicere ipsum, quoniam visus eius dolebit propter ipsius lucem ... Omnia ergo ista 
significant, quod lux operetur in visum aliquam operationem». Cfr. etiam Alhacen, De 
aspectibus I, F. RISNER (ed.), c. 5, n. 14, p. 7: «Et declaratum fuit quod ex proprietate lucis 
est operari in visum, et quod natura visus est pati ex luce». 

20 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d. 13, q. 2.1.1., resp. ad 4 q.: «Ad quartam credo 
quod oculus Christi non potuit videre in tenebris posita ante glorificationem nisi 
miraculose». 


OPTICS AND THE KNOWLEDGE OF CHRIST IN RICHARD FISHACRE 1287 


(like Alhacen in his Optics?!) turns to errors and deceptions which can 
occur in the process of seeing. One of the main causes why our eyes are 
deceived is that things might be too far away to be apprehended and 
distinguished properly. But maybe Christ could see a certain object from 
any distance no matter how far away it was22? Fishacre’s answer to this 
question is negative, because a visible object can send its form only over 
‘a certain distance which is determined by nature itself. If the object is 
farther away, not even a transfigured eye is able to see it. 

Another phenomenon we may be confronted with is that an object 
seen from far away can deceive the observer in size, shape and quality. For 
example, the object might appear smaller than it really is, a square might 
appear circular, the different parts of the ocean seen from different 
distances appear of different colour, or a human being seen from afar 
cannot be recognized as a human being. The question is: Was Christ m 
such cases deceived in the same way like we are? Fishacre says that the 
same deceptions happen to Christ’s eyes as to ours, since these deceptions 
are unavoidable in the natural process of seeing. But strictly spoken it is 
not the particular sense which is deceived here, because the process of 
sensual perception and of visual recognition is only completed by the 
intellect23. Therefore, it is our intellect which is deceived in these cases, 
whereas the judgement of Christ’s intellect cannot fail24. 


21 Cfr. Alhacen, De aspectibus III, F. RISNER (ed.), cc. 3-7, pp. 88-102. 

22 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d. 13, q. 2.1.1.5: «Item quaeritur an possit videre 
per quantamcumque distantiam». 

23 Cfr. Alhacen, De aspectibus II, F. RISNER (ed.), c. 2, n. 23, p. 39: «Et non 
sciverunt isti [scil. ponentes radios exeuntes], quod visio non completur solo sensu tantum, 
et quod visio non completur, nisi per cognitionem et distinctionem antecedentem, et si 
cognitio et distinctio antecedens non esset, non compleretur in visu visio. Et non 
comprehendit visus quid est res visa apud visionem: quoniam quid est res visa non 
comprehenditur solo sensu, nisi per distinctionem, aut cognitionem, aut argumentationem 
iterandam apud visionem. Si ergo visio esset solo sensu tantum, et omnia, quae 
comprehenduntur ex intentionibus, quae sunt in rebus visibilibus, comprehenderentur solo 
sensu, non comprehenderetur res visa in suo loco, nisi postquam pervenisset aliquid ad 
ipsam, quod contingeret et sentiret eam. Cum autem visio non compleatur solo sensu, sed 
per distinctionem, et argumentationem, et cognitionem: non indiget in comprehensione rei 
in suo loco, sentiente extenso ad ipsam, et contingente ipsam». 

24 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d. 13, q. 2.1.1., resp. ad 6 q.: «Ad sextam dico 
quod sensus proprie loquendo non fallitur, ut dicit Augustinus, sed falsus iudex. In nobis 
enim sensus continuatus est rationi, et sicut forte non completur visus corporalis in brutis 
nisi iudicio sensus communis completo, sic nec in nobis nisi iudicio rationis completo. Et 


1288 - ALEXANDER EICHINGER 


2. De visione per radium refractum et per radium reflexum 


In the case of refraction the forms are transported through transparent 
media of different density (for instance through air and water), and things 
which are seen by refracted rays appear refracted or distorted to us25, like 
a stick that is partly in the water and partly outside in the air. Moreover the 
part in the water appears bigger than it really is. Was Christ deceived in the 
same way26? Fishacre answers by explaining the process of refraction. 
Distortion happens because only the perpendicular ray is not refracted at 
the contact surface of the different media due to its particular force, while 
all the other rays are refracted. But this applies to the rays sent by the 
visible object to the eye, and thus it is no wonder that the object appears 
distorted even to a transfigured eye, since it receives a distorted form as 
well as the normal eye. If the object in the water were itself transfigured, 
it might be possible that all its rays had the force to pass through the 
different media unrefractedly like the perpendicular ray of the not- 
transfigured object, but Fishacre considers this case as unlikely. 

. When we look into a mirror and see an object by reflected rays, a lot 
of deceptions occur. For example: we see the object opposite to us 
although it is in fact beside or behind us. In a mirror with convex surface 
we see one and the same object in different sizes depending on our 
position to the mirror, and in a distorting mirror we can see up to four 
images of one and the same object at the same time. Again the question 
arises if Christ’s eye was deceived in the same way like we are27. Fishacre 


ideo solus proprie sensus communis fallitur in brutis ... et sola ratio in nobis. In Christo 
autem et in glorificato ratio est infallibilis». 

25 For the errors caused by refraction cfr. Alhacen, De aspectibus VII, F. RISNER 
(ed.), c. 7, pp. 270-282. 

26 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d. 13, q. 2.1.1.8: «Si videret baculum cuius pars 
in aqua, pars extra, an appareat ei fractus vel distortus sicut nobis, et res in fundo aquae 
maior quam sit, sicut nobis. Haec de visu fracto». 

27 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d. 13, q. 2.1.1.9: «De reflexo, cum multae 
contingant fallaciae videndo per radium reflexum ut patet ex Perspectiva, quaeritur an oculo 
Christi consimiliter, scilicet an res visa in speculo appareat opposita videnti sicut nobis, licet 
sit a latere vel posterior. Item aliquando in convexo apparet res maior, aliquando minor, 
aliquando aequalis suae quantitati, item una res aliquando plures (in speculo enim concavo 
una res habere potest imagines quattour). Et si haec et similia videntur glorificato Christi 
oculo sicut nobis, tunc posset falli». Alhacen’s teaching about reflexion in general and in 
different kinds of mirrors is found in books IV-VI of his Optics, for the deceptions caused 
by reflected rays see especially Alhacen, De aspectibus VI, F. RISNER (ed.), pp. 188-230. 


OPTICS AND THE KNOWLEDGE OP CHRIST IN RICHARD FISHACRE 1289 


says yes, if the object seen through a mirror is itself not-transfigured it 
appears to Christ’s transfigured eye in the same way as it appears to any 
normal eye. If the object were transfigured, maybe its rays would not be 
reflected at the surface of the mirror but would pass through the mirror like 
they would pass through a wall. And then no transfigured object at all 
could be seen through a mirror. 

Fishacre’s last question about sight concerns the impossibility of 
seeing the form while it passes through the medium or when it is in the eye 
of somebody else. We can normally only see the form in the object itself. 
Will we, when we are transfigured, be able to see the forms also in the 
medium or in somebody else’s eye, and is Christ’s eye now able to do 
so28? Fishacre doubts that the form is only generated in one direction29. 
He says, the form of a not-transfigured object, while being in the medium, 
either does not generate itself in every direction but only in one, or it does 
generate itself in every direction, but more strongly in one particular 
direction and more weakly in all the others. And then a transfigured object 
would generate a more powerful form which would again be able to 
generate itself strongly in every direction while being in the medium. Such 
a form could be seen by a transfigured eye also in the medium, and so the 
transfigured eye, wherever it looked, would see everything because the 
forms of everything would be everywhere in the medium30. 


28 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d 13, q. 2.1.1.10: «Cum nunc non videat oculus 
noster similitudines in medio nec in oculo alterius nec etiam lucem in medio, sed tantum 
in obiecto, ut patet ex Perspectiva, quaeritur an glorificatus videbis vel nunc videre potest 
oculus Christi haec». Cfr. Alhacen, De aspectibus, F. RISNER (ed.), lib. I, c. 5, n. 23, p. 15 
et lib. II, c. 2, n. 23, pp. 38-39; for the texts see notes 17 and 23 above. 

29 For the background of this particular topic see D.C. LINDBERG, «Roger Bacon on 
Light, Vision, and the Universal Emanation of Force», in J. HACKETT (ed.), Roger Bacon 
and the Sciences. Commemorative Essays, Leiden — New York — Köln, Brill, 1997, pp. 243- 
275 (Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, vol. 57). 

30 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d. 13, q. 2.1.1., resp. ad 10 q.: «Ad decimam 
nescio. Sed hic dubito an species rei non glorificatae tantum gignat simile in via una, etens 
in medio non undique gignit aut undique gignit, sed tamen fortiter in via una et debiliter in 
partes alias. Et si hoc, tunc corpus glorificatum gignit speciem potentiorem potentem, cum 
est in medio, gignere se undique fortiter. Et tunc patet secundum hoc, quod species rei 
visibilis in medio videbitur ab oculo glorificato, alioquin non. Et tunc oculus glorificatus, 
in quacumque parte inspiceret, videret omnia quia ubicumque in medio sunt species 
omnium». 
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TI]. SUMMARY 


We saw that Richard Fishacre probably uses the Optics of Alhacen’s 
(in whatever form it was accessible to him31) or at least its basic 
assumptions to explain seeing as a natural process which is initiated by the 
form that is sent from the visible object to the eye. Light is needed to 
illuminate the object, free space in between is necessary so that the form 
can reach the organ of sight, and the eye is needed to receive the form32. 
Only afterwards the power of sight (together with mind and intellect) 
works up the received impression. But the main role in the process of 
seeing is played by the visible object as the active part and the organ of 
sight as the passive part. This holds for Christ’s sensual perception as well 
as for ours. 


Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Miinchen 


31 Already in the 12th century English scholars like Adelard of, Bath, Daniel of 
Morley or Alfred of Shareshill went abroad to study especially the Arabic natural sciences, 
and when they returned to England they brought with them new knowledge and books (cfr. 
R.W. SOUTHERN, Robert Grosseteste. The Growth of an English Mind in Medieval Europe, 
Oxford-New York-Toronto 1986, pp. 83-107). Also information about Alhacen’s work 
might have reached England early and could have met the great interest in science (and in 
Optics in particular) at Oxford. Roger Bacon, for instance, closely connects the teaching of 
Optics with Oxford and reports in his Opus tertium (written ca. 1267) that two lectures 
about Optics had been given in Oxford, not saying when those lectures had taken place (cfr. 
J. HACKETT, «Roger Bacon: His Life, Career and Works», in J. HACKETT (ed.), Roger 
Bacon and the Sciences, pp. 9-23). It is well possible that Fishacre had already access to 
Alhacen’s work in its entirety or to a summary of it, but maybe he just attended lectures 
about Optics. | 

32 Richardus Fishacre, In III Sent., d 13, q. 1, arg. principale 9: «Sed ad visionem 
non exiguntur nisi oculus sanus et visibile praesens et lux». Cfr. the list of necessities for 
seeing in Alhacen, De aspectibus III, F. RISNER (ed.), c. 3, n. 18, p. 88: «Declaratum est in 
primo libro quod ad hoc, ut formas corporis visi directe visus comprehendat, necessaria est 
quorundam aggregatio, quae sunt Longitudo: Oppositio: Lux non multum debilis: Soliditas 
corporis: Magnitudo eiusdem: Raritas intermedii aeris: si enim adfuerit alicuius horum 
defectus, non erit visus. Planum est etiam ex libro secundo quod nihil potest visus 
comprehendere ex corporibus, nisi in tempore. Tempus igitur est unum eorum, quae 
necessaria sunt ad hoc, ut fiat visus. Similiter infirmitas oculi impedit visum: quare sanitas 
erit unum necessariorum. ... Necessarius ergo est situs ad complementum visus, cum non 
plena fiat comprehensio, nisi in situ determinato. Sunt ergo octo necessaria ad operationem 
visus, Longitudo: Situs: Lux: Magnitudo corporis: Soliditas: Raritas aeris: Tempus: Sanitas 
visus. Et quodlibet istorum latitudinem habet proportionatam ad rem visam». 
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ALBERTVS MAGNVS 


MARTIN J. TRACEY 


REVISITING ALBERT THE GREAT’S ABHORRENCE FOR 
LATIN DOCTRINE ON INTELLECT 


The first section on Albert the Great in E.-H. Weber’s magisterial 
survey of medieval philosophical anthropology, La personne humaine au 
XIIIe siècle, begins by quoting a notorious passage from the third book of 
Albert’s De Animal. In it, Albert appears to take issue, in his own voice 
and in very strong terms, with the noetic teachings of certain of his 
contemporaries; indeed, he claims to «absolutely abhor» or «completely 
detest» the words of Latin doctors about intellect2. Several scholars have 
sought to determine the precise object of and the rationale for Albert’s 
abhorrence. Which particular «words» (verba), if any, does he abhor, and 
why? Which Latin doctors uttered them, and when? 

This passage is not the only one in which Albert expresses abhorrence 
for particular philosophical opinions. The occurrence of this abhorremus- 
utterance within Albert’s interrogation of one of the most controversial and 
important parts of Aristotle’s De anima gives it special significance. As we 
shall see, the utterance provides a kind of hermeneutical key both to 
Albert’s noetics and to his purposes as a commentator3. To know what 


1  É-H. Weser, La personne humaine au XIIIe siècle, Paris 1991, p. 121 
(Bibliothèque thomiste, 46). 
2 «Et quia res difficillimas hic perscrutari volumus, ideo volumus primo totam 
sententiam pro viribus nostris explanare et tunc inducere aliorum Peripeteticorum 
opiniones et post hoc videre de opinionibus Platonis et tunc demum nostram ponere 
opiniones, quoniam in istarum quaestionum determinatione omnino abhorremus verba 
' doctorum Latinorum, eo quod nobis videtur, quod in verbis eorum nullo modo quiescit 
anima, propterea quod sententiam veritatis nec ostendunt nec verbis propriis attingunt»: 
Albertus Magnus, De anima, C. STROICK (ed.), Aschendorff 1968, lib. II, tr. 2, cap. 1, p. 
177 (Opera Omnia, Editio Coloniensis, vol. 7,1). 
3 For some remarks on Albert’s purposes as a commentator, see M.J. TRACEY, 
«Albert’s Readings of Aristotle’s Moral-Philosophical Treatises on Pleasure vis-à-vis Three 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1293-1302. 
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Albert despises in the philosophical psychologies of his contemporaries is 
to learn something about what he found most valuable in his own and, 
indeed, to understand some of his motivations for authoring his De anima. 

For Father Weber, Albert’s statement signals his intention to 
«elaborate an alternative» to the regnant philosophical anthropology of 
his day. Although defended in various forms by Alexander of Hales, 
William of Auvergne, and John of La Rochelle, that anthropology was, 
Weber contends, neither philosophically sound nor theologically 
orthodox, but irredeemably dualist. Its origins lay in the misreading of 
Augustine fostered by the De spiritu et anima and the misreading of 
Aristotle by Avicenna. When Albert expresses his abhorrence for the 
teachings of the Latin doctors, he announces, as it were, his intention to 
discredit this dualist anthropology, together with the theory of the 
plurality of substantial forms in man upon which it is premised. Albert’s 
De anima and other psychological writings — e.g., the psychological part 
of De homine, De intellectu et intelligibili, and the De natura et origine 
animae — have as their shared, overarching goal the replacement of this 
dualistic, aphilosophical, Avicennian anthropology with a unitary, 
scientific, Aristotelian one4. 

According to Wéber, although Albert himself never reaches this goal, 
his student Thomas Aquinas does. Thomas succeeds, in part, thanks to 
Albert’s success in establishing «animation of the body» as an essential 
property of rational soul. Albert makes great progress is undermining the 
Avicennian doctrine that the rational soul itself is an independent 
substance, a hoc aliquid, whose relation to the body is accidental, not 
essential5. 

Here Wéber's reading of Albert is diametrically opposed to that of 
Étienne Gilson. Wéber is aware of the difference, and calls attention to it6. 
In respect of the classic question whether the soul is properly defined as 
forma corporis or hoc aliquid, Gilson famously argues that for Albert as 
for Avicenna, the soul is properly defined as a substance, a hoc aliquid. 
This position of Albert's, Gilson notes, put him at odds with Thomas 


Recent Perspectives on his Thought», in W. SENNER et al. (eds.), Albertus Magnus. Zum 
Gedenken nach 800 Jahren: Neue Zugänge, Aspekte und Perspektiven, Berlin 2001, pp. 
316-320 (Quellen und Forschungen zur Geschichte des Dominkanerordens, Neue Folge 10). 

4  WÉBER, La personne humaine, pp. 121-123 et passim. 

5  Opcit, p. 146 ff. 

6 Op. ot, pp. 121-122. 
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Aquinas and raises question as to whether his psychology may accurately 
be labeled «Aristotelian». Both long before and well after Thomas defined 
the soul as the form of the body in his Summa theologiae, Gilson writes, 
Albert «preserves and defends, in the name of Aristotle, the very 
Platonism and Avicennism that Thomas labored to eliminate»7. 

Weber and Gilson clearly hold opposite positions in respect of two 
widely-debated questions in contemporary Albert studies: first, just how 
Aristotelian is Albert’s reading. of Aristotle, and second, how much 
doctrinal continuity is there between Albert and Thomas. Those who 
would, with Weber, foreground the Aristotelian and Thomasian aspects of 
Albert’s thought are very much in the minority in contemporary Albert 
studies. The mainstream Albert is the Albert of Gilson, Nardi, and de 
Libera; this Albert is more the opponent than the ally of Thomas Aquinas, 
an Avicennian and Averroist more than an Aristotelian8. 

My aim here is not to adjudicate between Weber and Gilson as such, 
but rather to clarify the meaning of Albert’s abhorremus-utterance. Is the 
object of Albert’s abhorrence, as Weber would have it, an Avicennicizing 
reading of Aristotle which insists on the rational soul’s separateness and 
substantiality, denying it any essential relation to the body? It is not. As we 
shall see, the matter directly at issue is the nature of possible intellect, and 
not whether rational soul is best defined as hoc aliquid or forma corporis. 

The immediate context of Albert’s remark helps to clarify its sense. It 
comes within a methodological excursus at the start of his discussion of 
rational soul. This excursus is itself quite interesting and has received little 
attention. 

It begins with Albert warning his confreres that the rational soul is a 
most difficult subject which, in the interest of clarity, he will examine very 
thoroughly, in three steps. First, he will present Aristotle’s teaching about 
possible intellect as completely as he can. Second, he will present «the 
opinions» of other Peripatetics, of Plato, and of the Latin doctors about the 
same. Third, he will present his own opinion. Albert emphasizes that the 


7 É. Gmson, «L'àme raisonnable chez Albert le Grand», Archives d'histoire 
doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 14 (1945) 32. 

8 A. DE LIBERA, Albert le Grand et la philosophie, Paris 1990, pp. 10 and 39 et 
passim. Cfr. C. VasoLI, «L'immagine di Alberto Magno in Bruno Nardi», Freiburger 
Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie und Theologie 32 (1985) 45-64. 

9 Albertus Magnus, De anima, lib. III, tr. 2, cap. 3, pp. 177-178. 
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«opinions» he is presenting are not independent doctrines about the soul, 
but rather views about how to allay certain particular doubts 
(dubitationes) raised by Aristotle’s teaching on possible intellect. 

The expression of abhorrence for the verba doctorum Latinorum 
comes immediately after these methodological remarks. Taken in context, 
it is thus clear that the object of Albert’s abhorrence is certain solutions to 
difficulties arising from Aristotle’s teaching on possible intellect, and not 
any position concerning the hoc aliquid / forma corporis dispute as such. 

These solutions, Albert tells us, are abhorrent for several reasons. 
First and foremost, they are not intellectually satisfying. Albert puts this 
rather metaphorically: the inquisitive soul, he says, «finds no rest 
whatsoever in the words of these doctors». A second defect is the 
vocabulary in which they are expressed. The Latin doctors, he says, «do 
not find the right words» when addressing these doubts. Their final defect 
is the most grave: These solutions fail to show that Aristotle’s underlying 
teaching is true. Any good solution to the dubitationes raised by 
Aristotle’s teaching, Albert suggests, should do just that: manifest the 
truth of his teaching10. 

That last remark is a very telling one vis-à-vis Albert's methods and 
aims as a commentator. Albert makes an equally telling one later in this 
treatise. He says, echoing a famous locus from Averroes, «Although there 
is great disagreement among Peripatetics as to how Aristotle is to be 
exposited, they all agree that Aristotle spoke the truth» and indeed that 
«nature established this man as a kind of measure of the truth, in whom 
the highest perfection of intellect is demonstrated»!!. To read these 
statements together is to see that for Albert, good philosophizing appears 
to consist in recognizing tbe truth of Aristotle's teaching. Moreover, 
recognizing its truth involves, among other things, resolving any 
dubitationes that may arise concerning it. 

Albert’s encomium of Aristotle lends urgency to the lines which 
follow. In them, he beseeches his Dominican brethren to attend carefully 
to the doubts he is about to outline and his own replies to them. If they 
believe that he has truly solved these puzzles, he bids them to thank God, 


10 Cfr. ftn. 2 supra. 

11 «Conveniunt autem omnes Peripatetici in hoc quod Aristoteles verum dixerit, 
quia dicunt, quod natura hunc hominem posuit quasi regulam veritatis, in quo summam 
intellectus humani perfectionem demonstraret . . . »: Albertus Magnus, De anima, lib. III, 
tr. 2, cap. 3, p. 182. 
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and not himself, for the insight. If, by contrast, they are dissatisfied with 
his solutions, he bids them at least to concede that it is profitable to 
consider such doubts, since by doing so one learns how to solve puzzles 
about wonderful and elevated matters, and so makes progress in the 
acquisition of wisdom12. 

Taken in context, these lines are no mere humility topos. Readers who 
recognize Albert's effective equation of good philosophizing with a kind 
of apologetic exposition of Aristotle will find in Albert's appeal to his 
brethren a key to his philosophical self-understanding. They will 
understand much of Albert's motivation for laboring as he does to make 
Aristotle intelligible to Latins. The fact that Albert makes such an appeal 
in the mid-1250s attests to the existence at that time within the Dominican 
order of serious misgivings about the study of Aristotle by friars13. Albert 
may well have repeated the argument he makes in the De anima a year or 
two later, at Valenciennes, in order to encourage his confreres to 
incorporate Aristotle’s works into the ratio studiorum for Dominican 
houses of religious formation. 

If the object of Albert's opprobrium is, as we have said, the way that 
certain Latin authors solve doubts raised by Aristotle's account of possible 
intellect, then the most promising set of texts to look to for such solutions 
is the commentaries on the De anima of the sort produced at the time by 
Arts masters at Paris. Unlike theologians, like William of Auvergne or 
John of La Rochelle, who are not beholden to the task of expositing 
Aristotle's letter, the paradigmatic way that Arts commentators engage 
Aristotle is by endeavoring to resolve dubitationes occasioned by 
utterances in his texts. Moreover, the supposition that the autbor of the 
abhorrent opinions is an Arts master or masters finds support later in the 
treatise, when Albert refers to them as philosophi, a common label in 
Albert’s day for masters in Arts14. i 

The dubitationes in question arise, Albert tells us, from four claims 
Aristotle makes about the nature of possible intellect in De anima 3.1 (at 


12 «Rogo autem nostros socios, ut dubitationes, quae hic inducentur, diligenter 
attendant ut, si invenerint earum perfectam solutionem, grates deo referant; si autem non 
invenerint, hoc ad minus lucri reportabunt, quod scient dubitare de rebus mirabilibus et 
altis et ad scientiam divinam multum proficientibus»: Op. cit., lib. III, tr. 2, cap. 1, p. 177. 

13 Cfr. L. STURLESE, Die deutsche Philosophie im Mittelalter: Vom Bonifatius bis zu 
Albert dem Großen, 748-1280, München 1993, pp. 337-338; and R.-A. GAUTHIER; Somme 
contre les Gentils, Paris 1993, pp. 178-179 (Collection philosophie européene). 

14 Albertus Magnus, De anima, lib. III, tr. 2, cap. 3, p. 182. 
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429a18-23): first, that possible intellect is unmixed, second, that it is 
separate, third, that it is impassible, and fourth, that it is not a substance 
or hoc aliquid. Albert formulates them in the third chapter of the treatise, 
which is entitled «A Digression Stating the Doubts that Follow from these 
Claims about Possible Intellect». Before he presents the solutions of the 
Latini, he reports, as promised, how various Peripatetics solved them — 
e.g., Alexander of Aphrodisias, Theophrastus, Themistius, Abubacher, 
Avempace, Averroes, Algazel, Avicenna, Avicebron, Plato and Nemesius. 
Albert does not merely present their respective solutions but explains what 
is unsatisfactory about each before articulating solutions of his own15. 

The editor of the Cologne edition of Albert’s De anima, C. Stroick, 
regarded this 11-chapter digression to be of such quality as to justify all 
the labor involved in preparing the edition. I. Craemer-Ruegenberg, by 
contrast, emphasized the profound indebtedness of Albert’s analysis and 
doxography here to Averroes's Great Commentary on the De animal6. 
Whatever the value of this digression, it is important to notice what its 
structure reveals about the sense of Albert’s abhorremus-remark. The 
solutions of the Latin doctors appear alongside those of several other 
philosophers. If we wish to understand the sense of Albert’s remark, we 
do not need to look any further than to the chapter within this digression 
entitled «The Opinion of the Latins and the Error of the Same»17. 

In that chapter, Albert highlights three distinct errors. The first 
concerns the letter of Aristotle’s text. The Latin doctors claim that 
Aristotle nowhere explicitly and unconditionally affirms that the possible 
intellect is not a substance. When he says, at 428220, that the possible 
intellect is not a hoc aliquid, they construe him to be speaking in a 
qualified sense. For Albert, there is little need to explain what is wrong 
with this view. It is a patent misreading, he submits, of Aristotle’s letter18. 

The second error turns on the following puzzle: If the possible 
intellect is unmixed, and by «unmixed» Aristotle means «not mixed with 


15 Op. cit., lib. III, tr. 2, cap. 4-10, pp. 182-191. 

16 I CRAEMER-RUEGENBERG, «Alberts Seelen- und Intellektlehre» in A. 
ZIMMERMANN (ed.), Albert der Grofe, Seine Zeit, Sein Werk, Seine Wirkung, Berlin 1981, 
pp. 104-105 (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 14). 

17 Albertus Magnus, De anima, lib. III, tr. 2, cap. 11, pp. 191-192. 

18 «Sed isti absque dubio intentionem Aristotelis numquam bene intellexerunt, 
quoniam ex duobus his concessis, quod scilicet est immixtus et separatus, sequitur 
necessario ipsum non esse hoc; et ideo nihil est, quod dicunt isti»: Op. cit., De anima, lib. 
III, tr. 2, cap. 11, pp. 191. 
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any material body», how is possible intellect individuated? If not matter, 
what principle of individuation accounts for the fact that every human 
being, on Albert’s reading of Aristotle, possesses his own possible 
intellect? The Latin doctors solve this puzzle as follows. Possible intellect, 
they say, is individuated in two ways: first, by virtue of the spiritual matter 
from which it is composed and, second, by virtue of the particular 
concepts each individual intellect possesses. When Aristotle affırms that 
possible intellect is not mixed with any material body, they take him to 
mean that it is not itself composed of corporeal matter, and so to leave 
open the inference that it is composed of spiritual or incorporeal matter. 
Albert criticizes tbis solution, both for its needless multiplication of 
individuating principles and for its misunderstanding of the mode by 
which concepts or universals are in the possible intellect. Universals 
cannot be in the possible intellect in such a way as to individuate it, for if 
they were, their very individuality would prevent them from serving as a 
means of human knowing, which is by nature universal. The corporeal 
body to which the soul is joined, Albert contends, suffices for its 
individuation!9. 

The puzzle underlying the final error turns on the issue just broached: 
i.e., that of the mode by which the universal resides within the possible 
intellect. It seems inconsistent to affirm, on the one hand, that universals 
or intelligible species come-to-be within possible intellect, and on the 
other, that possible intellect is perfectly impassible. In affirming that 
possible intellect is impassible, Aristotle would appear to rule out that 
anything can ever come-to-be within it. Yet he himself appears to affirm 
that intelligibles do come-to-be within it—if they did not, on Aristotle’s 
model of cognition, no individual human being would ever come to know 
anything. How is this possible? The Latins solve this puzzle by claiming 
that universals come-to-be in the soul «as in a subject» (sicut in subjecto), 
and that this mode of generation involves no passion on the soul’s part. On 
this model, the universal thus has a kind of accidental being; it is 
incapable of existing on its own, and can only exist within a subject. 
Albert objects to this solution on the grounds that it compromises the 
reality of universals. The mode by which the universal resides in the 
intellect cannot be that whereby an accident resides in a subject, he 


19 Op. cit. lib. IH, tr. 2, cap. 11, pp. 191-192. 
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explains20. (Albert will later devote a central chapter of the De intellectu 
et intelligibili to explaining the sense in which the intelligible is in the 
intellect that knows it)21. 

This will have to suffice as a sketch of the solutions that are the object 
of Albert’s opprobrium. Are these views found together in any known text 
that Albert may have read? Some fifty years ago, M. Alonso argued that 
Albert read them in an Expositio libri de anima, which Alonso himself 
attributed to Petrus Hispanus Portugalensis and claimed was the earliest 
known Latin commentary on the De anima22. Subsequent scholars have 
discredited Alonso’s attribution of the Expositio to Peter of Spain; R.-A. 
Gauthier refers to its author as Pseudo-Peter of Spain23. According to J. 
Brams, a version of the Expositio discovered by J. De Raedemaeker 
attributes the text to a «Magister Alesander» and an «Alexander Magnus»24. 

While Alonso’s ideas about the authorship of the Expositio have been 
carefully reviewed, his idea that the text is the object of Albert’s 
opprobrium has not. The editor of Albert’s De anima, C. Stroick, reports 
Alonso’s thesis in his critical edition, but offers no judgment on its 
veracity25. Does Pseudo-Peter of Spain’s Expositio libri de anima hold the 
positions Albert abhors? 

Before addressing that question, I need to say more about Alonso’s 
thesis and the text in question. We should first note that Alonso attributes 
only one part of one of the abhorrent views to Peter of Spain: the view that 
the possible intellect is individuated through the spiritual matter of which 
it is composed26. Alonso wants to show that Albert is attacking Peter in 


20 Op.cit., lib. III, tr. 2, cap. 11, pp. 192. 

21 Albertus Magnus, De intellectu et intelligibili, A. BORGNET (ed.), Paris 1890, lib. 
I, tr. 3, cap. 1, pp. 498-499 (Opera Omnia, Editio Parisiensis, vol. 9). 

22 M. ALONSO, «Introducción» in Pedro Hispano, Obras filosóficas, M. ALONSO 
(ed.), vol. 3, Madrid 1952, p. 81. 

23 R.-A. GAUTHIER, «Préface» in Thomas de Aquino, Sentencia libri de anima, 
Leon (ed.)., vol. 45/1, Roma Pais 1984, pp. 236*-237*. Cfr. J.M. DA Cruz PONTES, «Un 
nouveau manuscrit des Quaestiones libri de anima de Petrus Hispanus Portugalensis», 
Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 43 (1976) 173-174. 

24 J. BRAMS, «Le premier commentaire médiéval sur le Traité de l’äme 
d Aristote?», Recherches de théologie et philosophie médiévales 68,2 (2001) 215-216. 
According to Brams, the De Wulf-Mansion Center for Ancient and Medieval Philosophy 
plans to re-edit the Expositio «dans les années prochaines» (p. 215). 

25 C. STROICK, «Prolegomena» in Albertus Magnus, De anima, p. xui. 

26 M. ALONSO, « Introducción», p. 61. 
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order to lend weight to his argument that the Expositio libri de anima 
antedates Albert’s De anima. (He constructs a similar argument, 
incidentally, to show that it antedates Adam of Buckfield’s commentary.) 
Alonso presents this exposition as the earliest Scholastic commentary on 
the De anima, dating it to the early 1240s. He claims that the text 
originated in a lecture course that Peter gave, in defiance of then binding 
ecclesiastical prohibitions, within the Parisian Faculty of Arts27. 

For Alonso, the thesis that Albert’s De anima condemned certain of - 
Peter’s psychological doctrines shed new light on subsequent events. For 
this Peter of Spain, he believed, was the same Peter of Spain, who, as 
Pope John XXI, collaborated with Bishop Tempier to confect the 1277 
syllabus of errors. The syllabus’s animus against, among other things, 
certain psychological teachings associated with Thomas Aquinas and 
Albert could be explained, Alonso thought, as the product of a decades- 
old polemic between Peter of Spain and Albert the Great over the 
interpretation of Aristotle! 

Interesting though Alonso’s hypothesis may be, recent 
prosopography has established that Petrus Hispanus of Portugal, the later 
Pope John XXI, is not the author of the Expositio libri de anima (nor for 
that matter is he, as Alonso also believed, Petrus Hispanus the Dominican, 
author of the famous logical textbook known as the Summulae 
logicales)28. There is at present no consensus as to when Pseudo-Peter 
wrote; Alonso’s early dating has been neither authoritatively substantiated 
nor discredited29. The text’s lack of the formulae and other stylistic 
elements of Arts commentaries does, however, seem to rule out Alonso’s 
idea that it originated in a lecture course at Paris30. 

Questions of authorship and provenance aside, does the Expositio 
libri de anima defend any or all of the three misguided positions Albert 
attributes to the Latin doctors? Based on my own study of the text, I 
believe it does not. In the quaestiones that follow his literal exposition of 
this part of Aristotle’s text, Pseudo-Peter does attempt to solve puzzles 


27 Ibid., pp. 48 ff. 

28 D. Hasse, Avicenna’s De anima in the Latin West: The Formation of a 
Peripatetic Philosophy of Soul, 1160-1300, London 2000, pp. 55-60. 

29 Cfr. J. BRAMs, «Le premier commentaire médiéval sur le Traité de l'áme 
d’Aristote?», p. 214. 

30 RA GAUTHIER, «Préface» in Thomas de Aquino, Sentencia libri de anima, 
Leon (ed.). 45/1, Roma-Paris 1984, pp. 237*. 
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like the ones Albert describes, including puzzles surrounding the mode by 
which the universal is contained within possible intellect. Still, he does 
not affırm that universals are in it «as in a subject» (sicut in subjecto). He 
is also not guilty of the misinterpretation of Aristotle that Albert attributes 
to the Latini. Pseudo-Peter does not claim that Aristotle never affirms 
without qualification that possible intellect is itself a substance. 

Only one abhorrent doctrine remains: the one concerning 
individuation. Does Pseudo-Peter teach that the possible intellect is a 
composite of form and spiritual matter, and its spiritual matter is what 
individuates it? This doctrine is a common one among Scholastic authors. 
Does Pseudo-Peter hold it? He does not. In fact, in reply to a doubt raised 
concerning the impassibility of intellect, he pointedly denies that the 
presence of any materiality whatsoever in the intellect, be it corporeal or 
spiritual, on the grounds that materiality of any kind would thwart 
intellect’s inherent capacity «to become all things»31. 

Although I cannot presently say what text or texts are the object of 
Albert’s opprobrium, I can say that Pseudo Peter of Spain’s Expositio libri de 
anima is not one of them. That conclusion in itself is of limited interest. Of 
greater interest are the doctrinal positions that emerge from Albert’s 
criticisms of the Latins: That, according to Aristotle and in truth, the possible 
intellect is not a hoc aliquid. That the possible intellect itself is not composed 
of spiritual matter. That the universals within possible intellect are not in it 
«as in a subject» (sicut in subjecto). These positions should be added to the 
dossier of noetic doctrines catalogued in recent scholarship by Alain de 
Libera and others: e.g., the doctrines of the «induction of the intellect from 
without», of the «three stages of the universal», of «conjunction», of «the 
efflux of lower powers of the soul from its essence»32. The richer this dossier 
is, the better equipped we will be to adjudicate the dispute between Weber 
and Gilson—that is to say, the better equipped we will be to understand the 
relation of Albert’s doctrines to those of his predecessors and successors, and 
the true character of his Aristotelianism. 


Benedictine University, Lisle IL 


31 Pseudo-Petrus Hispanus (?), Expositio libri de anima, M. ALONSO (ed.), Madrid 
1952, pp. 307-308. 

32 Cfr. A DE LIBERA, Albert le Grand, pp. 215 ff. For an overview of recent 
bibliography on Albert's theory of soul and other topics, see H. ANZULEWICZ, «Neuere 
Forschungen zu Albertus Magnus. Bestandaufnahme und Problemstellungen», Recherches 
de théologie et philosophie médiévales 66 (1999) 163-206. 
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AGERE CONTRA CONSCIENTIAM. i 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WEAKNESS OF THE WILL 
AND CONSCIENCE IN ALBERT THE GREAT 


Albert the Great is the first medieval writer in the Latin West to 
comment explicitly on the problem of akrasia or incontinence, a notion 
which is often rendered as «weakness of the will» in the corresponding 
literature on the subjectl. This problem is extensively discussed by 
Aristotle in the seventh book of his Nicomachean Ethics and basically 
concerns the question of how it is possible to act contrary to one’s own 
judgment. Aristotle, as well as Albert, states that this scheme of behaviour 
is well-known in human everyday practice and thus challenges to a certain 
degree the fundamentally intellectualistic Socratic position which reads as 
follows: Every bad human behaviour is caused by the actor’s ignorance of 
what is good for him because if the actor sufficiently knows his own good, 
he will not only judge but also act according to this knowledge?. In his two 
commentaries on the Nicomachean Ethics, Albert takes up the explanation 


1 The problem of an elegant and precise translation of akrasia can be traced back 
to the fact that the Greek term covers several related phenomena which cannot be easily 
described by a single English word; cfr. W. CHARLTON, Weakness of Will. A Philosophical 
Introduction, Oxford - New York, 1988, pp. 1-12. Sometimes it is also translated as «acting 
against one’s better judgment». For reasons of convenience I will continue to use the Greek 
word instead of the rather unsatisfactory translations. 

2 Cfr. Plato, Protagoras 352b-355e; vd. Aristoteles, NE VII 3, 1145b 25-29. Albert 
comments on the Socratic doubts concerning the real existence of akrasia in the following 
way: «Demum autem hic [scl. Socrates] dubitat (dubitatur p) de his quae manifeste 
apparent in conversatione hominum: quia multos videmus qui secundum existimationem 
rectam diiudicant otpima, qui tamen faciunt contraria». (Albertus Magnus, Ethica, Lib.7 
tr.1 cap. 2, Ed. Paris. 7, p. 466b; E, f.167rb). Throughout this paper I will correct the 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I. E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. IIl, pp. 1303-1315. 
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offered by Aristotle and explains the possibility of akratic actions in his 
own terms3. This treatnient of akrasia in Albert’s commentaries on NE VII 
has been convincingly analysed on different levels by Risto Saarinen in his 
study on «Weakness of the Will in Medieval Thought»4 and I do not intend 
to offer a contradicting reading of the passages in question. My paper 
focuses instead on an aspect of the problem which has not been taken into 
account by Saarinen, namely the relationship between akrasia and 
conscience in Albert. In both commentaries, but especially in the second 
one, Albert introduces the notion of conscience to describe the akratic 
action: In his first commentary, Super Ethica, Albert remarks that the 
akrates acts against his conscience and that acting against one’s conscience 
can never be good in the formal sense of the word5. In the second 
commentary, Ethica, the references to conscience become clearly more 
frequent in Albert’s discussion of NE VII: He states that the akratic action 
is contradicted by conscience6 and discusses the question of whether it is 
at all possible to act against one’s own conscience’. This is clear evidence 


Borgnet edition with the manuscript Erlangen, Universitatsbibliothek, 263, ff.1ra-234rb 
(abbreviated as «E»), which has proved one of the most reliable extant manuscripts; cfr. J. 
MÜLLER, Natürliche Moral und philosophische Ethik bei Albertus Magnus, Münster, 2001, 
pp. 308-323 (Beitráge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters, N.F. 
59). Here and in the following passages I have indicated in brackets where the Borgnet 
edition (abbreviated as «p») differs from the manuscript. 

3 The main treatments of the problems concerning continentia and incontinentia 
by Albert can be found in Super Ethica, Lib.7 lect.2-11, Ed. Colon. 14, pp. 520-570, and 
in Ethica, Lib.7 tr.1 cap. 1-14, Ed. Paris. 7, pp. 464b-499b. The manuscripts containing 
Ethica present a different division of chapters compared with the Borgnet edition; e.g. the 
treatise in question is divided into 18 chapters (instead of 14 in the printed edition). For 
reasons of convenience, I will stick to the division of the printed edition. 

4 Cfr. R. SAARINEN, Weakness of the Will in Medieval Thought, Leiden et al., 1994, 
pp. 94-118 (Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 44). See also his 
recent article: «Die aristotelische Willensschwäche im Mittelalter: Der Beitrag von 
Albertus Magnus», in W. SENNER (ed.), Albertus Magnus. Zum Gedenken nach 800 Jahren: 
Neue Zugänge, Aspekte und Perspektiven (Quellen und Forschungen zur Geschichte des 
Dominikanerordens, N.F. 10), Berlin, 2001, pp. 235-242. 

5 Cfr. Super Ethica, Lib.7 lect.10, p. 564 11.69-77, and Lib.7 lect.3, p. 529 IL. 4-65. 

6 Cfr. Ethica, Lib.7 tr.1 cap. 3, p. 471a (E, f.169rb): «Incontinens autem circa idem 
(eadem p) [scl. delectabile tactus] est aliter, scilicet cum contradictione conscientiae, in 
hoc scilicet quod existimat (aestimat p) non prosequendum esse (etiam delectabile praem. 
p); delectabile praesens prosequitur (persequitur E} tamen ex vi passionis et 
concupiscentiae». 

7 Cfr op. cit, Lib.7 tr.1 cap. 4, p. 473a-474b. 


AGERE CONTRA CONSCIENTIAM 1305 


of the fact that Albert links the philosophical discussion of akrasia with 
the rather «theological» notion of conscience’. Therefore it seems 
worthwhile to take a closer look at the notion of conscience in order to 
shed. additional light on Albert’s understanding of the problem of akratic 
action. Subsequently, I will first delineate some characteristics of Albert’s 
doctrine on conscience (I) and show their parallels with and relevance to 
the discussion of akrasia (II). Finally, these findings will be linked with a 
few historical observations and some remarks on the overall structure of 
Albert’s ethical thinking (IIT). 

(I) Albert's doctrine on conscience can be found in several of his 
earlier works, especially in his treatise De homine and in different 
Quaestiones9. All these discussions share at least one common feature: 
They depict the judgment of conscience as the outcome of a process of 
practical reasoning which involves the formulation of syllogisms. In 
Albert’s own words: 


And these questions form the following kind of syllogism: every good is to be done; 
this is good; therefore, this has to be done. The first premise belongs to conscience 
(synderesis) which inclines towards the good by the universal notions of the good. 
The second premise belongs to reason which applies the particular to the universal. 
The conclusion belongs to conscience (conscientia)10. 


8 For the roots of the medieval discussion of conscience cfr. T.C. Ports, 
Conscience in Medieval Philosophy, Cambridge, 1980, pp. 1-11. 

9 The treatises in question are: De conscientia I and II, De ratione superiori et 
synderesi and De synderesi, all of them published in volume 25/2 of the Editio Coloniensis 
(A. Fries, W. KUBEL, H. ANZULEWICZ (eds.), Münster, 1993). The authenticity of De 
conscientia I and De ratione superiori et synderesi is sometimes doubted, but the arguments 
presented by Fries in the Prolegomena to this volume are in my opinion not cogent; cfr. the 
remark in note 10. For the chronology of Albert’s works cfr. H. ANZULEWICZ, De forma 
resultante in speculo. Die theologische Relevanz des Bildbegriffs und des 
Spiegelbildmodells in den Frühwerken des Albertus Magnus. Teil I, Münster, 1999, pp. 12- 
17 (Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters, N.F. 53/1). 

10 Albertus Magnus, De homine, tr.1 q.72 a.l, Ed. Paris. 35, p. 599a: «Et istae 
quaestiones ponunt talem syllogismum: omne bonum faciendum : hoc est bonum : ergo hoc 
est faciendum. Maior autem istius syllogismi est synderesis, cuius est inclinare in bonum 
per universales rationes boni. Minor vero est rationis, cuius est conferre particulare ad 
universale. Conclusio autem est conscientiae». Nearly the same syllogistic structure of the 
judgment of conscience is presented in Albert's De conscientia I, a.3, p. 241.55 — p. 251.22. 
The doctrinal continuity of this key idea, which is Albert's genuine invention, outweighs in 
my opinion his changes of mind on which Fries rests his case concerning the doubtful 
authenticity of this question and of De ratione superiori et synderesi; cfr. note 9. 
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This passage demonstrates an important terminological difference 
which cannot be translated sufficiently in modern languages: The 
difference between synderesis and conscientia. Synderesis is described by 
Albert as a capacity which is at the same time cognitive as well as practical 
and which is perfected by a natural habit. This natural habit pertains to the 
prescriptions of the natural law, and consequently Albert also equates 
synderesis with the traditional notion of the naturale iudicatorium11. But 
the prescriptions of natural law are much too general to be transformed 
immediately into action. The actualization of the universal prescriptions 
depends on a particular judgment by which reason links the general rule 
with the present situation. The universal prescription of synderesis and the 
particular judgment of reason form the two premises from which 
conscientia can be derived as a practical, i.e. action-guiding conclusion. 

This treatment of conscience shows some obvious similarities to the 
discussion of the practical syllogism in NE VII, especially concerning the 
content of and the relationship between the two premises. Since the 
problem of akratic action can be traced back to an error regarding the 
formulation of a practical syllogism it seems worthwhile to raise the 
corresponding question: Can the syllogism leading to the judgment of 
conscience be erroneous? Albert’s answer is clear and unchanging in all 
his discussions on the topic: Conscience cari err, but never in the major 
premise of the practical syllogism. Since natural law is nothing else than 
the participation of human reason in the divine law the prescriptions 


e 


11 Cfr. Albertus Magnus, De bono, tr.5 q.1 a.1, Ed. Colon. 28, p. 263 11.19-26 and 
p. 266 11.11-22. For Albert's conception of conscience in general cfr. H. LAUER, «Die 
Gewissenslehre Alberts des Großen», Philosophisches Jahrbuch 17 (1904) 53-60 and 185- 
188; R. LIERTZ, «Der Gemeinsinn und das Gewissen bei Albert dem Großen», 
Philosophisches Jahrbuch 57 (1947) 381-387; O. LOTTIN, «La syndérése chez Albert le 
Grand et saint Thomas d’ Aquin», Revue néoscolastique de philosophie 30 (1928) 18-44; P. 
MICHAUD-QUANTIN, La psychologie de l’activité chez Albert le Grand, Paris, 1966, pp. 
233-240 (Bibliothéque thomiste, 36); R.W. MULLIGAN, «Ratio inferior and ratio superior in 
St Albert and St Thomas», The Thomist 19 (1956) 339-367; M. PANGALLO, Legge di Dio, 
Sinderesi e Coscienza nelle «Quaestiones» di S. Alberto Magno, Rome, 1997 (Studi 
Tomistici, 63); Chr. TROTTMANN, «La syndérése selon Albert le Grand», in W. SENNER 
(ed.), Albertus Magnus. Zum Gedenken nach 800 Jahren: Neue Zugdnge, Aspekte und 
Perspektiven, Berlin, 2001, pp. 255-273 (Quellen und Forschungen zur Geschichte des 
Dominikanerordens, N.F. 10). For the relationship between conscience and natural law cfr. 
St.B. CUNNINGHAM, «Albertus Magnus on Natural Law», Journal of the History of Ideas 
28 (1967) 479-502, and Miiller, Natiirliche Moral (note 2), pp. 235-241. 
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presented by the synderesis cannot be the source of errorl2. But reason, 
which has to bring the relevant particular judgment under the universal 
premise, can fail to do this correctly. In this case a false conclusion is 
drawn and conscience in the sense of conscientia is erroneous!3. Albert 
makes it very clear that the problem of erroneous conscience can always 
be traced back to an error in the minor premise of the practical syllogism. 
But this is exactly his understanding of the problem within the syllogism 
of the akrates, because «the knowledge of the akratic persons and of the 
people who live according to their passions is corrupted in the minor 
premise» 14, | 

Thus, at least a structural analogy between erroneous conscience and 
akrasia emerges. This impression is strengthened further by Albert’s 
explanation of why the minor premise is not properly grasped: In both 
cases the misleading influence of sensuality or passions causes the error in 
the minor premise. Thus, the judgment of reason is clouded and does not 
result in an adequately rational action15. 

(II) Because of this structural analogy between defective practical 
reasoning in the sense of akrasia and the erroneous judgment of 


12 Cfr. De homine, tr.1 q.71 a.2, pp. 595a-596a; Quaestio de ratione superiori et 
synderesi, a.1, p. 14 11.76-86. 

13 Cfr. De homine, tr.1 q.71 a.2, pp. 595b-596a: «Consentiendo sanctis dicimus, 
quod synderesis numquam errat. Cuius causa est, quia ipsa non est nisi circa universalia 
principia et naturaliter nobis inserta, circa quae non potest esse error, sicut verbi gratia non 
esse fornicandum, non esse occidendum: sed ratio, quae est sub synderesi, conferre habet 
universale ad particulare, et videre utrum hoc sit fornicatio vel homicidium; et quia circa 
particularia est error maximus, propter hoc ratio frequenter decipitur. [...] synderesis non 
praecipitatur in se, sed in inferiori, hoc est, in ratione, quae suum universale iudicium per 
collationem ad particulare trahit ad actum». 

14 Super Ethica, Lib.10 lect.17, p. 780 11.68-70: «[...] cognitio incontinentium et 
eorum qui secundum passiones vivunt, corrumpitur in minori propositione». See also Super 
Dionysium De divinis nominibus, c.4, Ed. Colon. 27/1, p. 301 11.47-53, and Ethica, Lib.7 
tr.1 cap. 3, p. 476b. 

15 Cfr. Super Ethica, Lib.7 lect.3, p. 534 11.1-3 and p. 537 11.57-62 (overwhelming 
passions as the reason for akratic behaviour), together with Quaestio de conscientia I, a.3, 
p. 241.55 — p. 25 1.13: «ratio in iudicando sive sententiando potest sequi ipsam synderesim, 
et sic numquam errat ex illa parte; vel potest inclinari ad sensualitatem, et sic ratio potest 
errare, et similiter conscientia illo modo est erronea. [...] Ergo in universali ratio bene scit 
omne bonum esse faciendum et omne malum detestandum, et sic semper concordat cum 
synderesi, tamen in hoc particulari, utrum hoc sit bonum vel non, sive utrum sit faciendum 
vel non, potest errare ratio in iudicando, quía potest trahi per sensualitatem [...] et sic ratio 
tracta per sensualitatem male iudicat, et sic sententia rationis sive conscientia est erronea». 
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conscience we may ask if some of the unanswered questions concerning 
akrasia may not profit from a closer look at the phenomenon of 
conscience. I would like to pick out one example: In Albert’s 
commentaries on NE VII, it is far from being clear what goes wrong with 
the minor premise. Is the relevant content of the particular situation only 
grasped incompletely (e.g.: is the tasting of sweets only grasped as 
pleasant but not as potentially dangerous to one’s health)? Or is the 
adequate minor premise present but not connected with the major premise 
of right reason? And how can this inadequate grasp of the minor premise 
be explained? In his discussion of akratic action Albert only repeats 
several times that the force of the passions or of concupiscentia prevents 
reason from forming an adequate judgment. In order to understand better 
what goes wrong there we can go back to Albert’s discussion of the 
infallible synderesis. There, he states that particular judgments can be 
erroneous because they involve material elements with which imagination 
(phantasia) is concerned and that «imagination errs in multiple ways» in 
the consideration of particulars16. This idea is mirrored in Super Ethica: 


It has to be said that intellect and reason in themselves are always right, but insofar 
as they are mixed with imaginations by the consideration of particular things to do 
(operabilia), the judgment of reason is sometimes corrupted by the attack of the 
passions". 


In Albert's opinion the theoretical as well as the practical intellect 
depend on objects of imagination (phantasmata), because without the 
particular phantasmata the universal modes of knowledge and action 
cannot be elicited18. But imagination can be moved by passion and thus 


16 Cfr. Quaestio de synderesi, a.1, p. 233 11.50-57: «Sed determinare motum est 
dupliciter: aut secundum rationem boni non consideratam in particulari, sed penitus 
separatam ab appendiciis materiae, et sic est movens intellectus practicus; aut decernit 
motum considerando rationem boni in particulari coniuncto appendiciis, licet absente 
materia. Et et sic est phantasia, quae multotiens errat, quia particularia considerat». 

17 Cfr. Super Ethica, Lib.6 lect.3, p. 411 1178-82: «dicendum, quod intellectus et 
ratio secundum se semper recta sunt, sed inquantum admiscentur phantasiis per 
considerationem particularium operabilium, corrumpitur quandoque propter impetum 
passionum iudicium rationis». 

18 Cfr. Albertus Magnus, De anima, Lib.3 tr.3 cap. 4, Ed. Colon. 7/1, p. 21211. 28- 
39. 


AGERE CONTRA CONSCIENTIAM 1309 


the relevant particular is not grasped under the universal of right reason!9. 
Albert’s examples of an erroneous judgment of conscience show in all 
cases that the singular situation is not perceived in a comprehensive 
manner because otherwise the error would not have occurred20. This offers 
an explanation for the fact that Albert accounts for akrasia by stating that 
the right middle term of the practical syllogism is not found by the akratic 
agent21: Albert seems to hold the view that because of a defect in 
imagination, caused by the onslaught of the passions, the right minor 
premise is not formed at all (and not that the right minor premise is present 
but not connected with the universal premise)22. In a very significant 
passage in his commentary on Ps.-Dionysius’s De divinis nominibus 
Albert states that the akratic agent under the influence of pleasure does not 
realize (non advertit) that the action he is going to perform falls under the 
description of a prohibited action (in this case: perversus concubitus)23: In 
consequence, he does not formulate the right middle term in the practical 
syllogism. Thus, the universal premise of right reason cannot produce a 


19 Cfr. loc. cit, p. 232 1136-53: «Aliquando autem syllogismus hic in minori 
propositione obnubilatur ex nimio aestu concupiscentiae, et licet tunc universaliter bene 
praecipiat intellectus, tamen vis concupiscentiae non sinit videre per beneplacitum 
particulare, quod sub universali accipiendum erat [...] Et in hac propositione omnis malus 
incontinens ob dictam causam ignorans dicitur; et tunc in minorem sic acceptam non sub 
universali consentit appetitus, et ideo sequitur perversus motus. Movens autem intellectus 
ut intellectus est in universali propositione, in minore autem est permixtus phantasiae, quae 
tracta est per affectum; et haec est causa, quod intellectus dicitur semper rectus, et 
phantasia aliquando recta et aliquando non recta». 

20 Cfr. De homine, tr.1 q.71 a.2, p. 595b; Quaestio de conscientia I, a.3, p. 24 11.59- 
66. 

21 Cfr. Ethica, Lib.7 tr.1 cap. 5, p. 476b (E, f.171rb): «Errat enim et ignorat omnis 
malus in minori propositione, in hoc quod minorem zerminum (tantum p) accipit sub 
affectu sensibilium et non secundum regulam (terminum p) rectae rationis quae (qui p) 
est in maiori propositione (om. p)». 

22 Thus, Albert’s understanding of akrasia can rather be labelled as heuristic model 
la. (passion inhibits the akratic agent from comprehending the right minor premise with 
sufficient clarity) than as model 1b. (the akratic agent does not connect the major and the 
minor premise which are both present in his mind) in Saarinen's terminology (cfr. 
SAARINEN, Weakness of the Will (note 4), pp. 12-13). A piece of evidence which might 
instead suggest model 1b. can be found in Super Ethica, Lib.7 lect.2, p. 522 11.43-63, but 
this passage is far from being conclusive. Altogether, my results strengthen Saarinen's 
overall reading of Albert in the sense of model 1a. (cfr. SAARINEN, pp. 114-117). 

23 Cfr. Super Dionysium De divinis nominibus, c.4, p. 301 11.59-72. 
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full-fledged syllogism and does not trigger an action guided by reason. 
Instead, the universal premise of sensual desire comes into play and is 
connected with a corresponding minor premise (e.g. «this is pleasant») 
which leads to an action contradicting the universal premise of right 
reason. 

But the linking of akrasia with erroneous conscience does not only 
solve some problems but it also seems to create new ones: As we have seen 
in the preceding chapter, Albert identifies conscience in the sense of 
conscientia with the judgment of reason as the result of a completely 
formed syllogism. But in this case, Albert’s frequent equation of akratic 
action with acting against one’s conscience in his commentaries on NE VII 
might suggest that Albert thinks clear-eyed akrasia, i.e. acting against a 
complete practical syllogism (including the formulation of a right minor 
premise and a corresponding conclusion), to be possible. But this is not 
compatible with Albert’s general description of akrasia: Akratic action is 
caused by an error in the minor premise which results in the fact that the 
syllogism of right reason is incomplete and consequently does not trigger 
a corresponding action. Does Albert contradict himself in one and the 
same context? This would be a rash conclusion. Albert knows several 
meanings of conscientia which he characterizes as follows: 


Conscientia means on the one hand ‘natural judgment’, and as such it cannot err and 
is identical with synderesis; on the other hand, it means ‘deliberative judgment’ and 
as such it is capable of error but not identical with synderesis24. 


Although Albert prefers the neat conceptual distinction between 
conscience in the sense of synderesis and conscience in the sense of 
conscientia he does not completely give up the use of conscientia in the 
wider sense of the word referring to either of these notions. Therefore, it 
is at least possible that agere contra conscientiam as an equivalent of 
akratic action should be understood as agere contra synderesim. This 
hypothesis is explicitly backed by the solution of one quaestio in Ethica: 
Albert states that it is not possible to act against conscience, if it is 
completed in the major and minor premise of the practical syllogism. But 


24 Quaestio de ratione superiori et synderesi, a.4, p. 20 11.62-66: «conscientia uno 
modo dicitur naturale iudicatorium, et sic non potest errare, et sic est idem conscientia quod 
synderesis; aliter iudicatorium deliberativum, et sic potest esse erronea; sed sic non est 
synderesis». 
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if only the major premise, i.e. synderesis, is present and it is not activated 
by a corresponding minor premise akrasia takes place25. And it is exactly 
in this sense that the akrates acts against his conscience: He acts in 
contradiction to the principles of natural law which are habitually 
connected with conscience in the sense of synderesis. The remaining 
presence of the opposing synderesis is indicated by the word conscientia 
which can denote «accompanying knowledge» according to a kind of 
etymology reported by Albert26. 

Up to now, it should have become clear that the main link between the 
phenomena of akrasia and conscience is to be found in the way Albert 
uses the Aristotelian model of the practical syllogism to explain them. The 
obvious parallels between the treatment of akrasia and erroneous 
judgment make it possible to illuminate one by the other. In passing, it 
may be noted that the understanding of the practical syllogism in Albert 
might also profit from this perspective: In his discussion of conscience 
Albert depicts the conclusion of the practical syllogism, i.e. conscientia, 
unambiguously as a propositional judgment of reason (dictamen 
rationis)27. If we accept the idea that Albert’s treatment of conscience, 
which is clearly modelled on Aristotle’s practical syllogism, also 
illuminates his understanding of practical rationality in general, at least 
one inference seems to be well-grounded: Albert himself does not simply 
equate the conclusion of the practical syllogism with the action itself, but 
interprets it as a prescriptive statement about what has to be done in the 
particular situation. Some scholars would interpret this as a considerable 
deviation from Aristotle’s understanding of the practical syllogism28. 

But apart from this shift concerning the interpretation of the practical 
syllogism, there are also genuinely non-Aristotelian elements which enter 
the discussion of akrasia by the «backdoor» of conscience. Albert stresses 
that conscience dissents from the akratic action and that this causes a 
certain kind of sadness in the akrates because of this inner reluctance29. 
This is the principal difference between the akratic and the intemperate 


25 Cfr. Ethica, Lib.7 tr.1 cap. 4, p. 474a-b. 

26 Cfr. Quaestio de conscientia I, a.5, p. 33 11.93-97. 

27 Cfr. op. cit., a.3, p. 24 11.11-20; Quaestio de conscientia II, a.1, p. 240 11. 15-37. 

28 Cfr. e.g. M.C. NUSSBAUM, Aristotle's De motu animalium, Princeton, 1978, pp. 
184-186, who mainly refers to Aristoteles, De motu animalium, cap. 7, 701a 10-13 and 
701a 22-23 as conclusive evidence. 

29 Cfr. Super Ethica, Lib.7 lect.6, p. 549 11.84-88 and p. 555 11.21-25. 
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agent: The latter one acts according to his conscience while the akrates 
always possesses a conscience which tends towards the opposite of his or 
her real action30. The reason for this inner opposition is firmly rooted in 
Albert’s understanding of synderesis which is mainly a cognitive capacity 
to discern the good and the bad but also a motivating force which inclines 
the agent towards the good31. Since synderesis remains intact even during 
the performance of the akratic action it causes an inner conflict of 
conscience vis-à-vis the akratic action, while at the same time being 
prevented from actually changing the course of action because of the lack 
of a corresponding minor premise. This discussion is embedded in a 
general conflict between synderesis and sensuality which causes an inner 
struggle in every human being32. There can be no doubt about the 
Augustinian resonances in the passages in question. The state of mind of 
the akrates is clearly modelled on Augustine’s «two wills» which compete 
with one another: Even if the akratic action gains the upper hand, the 
tendency of synderesis to do otherwise is always present and even 
torments the agent33. These considerations underpin the idea of Saarinen 
that there is an Augustinian tradition which focuses on reluctant actions 
(invitus facere) resembling Aristotle’s enkrateia and akrasia and which 
developed even before the translation and reception of NE VII in the Latin 
West34. The traces of this Augustinian concept are clearly visible in 
Albert’s discussion of the connection between akrasia and conscience 
(especially in his second commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics), but 
one important difference remains: While Augustine thinks that even 
reluctant actions are deliberately chosen among reasonable and 


30 Cfr. Ethica, Lib.7 tr.1 cap. 12, p. 493b-494a. 

31 Cfr. Quaestio de ratione superiori et synderesi, a.3, p. 18 11.56-58: «Tamen ipsa 
synderesis inclinat et movet, ut fiat bonum et detestetur malum, et hoc naturaliter fit». In 
his Quaestio de synderesi, a.2, p. 237 1.11, Albert defines synderesis in general as a 
«potentia motiva cognoscitiva animae rationalis». Cfr. op. cit., a.1, p. 234 11.29-35. 

32 Cfr. Quaestio de conscientia I, a.4, p. 31 11.68-78, and De homine, tr.1 q.71 a.1, 
p. 591a-b. 

33 This idea is forcefully expressed in Albert’s reflections on the contrary 
acceptions (contrariae acceptiones) in the mind of the enkrates and the akrates; cfr. Ethica, 
Lib.7 tr.1 cap. 5, pp. 474b-475b. The struggle of conscience against the akratic behaviour 
is described op. cit., Lib.7 tr.1 cap. 2, p. 469a-b. 

34 Cfr. SAARINEN, Weakness of the Will (note 4), pp. 20-43 and 115-118 (concerning 
the relationship of Albert’s analysis of akrasia to the Augustinian tradition). 
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unreasonable alternatives, Albert stresses that in the case of akratic action 
the reasonable practical syllogism is not completely available to the agent. 

(II) The general outlines of the systematic connection between 
akrasia and conscience have now been drawn. Finally, some historical 
observations and conclusions shall be added to this picture. First of all, it 
has to be noted that the explicit connection between the two terms is 
established by Albert at a very early stage of his career, in his Summa de 
bono (written around 1243). There he talks about the «onslaught of the 
pleasant which leads the incontinent astray even against his conscience of 
the ugliness of incontinence»35. Since Albert is at this time well aware of 
the difference between the Augustinian notion of incontinence and the 
Aristotelian one36 and since he quotes passages of the Ethica Borghesiana 
(an early Latin translation of NE VI-VIII) in the same context37, we can 
safely assume that this conceptual relation between conscience and 
akrasia is established very early in his thinking. So it not as surprising as 
it might seem at first glance that he introduces the notion of conscience 
while discussing akrasia in his commentaries on NE VII. This connection 
is further underpinned by Albert’s discussion of conscience in terms of the 
practical syllogism which builds up a natural bridge between erroneous 
conscience and akratic action: Both are defects of practical reasoning 
which can be explained on similar levels. They are, so to speak, different 
sides of the same coin. It is exactly this close relationship which enables 
us to illuminate the phenomenon of akrasia by taking a closer look at 
conscience and its defective mode. 

In historical terms, Albert’s linking of weakness of the will to 
conscience takes the initial development of the notion of conscience one 
step further. It has to be noted that the medieval discussion about 
conscience was mainly triggered by Jerome, who established a connection 
between the notion of conscience and Plato’s discussion of conflicting 


35 De bono, tr.3 q.1 a.6, Ed. Colon. 28, p. 132 11.85-87: « ... impetum delectabilis, 
quod inducit incontinentem etiam contra conscientiam foeditatis incontinentiae». 

36 Cfr. SAARINEN, Weakness of the Will (note 4), pp. 93-94. 

37 For Albert's knowledge of the Nicomachean Ethics before its complete 
translation by Robert Grosseteste (in 1246-7) cfr. O. LOTTIN, «S. Albert le Grand et 
l'Éthique à Nicomaque», in A. LANG et al. (eds.), Aus der Geisteswelt des Mittelalters, 
Münster, 1935, pp. 611-626 (Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des 
Mittelalters, suppl. vol. III/1). 
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desires in the human soul38. But this means that conscience has from the 
beginning been tied to a problem of philosophical psychology which has 
to be regarded as the background of the occurrence of akratic actions. 
Thus, Albert’s systematic connection of conscience and akrasia articulates 
and elaborates for the first time a traditional line of Christian thought. And 
especially this systematic connection casts further doubts on the 
assumption of some renowned scholars that the problem of akrasia played 
only a minor role in medieval discussion of morality39. In fact, the close 
relationship with the phenomenon of erroneous conscience gives akrasia 
an important place in this discussion because the possibility of acting 
against one’s conscience (in the sense of synderesis) certainly needed and 
received thorough scrutiny and explanation by Christian writers. 

Apart from this, we should note Albert’s willingness and ability to 
merge concepts of different and sometimes divergent moral traditions into 
an original synthesis. His originality in the connection of natural law and 
conscience with Aristotle’s account of the practical syllogism has been 
praised by scholars of different times in the last century40. But his 
introduction of conscience into the discussion of akrasia is also a valuable 
contribution: It enables him to enrich the Aristotelian discussion of acting 
against one’s own judgment with a classical notion of Christian morality. 
Thereby, the emotional conflict of the akratic agent is stressed according 
to the Augustinian theory of reluctant actions. Albert does not aim at a 
crude reconciliation of different strands of moral thinking but he tries to 
describe moral phenomena in all their complexity by drawing on the 
experiences and the vocabulary of different thinkers. As a result, a very 


38 Hieronymus, Commentaria in Ezechielem, P. L. vol. 25, Paris 1884, Lib.1 cap. 
1, col. 22A-B. 

39 Cfr. CHARLTON, Weakness of Will (note 1), pp. 4-7, who argues that the 
introduction of the concept of free will in the Judaeo-Christian tradition resulted in the 
situation that akratic action was an unproblematic phenomenon for medieval writers. 

40 Cfr. O. LOTTIN, «Le rôle de la raison dans l'Éthique d'Albert le Grand», in: 
Alberto Magno. Atti della Settimana Albertina celebrata in Roma nei giorni 9-14 Nov. 
1931, Rome, 1932, pp. 153-177 (esp. p. 174); G. VERBEKE, The Presence of Stoicism in 
Medieval Thought, Washington, 1983, p. 69; Trottmann, «La syndérèse» (note 11), p. 260 
and p. 272. 
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complex development emerges: On the one hand, conscience is explained 
in terms of Aristotelian practical rationality; on the other hand, conscience 
serves as a kind of supplementary descriptive device for one of the most 
puzzling problems of this kind of practical rationality: weakness of the 
will. The different concepts which Albert uses for his description and 
analysis illuminate each other without being redundant. 
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ZUR ENTWICKLUNG UND STELLUNG DER 
INTELLEKTTHEORIE IM SYSTEM DES ALBERTUS MAGNUS 


EINFÜHRUNG 


Im folgenden soll ein Aspekt albertinischer Lehre von der 
intellektiven Vollendung des Menschen in den wichtigsten Etappen 
systematischer Entwicklung vorgestellt werden. Es geht um die 
Intellekttheorie, in der wir drei Entwicklungsphasen ermitteln können, 
wenn wir das ihr jeweils zugrundliegende Einteilungsmodell des 
Intellektes erarbeiten und zum Unterscheidungskriterium der 
Lehrentwicklung machen. Die entwicklungsgeschichtliche Perspektive 
wurde bisher in der Albertus-Forschung wenig beachtet und, wie Burkhard 
Mojsich treffend bemerkte, unzureichend gewürdigt! . 

Die erste Phase läßt sich im Alberts Frühwerk feststellen. Ihren 
Höhepunkt erreicht sie in De homine (um 1242), wo der systematische 
Grundstock der Theorie gelegt und ihr begrifflicher Apparat nahezu 
vollständig entwickelt oder vielmehr aufgenommen wird. 

Die zweite Entwicklungsphase setzt im Kommentar zu De div. nom. 
des Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita (um 1250) ein. Sie findet ihre 
vollendete Gestalt im Kommentar zu De anima. 

Die dritte und letzte Phase der Entwicklung, die sich in zwei Etappen 
vollzieht, markieren zum einen das erste Buch von De intell. et int. (um 
1259) und zum anderen das zweite Buch des gleichnamigen Werkes, 
sowie die Schriften De nat. et orig. an. (um 1259), Metaph. (um 1264) und 
De causis et proc. univ. a prima causa (um 1264-1267). 


1 B. MossiscH, «Zum Disput über die Unsterblichkeit der Seele in Mitttelalter und 
Renaissance», Freiburger Zeitschrift für Philosophie und Theologie 29 (1982) 345. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. lil, pp.1317-1334. 
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Wichtige Aspekte der Intellektlehre, die sich entwicklungs- 
geschichtlich in die drei Phasen fügen, werden zumeist digressionsartig 
auch in anderen außer den genannten albertinischen Schriften erórtert2. 
Selbst in den Schriften zur Logik, die der Doctor universalis in den Dienst 
der intellektiven Vollendung des Menschen stellt, und in denen er das Gute 
und die Glückseligkeit des Menschen gemäß dem vollkommensten Akt 
des vornehmsten Teils der menschlichen Seele, d. h. gemäß dem 
betrachtenden Intellekt, das bonum contemplationis und die Glückseli- 
gkeit des Menschen in der Schau der Wahrheit als deren Letztziel 
bestimmt, finden sich wiederholt Anknüpfungen an die Intellektlehre3. 


I. DIE ERSTE PHASE: DIE FRÜHWERKE 


Alle intellekttheoretischen Ansätze in den Frühwerken des Albertus 
Magnus finden ihre Vollendung in De homine und sind als eine 
Hinführung zu der Vollgestalt der anthropologischen Intellektlehre des 
Doctor universalis in der ersten Phase ihrer Entwicklung zu verstehen. Das 
kompakte Lehrstück über den Intellekt in De homine ist Bestandteil der 
Untersuchung über die menschliche Vernunftseele, genauerhin über deren 
Erkenntniskräfte, und handelt über drei thematische Komplexe: (1) über 
die unterschiedlichen Intellekte 6der vielmehr über die ontologische 
Grundstruktur und die Vollendungsstufen des menschlichen Intellektes; 
(2) über das Intelligible als den Gegenstand des Intellektes; (3) über das 
wechselseitige Verhältnis des Intellektes und des Sinnesvermögens4. Der 
Schwerpunkt liegt im ersten der drei genannten Bereiche, was sowohl aus 
der Ausführlichkeit und der Tiefe der Erörterungen, als auch aus der 
Eigenständigkeit bei der Harmonisierung unterschiedlicher Lösungen 
ersichtlich ist.- Wir beschränken uns nur auf den ersten Teil des 
Lehrstiicks5, das die Grundstruktur und die verschiedenen Vollendungs- 


2 Vor allem in Super Ethica, De unitate intell., Ethica, Politica, De XV probl., 
Probl. determ. und Super Iob. 

3 Cfr. e. g. De V univ., J. BLARER (ed.), in: Teoresi 9 (1954) Lib. I tr. 1 c. 3, p. 207, 
16-24.; Anal. poster., A. BORGNET (ed.), Paris 1890, Lib. I tr. 1 c. 1, p. 3a (Alberti Magni 
Opera Omnia, vol. ID. 

^ De homine, Ann Arbor, Univ. Libr. of Michigan, A. Taubman Medical Libr. 201 
f. 68vb-80va, S.C.A. BORGNET (ed.), Paris 1896, q. 54-60, pp. 448-518b (Alberti Magni 
Opera Omnia, vol. XXXV). 

5 Ibid, f. 68vb-77rb, ed. cit., q. 54-57, pp. 448-498b. 
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stufen des Intellektes zum Gegenstand hat, und versuchen, die 
systematische Entwicklung der Intellektheorie des Albertus Magnus in 
diesem Punkt mit ihrem quellenhistorischen Hintergrund zu beleuchten. 

Seine Untersuchung über den menschlichen Intellekt gliedert Albert 
in vier Abschnitte. Zu Beginn stellt er anhand einschlägiger Quellen 
verschiedene Einteilungen des Intellektes, oder — wie festgehalten — die 
Struktur und die Vollendungsstufen des einen menschlichen Intellektes 
vor, die sowohl in bezug auf die jeweils angenommene Anzahl der 
Gliederungselemente als auch deren begriffliche und inhaltliche 
Bestimmung -derart voneinander abweichen, daß sie widersprüchlich zu 
sein scheinen. Die präsentierten Einteilungsmodelle stammen von 
Aristoteles, Alexander von Aphrodisias, al-Kindi, Avicenna, al-Ghazäli 
und Averroes. Es fällt auf, daß lateinische Quellen in diesem 
Zusammenhang selten erwähnt werden. Sie beschränken sich auf die 
Schriften von Augustinus (De magistro), Boethius (De cons. philos.) und 
Dominicus Gundissalinus (De an.). Der Grund hierfür liegt darin, daß 
Albert sich nur im begrenzten Maße auf Lehrmeinungen stützen Konnte, 
die zu seiner Zeit in Paris vertreten wurden. Besonders hinsichtlich des 
intellectus agens fand er unter den referierten Positionen, wie er bemerkt, 
keine Lehrauffassung, die er teilen könnte. Er sah sich deshalb veranlaßt, 
im Anschluß an Aristoteles und Averroes eine eigene Intellekttheorie zu 
entwickeln. 

Auf diesen ersten allgemeinen Teil der Intellektlehre folgen drei 
spezielle Untersuchungsblöcke über den tätigen, den möglichen und den 
theoretischen Intellekt. Diese Dreiteilung des Lehrstücks gibt die 
Makrostruktur albertinischer Intellekttheorie wider, die in De homine 
vorliegt. Sie orientiert sich im wesentlichen an der Auslegung der 
aristotelischen Seelenlehre durch Averroes und beruht auf einem 
dreistufigen Modell, das den menschlichen Intellekt als eine Dreieinheit 
faßt, nämlich als: 

1. intellectus agens 

2. intellectus possibilis 

3. intellectus speculativus 


Man darf jedoch nicht übersehen, daß neben der Adaptation und 
punktuellen Umformung der Intellektlehre des Averroes auch andere 
peripatetische Quellen, die in De homine assimiliert werden, die Gestalt 
albertinischer Intellekttheorie mitbestimmen. Denn in der dreiteiligen 
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Makrostruktur des Lehrstücks sind alle wesentlichen Elemente der 
Intellekttheorien von Alexander von Aphrodisias, al-Kindi, Avicenna und 
al-Ghazäli präsent. Durch diese verschiedenen Interpretationen der 
«späteren Peripatetiker» inspiriert, insbesondere durch Averroes, erweitert 
Albert in De homine die bei Aristoteles vorgefundene dychotome 
Bestimmung der Struktur des Intellektes zu einem Ternar und nimmt bei 
dem dritten Glied, dem theoretischen Intellekt, mehrere Vollendungs- 
stufen an. Diese Erweiterung der Grundstruktur wird auch in den nächsten 
Entwicklungsphasen der Intellekttheorie wirksam, und sie wird weiter 
differenziert, wie sich v. a. in der Schlußphase der Entwicklung in De 
intell. et int. zeigt. 

Bei der Ausgestaltung seiner Intellekttheorie verarbeitet Albert 
wichtige, zum Teil neu in lateinischen Übersetzungen bekanntgewordene 
Quellen, welche sich auf die aristotelische Grundlage (De anima, Lib. 3) 
stützend, die wenig ausgearbeitete Lehre des Stagiriten weiterentwickeln. 
Er stellt zunächst die wichtigsten Positionen vor und zeigt, wie sie sich 
zum einen in bezug auf die Anzahl der Intellekte bzw. der Intellektstufen, 
zum andern in deren Benennung und Verständnis unterscheiden. In seiner 
Stellungnahme hält er fest, daß während Aristoteles nur zwei Arten des 
Intellektes in der menschlichen Seele anzunehmen scheint, nämlich den 
tätigen und den möglichen Intellekt, die späteren Autoren sich auf diese 
Unterscheidung beziehend unterschiedliche Modelle entwickeln. Ihre 
Verschiedenheit vermag er widerspruchsfrei zu erklären, indem er das 
jeweils zugrundeliegende Kriterium ermittelt. Er bekräftigt einerseits die 
grundlegende Bedeutung der aristotelischen Einteilung in den tätigen und 
möglichen Intellekt, deren Begründung er im tätigen und potentiellen Teil 
der Seele sieht. Er gibt andererseits aber zu, daß diese Zweiteilung eine 
gewisse Einengung mit sich bringt, weil sie den «habituellen», den 
«erworbenen» und den «beweisenden Intellekt» außer acht läßt. Die drei 
genannten Vollendungsstufen des Intellektes gehen auf die «Ähnlich- 
keiten der Dinge» zurück, welche nicht die wesenhaften Teile der Seele 
sind, die Aristoteles im Blick hatte, sondern der Seele zufallen. 

Hinsichtlich des tätigen Intellektes hält Albert fest, daß dieser ein 
formaler Teil der intellektiven Seele und die substantiale Form ist. Er fällt 
weder mit dem habituellen noch mit dem erworbenen noch mit dem 
formalen Intellekt zusammen, da die drei genannten Intellekte auf die 
Form, die von den Dingen abstrahiert und von der Materie entkleidet ist, 
zurückgehen. Der tätige Intellekt hingegen ist für die intellektive Seele 
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nicht äußerlich, sondern konstitutiv. Mit dieser Position distanziert er sich 
von der Auffassung des Themistius, des Alexander von Aphrodisias und 
deren Gefolgschaft, sowie von jenen nicht namentlich genannten Denkern, 
die den tätigen Intellekt für den Habitus und die Wesensart der Erstursache 
halten. Der tätige Intellekt des Menschen ist, so Albert unter dem Hinweis 
auf den Kommentar des Averroes zu De anima, mit der menschlichen 
Seele verbunden; er ist einfach und besitzt keine intelligiblen Formen, 
sondern macht diese im möglichen Intellekt aus den Vorstellungsbildem. 
Die Position des Averroes, aber auch die von Avicenna, wird als konform 
mit seiner eigenen Auffassung des tätigen Intellektes ausgegeben. Daß es 
sich um eine Mißdeutung handelt, zeigt sich in Alberts Kommentar zu De 
anima, wo er feststellt, daß Averroes mit fast allen Philosophen darin 
übereinstimmt, daß der tätige Intellekt getrennt und mit der Seele nicht 
verbunden ist®. 


U. DE ZWEITE PHASE: SUPER DION. DE DIV. NOM. UND DE ANIMA 


Während es im Sentenzenkommentar Alberts noch keine Anzeichen 
dafür gibt, daß er die in De homine dargelegte Theorie in irgendeinem 
Punkt modifiziert, ist in seinem Kommentar zu De div. nom. des Pseudo- 
Dionysius eine gewisse Entwicklung wahrzunehmen. Bei der Erörterung 
der Frage nach den äußeren Hervorgängen göttlicher Gutheiten und ihrem 
Fließen in die menschliche Seele wird das vertraute Drei-Intellekte- 
Modell um eine weitere, vierte Stufe ergänzt. Es sei bemerkt, daß Albert 
sich auf dieses erweiterte Modell im dezidiert theologischen Kontext 
beziehend, es ausdrücklich als ein von Philosophen aufgestelltes 
bezeichnet. In diesem Modell werden folgende vier Intellektstufen 
genannt”: 

1. intellectus agens 

2. intellectus possibilis 

3. intellectus formalis 

4. intellectus adeptus 


6 De anima, C. STROICK (ed.), Münster 1968, Lib. 3 tr. 3 c. 11, p. 221, 9-14 (Alberti 
Magni Opera Omnia, vol. VIVI). 

7 Super Dion. De div. nom., P. SIMON (ed.), Münster 1972, c. 4, p. 133, 71-73 
(Alberti Magni Opera Omnia, vol. XXXVIV1). 
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Die in Super Dion. De div. nom. vorgenommene Erweiterung der 
dreiteiligen Grundstruktur, die dem Lehrstück über den Intellekt in De 
homine zugrundeliegt, ufh eine weitere Stufe, wird im Kommentar zu De 
anima beibehalten. Die Darstellung der vier Stufen des menschlichen 
Intellektes unterscheidet sich geringfügig hinsichtlich ihrer Reihenfolge 
und Benennung von dem Modell, das im Dionysius-Kommentar vorliegt. 
Eine Abänderung in der bisherigen Interpretation ergibt sich daraus jedoch 
nicht. Das Modell aus dem Kommentar zu De anima, welches weder aus 
der aristotelischen Vorlage noch einem anderen Werk des Aristoteles noch 
von den «späteren Peripatetikern» übernommen wird, sondern Alberts 
eigene, sich an die genannten Quellen anlehnende Schöpfung darstellt, 
umfaßt folgende vier Stufen®: 

1. intellectus possibilis 

2. intellectus universaliter agens 

3. intellectus speculativus 

4. intellectus adeptus 


Der tätige Intellekt wird an zweiter Stelle nach dem möglichen 
genannt, wodurch der natürlichen Ordnung der intellektiven 
Verwirklichung des Menschen und seiner sich stufenweise vollziehenden 
Vollendung Rechnung getragen wird. Es fällt auf, daß bei der dritten 
Vollendungsstufe in diesem Modell Albert zu der Bezeichnung intellectus 
speculativus zurückkehrt und nicht die zuletzt in Super Dion. De div. nom. 
gebrauchte, synonyme Bestimmung intellectus formalis beibehält. Dieser 
Umstand bringt inhaltlich keine Differenz mit sich, weil es sich um eine 
begriffliche Äquivalenz handelt. Die Wahl bestimmter Terminologie ist in 
diesem Fall jedoch nicht zufällig. Sie ist zum einen durch eine größere 
Nähe zum kommentierten Text des Aristoteles diktiert. Zum andern bringt 
sie das Bemühen zum Ausdruck, sich begrifflich präziser und 
aussagekräftiger in den systematischen Kontext zu fügen. In einem durch 
die aristotelische Theorie und Begrifflichkeit geprägten Bezugsrahmen 
einer Paraphrase wird die Frage der felicitas contemplativa präziser mit 
der Bezeichnung intellectus speculativus, die aus De anima des Aristoteles 
stammt, als mit dem Begriff intellectus formalis, der aus einem anderen 
Kontext herrührt, erfaßt. Mit dem Begriff intellectus speculativus kann die 
höchste Vollendungsstufe des menschlichen Intellektes genauer erklärt 


8 De anima, ed. cit., Lib. 3 tr. 3 c. 12, p. 225, 6-9. 
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werden. Denn dieser Prozeß vollzieht sich nach Albert auf der Stufe des 
intellectus speculativus und besteht in dessen Vereinigung mit dem 
intellectus agens. Alberts Theorie berücksichtigt nicht nur den 
Entwicklungsstatus, welcher im Kommentar zu De div. nom. erreicht 
wurde, sondern sie präzisiert und entfaltet das, was zuvor nur im Ansatz 
zum Ausdruck kam. 

Im Kommentar zu De anima hält Albert fest, daß der menschliche 
Intellekt — er meint hier den intellectus speculativus — in diesem Leben 
sich mit dem intellectus agens «formal vereinigt» und folglich auch 
getrennte Wesen erkennt, Doch bevor es zu dieser formalen Vereinigung 
mit dem intellectus agens kommen kann, vereinigt sich der intellectus 
agens mit dem intellectus possibilis wie das wirkursächliche Prinzip, das 
die kontemplative Anschauung in uns bewirkt, die nicht nur in der Natur 
des Menschen gründet, sondern auch — was man unterstreichen muß — von 
seiner willentlichen Entscheidung abhängig istl0. Wenn der intellectus 
possibilis andauernd das Licht des intellectus agens empfängt, wird er 

mehr und mehr ihm ähnlich, weil er wie dieser mehr und mehr «getrennt 
und geistig» wird. Diesen intellektiven Vollendungsprozeß auf seiten des 
Menschen nennen die Philosophen, so Albert, «Angetrieben-Sein zur 
Vereinigung mit dem intellectus agens». Darunter ist ein Prozeß 
intellektiver Vollendung gemeint, der im Empfang durch den möglichen 
Intellekt der gesamten Intelligibilia gleichsam der Form, die diese 
Vereinigung konstituiert, gipfelt. Mit anderen Worten: Wenn der 
intellectus agens dem möglichen Intellekt wie die Form der Materie 
innewohnt, ist die continuatio intellectus erlangt. Was diese continuatio 
intellectus, deren terminologische Äquivalenz contemplatio heißt, genauer 
bedeutet und was ihr Letztziel ist, wird von Albert später in De intell. et 
int. II und in De nat. et orig. an. verdeutlicht. Durch diese Vereinigung der - 
beiden Intellekte erlangt der Mensch nach Albert, der in dieser Auffassung 
den Peripatetikern folgt, die höchste Vollendungstufe des Intellektes. Sie 
wird begrifflich unter der Bezeichnung intellectus adeptus et divinus 
gefaßt. Der Mensch, der den intellectus adeptus et divinus erlangt hat, ist 
hinsichtlich seiner spezifisch menschlichen Tätigkeit vollkommen, d. h. 
hinsichtlich der Kontemplation und der Erkenntnis aus sich selbst 
immaterieller Wirklichkeit. Durch den intellectus adeptus wird er auf 


9 Ibid., p. 224, 82-86. 
10 Hierzu und zum folgenden: Ibid., c.11, pp. 221, 69-223,38. 
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gewisse Weise gottähnlich, da er sowohl göttliche Tätigkeit ausüben und 
sich selbst und anderen göttliche Einsicht freigiebig schenken, als auch 
alles Erkannte auf gewisse Weise empfangen kann. Er transzendiert die 
Kontingenz (Raum, Zeit und Materie) und ist, wie gesagt, vollkommen 
hinsichtlich seiner spezifisch menschlichen Tätigkeit. Darin besteht nach 
Albert die höchste kontemplative Glückseligkeit. des Menschen, die in 
diesem Leben erreicht werden kann. Die anthropologische Grundlage für 
diesen Vollendungsstatus des menschlichen Intellektes, d. h. für die 
Erlangung des intellectus adeptus, welcher aus der Vereinigung des 
intellectus agens ut forma mit dem intellectus possibilis resultiert, ist der 
intellectus speculativus. Daraus wird ersichtlich, warum für die dritte 
Intellekt-Stufe der Begriff des intellectus formalis aus dem in Super Dion. 
De div. nom. aufgestellten Vier-Stufen-Modell durch den Begriff des 
intellectus speculativus ersetzt wird. 


III. DIE DRITTE PHASE: AB DE INTELL. ET INT. I UND II 


Eine weitergehendere Ausdifferenzierung des Vierermodells erfolgt in 
De intell. et int. I 3 3. Der Ausgangspunkt hierfür ist die Dreierstruktur: 
möglicher — tätiger — formaler Intellekt. Die beiden ersten Glieder — der 
mögliche und der tätige Intellekt — werden Aristoteles folgend und in 
Anknüpfung an die einige Jahre zurückliegenden eigenen Ausführungen 
im Kommentar zu De anima gemäß den entsprechenden Teilen der Seele 
angenommen. Das dritte Strukturglied — der formale Intellekt — bestimmt 
Albert als die durch das Licht des tätigen Intellektes aktuierte Form des 
möglichen Intellektes, die entweder auf das Wissen oder auf das Handeln 
hingeordnet ist. Die Reihenfolge der einzelnen drei Stufen entspricht der 
im Kommentar zu De anima angenommenen natürlichen Ordnung der 
Verwirklichung des intellektiven Vermögens. Das Neue an diesem Modell 
ist, daß auf den formalen Intellekt nicht wie bisher angenommen der 
erworbene Intellekt folgt, sondern an dieser dritten intellektiven 
Verwirklichungsebene weitere Differenzierungen vorgenommen werden. 
Im formalen Intellekt, dessen Gehalt einerseits als eine theoretische, 
andererseits als eine praktische Form bestimmt wird, unterscheidet Albert 
einen einfachen und einen zusammengesetzten Intellekt. Den 
zusammengesetzten Intellekt gliedert er in einen dem Menschen in 
gewisser Weise eingeborenen Intellekt auf, welcher der Intellekt der 
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Prinzipien ist, und in einen Intellekt, den der Mensch von außerhalb seiner 
selbst erwirbt, welcher der erworbene Intellekt heißt. Dieses modifizierte 
und stärker als bisher differenzierte Modell wird aus der Analyse des 
Intellektes als solchen und in seinem Bezug auf die Seelenteile sowie auf 
seinen Gegenstand hergeleitetl!: 
1. intellectus possibilis 
2. intellectus agens 
3. intellectus formalis: 
intellectus practicus 
intellectus speculativus 
3.1. intellectus simplex 
3.2. intellectus compositus 
3.2.1. intellectus principiorum 
3.2.2. intellectus adeptus 


Im gleichen Abschnitt von De intell. et int. (I3 3) und unmittelbar im 
Anschluß an das erste Modell der verschiedenen Intellektstufen führt 
Albert noch ein anderes Modell ein, dem weder der Intellekt an sich noch 
in seinem Bezug auf die Seelenteile noch das Intelligible als sein 
Gegenstand zugrundeliegt, wie es in dem ersten Modell der Fall war, 
sondern die unterschiedliche intellektive Fähigkeit der menschlichen 
Natur. Zwei Bemerkungen seien zu den zwei ersten Gliedern des Modells 
hinzugefügt. Der intellectus immixtus ist nach Albert mit Raum und Zeit 
«vermischt»; er ist dadurch verdunkelt und nimmt die Intelligibila nur mit 
Mühe auf. Menschen mit derartiger intellektiven Verfaßtheit sind beim 
Wissenserwerb auf sinnenhafte Beispiele angewiesen. Sie kónnen 
entweder gar nicht oder nur mit großer Anstrengung zur Einsicht des An- 
sich-Offenbaren und des Göttlichen gelangen, d. h. dessen, was den 
Gegenstand der Ersten Philosophie ausmacht. Man bezeichnet sie als 
schlecht begabt. Menschen hingegen, deren Intellekt «mehr getrennt» ist, 
vermögen aus den Ansätzen einer Lehre alles zu erschließen, weil sie den 
tätigen Intellekt nicht bloß wie das Vermögen, und auch nicht wie das 
Wirkprinzip besitzen, das durch die Abstraktion den intellektiven 
Erkenntnisgehalt aktuiert, sondern sie besitzen ihn gleichsam wie die 
Form, durch welche die intellektive Seele sich betätigt. Diese Tätigkeit der 


1 De intell. et int., A. BORGNET (ed.), Paris 1890, Lib. 1 tr. 3 c. 3, pp. 501a-502b 
(Alberti Magni Opera Omnia, vol. IX). 
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intellektiven Seele, die vom intellectus agens gleichsam die Form 
ausgeübt wird, nannte Albert im Kommentar zu De anima die 
Glückseligkeit (felicitas). Sie ist die Kontemplation, die bereits in den 
Frühschriften auch als die continuatio intellectus bezeichnet wird, welche 
die höchste Vollendungsstufe des menschlichen Intellektes und das von 
Philosophen erstrebte Ziel darstellt. In De intell. et int. I wird sie nach 
Avicenna intellectus sanctus und nach Aristoteles intellectus divinus 
genannt. Im Kommentar zu De anima hingegen nannte sie Albert 
intellectus adeptus et divinus. 

Nicht gänzlich neu im Vergleich mit dem systematischen Gehalt 
albertinischer Intellekttheorie, die vor der Abfassung des Kommentars zu 
De anima entfaltet wurde, aber dennoch stärker betont und weiter gefaßt 
wird in De intell. et int. der Zusammenhang der höchsten intellektiven 
Vollendung des Menschen mit seiner Befähigung zur Prophetie und zur 
wahren Auslegung der Träume. Die Voraussetzung für die Prophetie und 
für die wahre Traumdeutung wird auf seiten des Menschen im Studium und 
in der auf diesem Wege gewonnenen Illumination des im höchsten Grade 
vollendeten Intellektes angenommen. Wenig später wird in De intell. et int. 
II 9 die Illumination und Prophetie auf der Grundlage der neuplatonischen 
Emanations- und Intellektlehre philosophisch und letztlich theologisch 
expliziert. Albert stützt sich hierbei auf seine Theorie der Vollendung und 
des stufenweisen Aufstiegs des menschlichen Intellektes zum Intellekt der 
getrennten Substanzen und schließlich zum göttlichen Intellekt, der «das 
Licht und die Ursache von allem», oder, wie es andernorts heißt, «das Erste, 
das Notwendig-Seiende und die Ursache von allem» ist!2. 

Das gesamte Buch II von De intell. et int. handelt über den intellektiven 
Aufstieg des Menschen und über die einzelnen Vollendungsstufen des 
Intellektes. Gegen Ende des Buches faßt Albert seine Theorie des 
intellektiven Aufstiegs zu einem sechsstufigen Modell zusammen!3: 

1. intellectus possibilis 
. intellectus agens 
. intellectus principiorum (i. formalis) 

. intellectus in effectu 
. intellectus adeptus 
. intellectus assimilativus 


Ch tA BORN 


12 Ibid., Lib. 2 c. 9, p. 516a; c. 12, p. 221b. 
13 Ibid., Lib. 2 c. 9, p. 517a-b. 
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Auf den ersten Blick unterscheidet sich dieses Modell erheblich von 
dem aus dem vorigen Buch und noch stärker von dem Vier-Intellekte- 
Modell aus De anima und aus dem Kommentar zu De div. nom. Diese 
Unterschiede, im besonderen zu dem vorgängigen Modell, sind jedoch 
keineswegs groß, wie man durch vergleichende Analyse der verwendeten 
Benennungen feststellen und aus den Ausführungen zu den einzelnen 
Stufen des Modells entnehmen kann. Die sachliche Übereinstimmung und 
terminologische Äquivalenz der einzelnen Stufen ist durch die Zuordnung 
partikulärer Bestandteile zum gemeinsamen Strukturteil nachweisbar. So 
lassen sich der intellectus principiorum und der intellectus in effectu unter 
dem Begriff des intellectus formalis bzw. des intellectus speculativus zu 
einem zweigeteilten Strukturglied in diesem Modell subsumieren. Neu 
hingegen ist der an letzter Stelle genannte intellectus assimilativus bzw. 
intellectus assimilans, dessen Name nach Albert von den ältesten 
Philosophen herrührt. In diesem intellectus assimilativus besteht — wie es 
ausdrücklich heißt — die Vollkommenheit der Seele. Er ist gleichsam die 
Krönung aller intellektiven Vollendungsstufen und ihre Überformung, da 
er aus allen früheren Intellektstufen resultiert. Im Anschluß an al-Färäbi 
(De intell. et int.) schränkt Albert seine bisherige Auslegung des intellectus 
adeptus als die höchste intellektive Vollendungsgestalt nur auf den von 
Menschen erworbenen, eigenen Intellekt, im besonderen auf die 
intellektive Selbstfindung und Selbsterkenntnis. Diesem intellektiven 
Vollendungsstatus in der Gestalt des intellectus adeptus fügt er unter dem 
Namen des intellectus assimilativus eine neue Stufe intellektiver 
Vollkomenheit hinzu, die den Aufstieg «zum göttlichen Intellekt, der das 
Licht und die Ursache von allem ist», bedeutet. Wie im einzelnen dieser 
Aufstiegsprozeß verläuft und was er an sich bedeutet, wird sowohl in De 
intell. et int. II als auch in De nat. et orig. an., sowie in der Metaph. 
erklärt. Vom Begriff des intellectus assimilativus und von der Art und 
Weise des Aufstiegs zu ihm ausgehend spricht Albert von fünf Intellekten 
als «Gestreu» (stramentum) des intellectus assimilativus14. Er meint damit 
jene Intellekt-Stufen, die unmittelbar zuvor in dem Modell des Aufstiegs 
zum intellectus assimilativus genannt wurden. 


14 Ibid. p. 517b. 
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BILANZ 


Die Intellekttheorie des Albertus Magnus ist in einer Zeitspanne 
entstanden, die nahezu 30 Jahre umfaßt. Die ersten Anfänge liegen am 
Beginn seines Pariser Studienaufenthaltes und seiner Lehrtätigkeit an der 
Pariser Universität. Ihre volle Entfaltung und ihren Höhepunkt erreicht sie 
in De intell. et int. Aber sie beschäftigte Albert auch danach bis ins 
Spätwerk. Ihre Entfaltung ist dem Gesetz eines langjährigen und durch 
viele Faktoren bedingten geistigen Entwicklungsprozesses unterworfen. 
Wir haben versucht, den Entwicklungsgang am Intellektmodell 
aufzuzeigen. Es dürfte im Ansatz deutlich geworden sein, daß Albert die 
Frage nach dem die Natur transzendierenden Status des menschlichen 
Intellektes und seiner darin angelegten Vollendungsmöglichkeit affırmativ 
aufgreifend, sich andauernd bemühte, den intellektiven Aufstieg des 
Menschen zur höchsten Vollendung mit philosophischen Mitteln zu 
erklären. Sein Bemühen manifestiert sich in den verschiedenen Intellekt- 
Modellen, in denen wir eine steigende Differenzierung an den 
intellektiven Vollendungsstufen wahrnehmen. Während das erste Modell 
(De homine) nur die Grundstruktur mit drei Intellektstufen umfaßte, 
erscheinen im letzten Modell (De intell. et int.) sechs Vollendungsstufen 
des Intellektes. 

Die Entwicklung der Intellekttheorie nimmt bei Albertus Magnus 
ihren Lauf im theologischen Kontext und setzt sich in der Anthropologie, 
Psychologie und Metaphysik fort. Ihr Ausgangspunkt ist die aristotelische 
Unterscheidung zwischen dem tätigen und dem möglichen Intellekt auf 
der einen Seite, sowie zwischen dem theoretischen und dem praktischen 
Intellekt auf der anderen Seite. Die Wirksamkeit der theologischen 
Perspektive, die in der anfänglichen Entwicklungsphase den kontextuellen 
Ramen ausleuchtete, verlor auch im weiteren Verlauf nicht ihre 
maßgeblichen Geltung. Sie wurde aber auf der explikativen Ebene durch 
die philosophische Interpretation überlagert, nachdem Albert die 
Konvergenz der theologischen und der philosophischen Theorie der 
intellektiven Verwirklichung des Menschen und seiner Vollendung 
feststellen konnte. Die fundamentale, ganzheitliche Struktur dieser 
Intellekttheorie, die aus der theologischen Perspektive erarbeitet wurde 
und eine theologische ist, wird philosophisch — nach Alberts Bekenntnis 
vorwiegend in Anlehnung an die späteren Peripatetiker — expliziert. 
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Zum entwicklungsgeschichtlichen und systematischen Ertrag dieser 
Untersuchung gehört die Feststellung, daß der Doctor universalis die 
Grundlagen einer von Aristoteles nur ansatzweise erarbeiteten 
Intellektlehre mit der theologischen und philosophischen 
Illuminationslehre verbindet und reformuliert. Will man diese 
letztgenannten Elemente seiner Intellekttheorie systematisch einordnen, 
gehören sie der theologischen und platonisch-neuplatonischen Tradition, 
deren Quellen in erster Linie Augustinus, Ps.-Dionysius Areopagita, der 
Liber de causis, Avicenna, Alfred von Sareshel und Isaac Israeli sind. Die 
vollendete Gestalt albertinischer Intellekttheorie, wie sie in De intell. et 
int. vorliegt, bleibt der peripatetischen Tradition verpflichtet. Sie 
assimiliert und harmonisiert den intellekttheoretischen Beitrag 
griechischer, arabischer und jüdischer Autoren, von denen die wichtigsten 
Alexander von Aphrodisias, al-Kindi, al-Färäbi, Isaac Israeli, Avicenna, 
al-Ghazäli und Averroes sind. Die Bedeutung der Intellektlehre von 
Avicenna und al-Farabi für die spätere, dritte Entwicklungsphase 
albertinischer Intellekttheorie ist dabei besonders hervorzuheben. 

Beziiglich der Stellung der Intellekttheorie im System des Albertus 
Magnus sei unterstrichen, daB sie im Zusammenhang mit seiner 
Aufassung des Menschen gesehen werden muß. Die ganzheitliche, 
theologisch grundgelegte Anthropologie bildet das Herzstück des 
albertinischen Systems. Der Mensch, und genauer: seine Vollendung, 
rückt mehr und mehr in den Mittelpunkt seines Interesses. Deutlich wird 
das insbesondere an der Entfaltung der Intellekttheorie, in der Albert einen 
der zwei Wege der vollendenden Verwirklichung des Menschen als 
Mensch, d. h. den Weg der intellektiver Vollendung, erklärt und auf diese 
Weise, wie auch mit seinem Gesamtwerk, beschreitet. In unserer 
Würdigung der Intellekttheorie des Doctor universalis soll deshalb 
herausgestellt werden, daß sie im Ganzen betrachtet von einem 
klassischen Theoriestück mehr und mehr zum Vollzug selbst einer in der 
Vernunft gründenden, die intellektive Vollendung stufenweise in der 
Ausrichtung auf das Letztziel des Menschen als Mensch realisierenden 
Selbstverwirklichung wird. Das Letztziel des intellektiven Aufstiegs des 
Menschen aber, welcher begrifflich u. a. mit coniunctio intellectus, status 
animae optimus, felicitas und finis prosperitatis animae zum Ausdruck 
kommt, ist nach Albert — man muß unterstreichen — die postmortale . 
Vollkommenheit der anima rationalis. Dieses Ziel wird erst dann erreicht, 
wenn die Vernunftseele «zum Ersten Erkennbaren gelangt, das die 
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Ursache von allem anderen ist, und in dem sie wie im Gipfel ihrer Weisheit 
und höchsten Kontemplation zu stehen kommt»15. Der unter den 
Bedingungen der Kontingenz erreichte Zustand der intellektiven 
Verwirklichung durch den Erwerb der intelligibilia ist die Voraussetzung 
der absoluten Vollendung des Menschen gemäß dem Intellekt nach dem 
Tode. Denn die in Zeit und Raum vom menschlichen Intellekt gewonnene 
Erkenntnis ist nach Albert das Licht, genauer: die Lichter, die der Intellekt, 
der nach der Trennung vom Körper nur auf sich selbst und nicht auf die 
Sinneswahrnehmung bezogen ist, in sich behält und von denen erleuchtet 
wird. Durch diese Erleuchtung wird seine Erkenntnisfähigkeit über das 
dem Intellekt aus sich selbst eignende Vermögen ausgeweitet und gestärkt, 
so daß er fähig sein wird, das an sich Intelligible zu erkennen!6. 


Albertus-Magnus-Institut, Bonn 


15 De nat. et orig. an., B. GEYER (ed.), Münster 1955, tr. 2 c. 13 p. 38, 47-50 
(Alberti Magni Opera Omnia, vol. XII). 
16 Ibid., p. 38, 82sqq. 
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ANHANG 1 


INTELLEKTMODELLE BEI ALBERTUS MAGNUS IN IHRER ENTWICKLUNG 


I. 


Die erste Entwicklungsphase : bis ungefähr 1242, Paris 


= das Frühwerk mit dem Höhepunkt in De homine 


De homine (um 1242): 

1. intellectus agens 

2. intellectus possibilis 

3. intellectus speculativus 


Il. Die zweite Entwicklungsphase: um 1250-1257, Köln 
= Super Dion. De div. nom. und De anima 


Super Dion. De div. nom. (um 1250): 


1. intellectus agens 

2. intellectus possibilis 
3. intellectus formalis 
4. intellectus adeptus 


De anima (um 1254-1257): 


1. intellectus possibilis 

2. intellectus universaliter agens 
3. intellectus speculativus 

4. intellectus adeptus 


III. Die dritte Entwicklungsphase: ab ca. 1258, Köln (und andere Aufenthaltsorte in Deutschland) 
= ab De intell. et int. I, mit dem Höhepunkt in De intell. et int. IL 9 


De intell. et int. I 3 3: 
A. 


1. intellectus possibilis 

2. intellectus agens 

3. intellectus formalis: 
intellectus practicus 
intellectus speculativus 

3.1. intellectus simplex 

3.2. intellectus compositus 

3.2.1. intellectus principiorum 

3.2.2. intellectus adeptus 


1. intellectus immixtus (sc. continuo et tempori) 

2. intellectus separatus = intellectus sanctus sive mundus / i. divinus 
3. intellectus medius 

4. intellectus tertius 
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De intell. et int. II 9: 


. intellectus possibilis 

. intellectus agens 

. intellectus principiorum (i. formalis) 
. intellectus in effectu 

. intellectus adeptus 

. intellectus assimilativus 
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ANHANG II 


INTELLEKTNAMEN BEI ALBERTUS MAGNUS 
Ersterwáhnungen im systematischen Werkkontext 


INTELLEKTBEZEICHNUNG FUNDORT ZEIT QUELLENANGABE 


y DES AUTORS 
intellectus contemplativus De sacram. um 1241 M 
intellectus practicus De sacram. 
illuminatio (1 Kön 14, 27) = 
perfectio intellectus 
contemplativi et practici 
illuminationes (revelationes) a De incarn. um 1241 Aug., De Gen. ad litt. 
primo XII 
Ps.-Dion., De cael. hier. 
Alfr. de Sareshel, De 
motu cordis 
. intellectus agens De incarn. Arist., De an. III 3 
. intellectus possibilis De incar. Arist., De an. III 3 
. intellectus deiformis De incam. Ps.-Dion, De div. Nom. 
. intellectus compositus De incarn. Arist. De an. III 10 
. intellectus speculativus De resurr. um 1241 
[De homine um 1242 Averr, In De an.] 
. intellectus divinus De IV coaeq. Ps.-Dion., De cael. hier. 
IX 
intelligentia divina De IV coaeq. um 1241 Liber de causis 
intelligentia angelica De IV coaeq. 
cfr. n. 24: intellectus angelicus 
intelligentia agens De homine ^ vm 1242 Alex. de Aphr, De intell. 
et int. 
. intellectus possibilis sive materialis ` De homine Alex. de Aphr, De intell. 
et int. 
intellectus in habitu sive formalis De homine Alex. de Aphr., De intell. 
et int. 


(cfr. n. 15: i. in habitu) 


11. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 


21. 


22. 


23. 


24. 
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INTELLEKTBEZEICHNUNG 


intellectus qui semper est in actu 


intellectus qui in potentia est in anima 
intellectus in effectu 

(cum exit in anima de potentia ad 
effectum) 

intellectus demonstrans 

intellectus in habitu 

(cfr. n. 10: i. in habitu sive formalis) 
intellectus adeptus 

=i. acquisitus 

= i. accomodatus 


= i. possessus, cfr. unten n. 40 


intellectus simplex 
intellectus ut fides 
intellectus ut informatio 


intellectus universaliter agens 
humanus (coniunctus) 


cfr. n. 31: i. universaliter agens 
(separatus, intellectus purus 
universaliter agens = prima causa et 
intelligentia separata) 

intellectus primae causae 

cfr. n. 31; n. 34: i. primi 

intellectus hylealis 


cfr. n. 4: i. possibilis; n. 9: i. possibilis 
sive materialis 


intellectus passivus 
= 1. possibilis, cfr. oben n. 4 


intellectus angelicus 


cfr. oben intelligentia angelica 


FUNDORT 


De homine 


De homine 


De homine 


De homine 


De homine 


De homine 
De homine 


De homine 


De homine 
De homine 
De homine 
De bomine 


De homine 


De bomine 


De homine 


De bomine 


ZEIT 


QUELLENANGABE 
DES AUTORS 


al-Kindi, De intell. et 
int. 


al-Kindi, De intell. et 
int. 


al-Kindi, De intell. et 


int. 


al-Kindi, De intell. et 
int. 


Avic., VI De nat. 
Algazel, Metaph. 


Avic., VI De nat. 
Algazel, Metaph. 


Averr., In De an. 


Averr. , In De an. 


Alex. de Aphr, De 
intell. et int. 
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25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 


32. 


33. 


34. 
35. 
36. 


37. 


38. 
39. 


40. 
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INTELLEKTBEZEICHNUNG FUNDORT ZEIT 
intellectus sanctus De homine 
intellectus activus De homine 
intellectus principiorum De homine 
intellectu conferens De bono um 1243 
intellectus inquisitivus De bono 
intellectus increatus I Sent. 


intellectus universaliter agens 
separatus 


intellectus purus universaliter 
agens = prima causa et 
intelligentia separata 


cfr. n. 20: i. universaliter agens 
humanus (coniunctus); n. 21: i. 
primae causae 


intellectus formalis sive 
speculativus 


cfr. oben n. 7: i. speculativus; 
n. 10: i. in habitu sive formalis 


intellectus operativus 


cfr. n. 2: 1. practicus; n. 26: i. 
activus 


intellectus primi 
intellectus purus 
intellectus passibilis 


intellectus cogitativus 
intellectus assimilativus 


intellectus caelestis 


cfr. n. 34: i. primi 
intellectus possessus 


cfr. n. 16: i. adeptus 


II Sent. 


De causis et proc. 
univ. 


- Super Dion De 


div. nom. 


Phys. 


Phys. 
Phys. 
De an. 


De an. 
De intell. et int. 


De nat. et orig. 
an. 


De causis et proc. 
univ. 


1246 


um 
1264- 
1267 


um 1250 


um 1251- 
1252 


um 1254- 
1257 


um 1259 


nach 
1259 


um 1264- 
1267 


QUELLENANGABE 
DES AUTORS 


Avic., VI De nat. 
Avic., Philos. Prima 
Boeth, De cons. philos. 
Ps.-Dion., De div. nom. 
Ps.-Dion., De div. nom. 


Arist., De an. 


Eustrat., In Eth. Nic. 


MARIA BURGER 


ALBERTUS MAGNUS: MÖGLICHKEITEN THEOLOGISCHER 
GOTTESERKENNTNIS 


«Divina caligo est inaccessibile lumen». Mit diesen Worten beginnt 
der Brief des Dionysius Areopagita an den Diakon Dorotheus — mit diesen 
Worten beginnt Alberts Kommentar zu diesem Brief. Das Paradox von 
Erkennen und Nicht-Erkennen des Góttlichen ist hier in mystische 
Terminologie gefaßt in Anlehnung an biblischen Sprachgebrauch: Mose 
tritt ein in die dunkle Wolke der Anwesenheit Gottes, um zu erkennen ... 
(Ex 20, 21). Das Paradox liegt zunächst in der unüberbrückbar 
scheinenden Diskrepanz zwischen der Helle des göttlichen Lichtes und der 
Sehfähigkeit des geschaffenen Intellekts begründet, dessen diskursives 
Forschen nie die Unendlichkeit des göttlichen Lichtes durchmessen kann. 
Ist es dem geschaffenen Intellekt dann aber überhaupt möglich an das 
göttliche Licht heranzureichen? 

Albert differenziert sorgfältig zwischen verschiedenen Erkenntnis- 
weisen: «Concedimus, quod intellectus creatus non potest perfecte 
attingere ad deum, ita ut nihil de cognitione ipsius maneat extra eum, sed 
sub quadam confusione iungitur ei quasi excedenti, eo quod non potest de 
ipso accipi quid, quia non habet terminationem, neque propter quid, quia 
non habet causam, neque quia determinatum, quia non habet causam 
remotam nec effectum proportionatum; et ideo nec in via nec in patria 
videtur de ipso nisi quia confusum, quamvis ipse deus videatur clarius vel 
minus clare secundum diversos modos visionis et videntium»i. In 
ühnlicher Weise greift Albert dies in seinem Kommentar zu De divinis 
nominibus auf, wo es heißt, daß das ‚quia est‘ confuse erkannt werden | 
kann, nicht aber das , quid est'2. In De mystica theologia wird diese Form 


1 Albertus Magnus, Super Dionysii Epistula V, Ed. Colon. t. 37,2 p.495 v.33-43. 
2 Albertus Magnus, Super Dionysium De divinis nominibus c.7, Ed. Colon. t. 37,1 
p.356 v.43-45; cfr. auch Super Dion. Epist. I, Ed. Colon. t. 37, 2 p.482 v.13-17. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F, Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagáo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I. E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. IIl, pp. 1335-1347. 
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der Gotteserkenntnis als non-videre bezeichnet3. Albert bleibt hier 
überraschend nahe am dionysischen Vorbild, wenn er die Möglichkeit 
einer Erkenntnis des göttlichen Wesens vorsichtig zurückweist. 

Leicht anders fällt der Akzent in De IV coaequaevis, im Traktat De 
resurrectione, in der Quaestio de visione dei in patria und im 
Sentenzenkommentar aus4, Texte, die alle noch vor den Dionysius- 
Kommentaren entstanden sind. Sie stehen aber in unmittelbarer zeitlicher 
Nähe zur Lehrverurteilung an der Universität Paris aus dem Jahre 1241, 
die sich gegen die östliche, apophatische Auffassung der Gotteserkenntnis 
wendete: primus [error], quod divina essentia in se nec ab homine nec ab 
angelo videbitur5. Albert kommt nicht umhin, kritisch zu dieser These 
Stellung zu nehmen6. Albert ist zu dieser Zeit mit den Schriften des 
Dionysius Areopagita bereits gut vertraut und greift dessen Lehre 
interpretierend auf. Die Grundfrage lautet: Wird Gott seinem Wesen nach 
— per essentiam, facie ad faciem — erkannt, oder gibt es Gotteserkenntnis 
nur vermittelt durch Bilder, Gleichnisse — per speciem? Und wenn eine 
Wesenserkenntnis Gottes möglich sein soll, wie läßt sich dann ein 
Verständnis der dionysischen theophania bewahren, das die 
Gotteserkenntnis nicht auf die Vermittlung durch Symbole reduziert? 

Als Gewährsleute dafür, daß Gottes Wesen nicht geschaut werden 
könne, werden traditionell Johannes Chrysostomus, Dionysius Areopagita 
und Johannes Damascenus angeführt. In der Auslegung zu Joh. 1,18: 
«Deum nemo vidit umquam.» finden sich bei Johannes Chrysostomus? 


3 Albertus Magnus, Super Dionysii Mystica theologia c.2, Ed. Colon. t. 37,2 p.466 
v.59-69. 

^ Albertus Magnus, De quattuor coaequaevis tr.4 q.32, Ed. Paris. t. 34 p.507-514; 
De resurrectione tr.4 q.1 a.9, Ed. Colon. t. 26 p.326-331; Quaestio de visione dei in patria, 
Ed. Colon. t. 25,2 p.96-101; Super I Sententiarum d.1 a.15, Ed. Paris. t. 25 p.34-37. Diese 
Texte sind aufgrund der sehr ähnlichen Argumentations- und Zitationsstruktur in 
unmittelbarer zeitlicher Náhe zueinander anzusetzen. Cfr. Ed. Colon. t. 25,2 p.XIX-XXII. 

5 H DENIFLE, E. CHATELAIN, Chartularium Universitatis Parisienis I, Paris1889, 
n.128. Zu den Hintergründen cfr. H.F. DONDAINE, «L'objet et le “medium” de la vision 
béatifique chez les théologiens du XIIIe siécle», in Recherches de Theologie ancienne et 
médiévale 19 (1952) 60-130. 

6 Tatsächlich schließt sich Albert nicht vorbehaltlos den verurteilenden Stimmen 
an, sondem wägt sehr wohl die Interpretation der dionysischen Auffassung ab. Cfr. hierzu 
H. ANZULEWICZ, De forma resultante in speculo. Die theologische Relevanz des 
Bildbegriffs und des Spiegelbildmodells in den Frühwerken des Albertus Magnus. Teil II, 
Münster 1999, 163 (BGPhThMA 53/II). 

7 Cfr. loannes Chrysostomus, Homélie XV sur l'évangile de saint Jean: n.1-2 
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mehrere Stellen, die zu belegen scheinen, daß eine Wesenserkenntnis des 
Göttlichen dem Geschaffenen unmöglich ist. Zum einen vermag 
Geschaffenes Ungeschaffenes nicht zu erfassen; zum anderen kann das 
einfache göttliche Wesen nur von allen in einheitlicher Weise erfaßt 
werden. — Von Dionysius werden Zitate aus dem eingangs zitierten V. 
Brief sowie aus De caelesti hierarchia angeführt, aus denen hervorgeht, 
daß Gott nur in Theophanien geschaut wird. Am eindrücklichsten ist 
schließlich ein Zitat aus dem I. Brief des Dionysius an den Mönch Gaius: 
«Qui dicit se vidisse deum, si cognovit, quod vidit, non ipsum vidit, sed 
aliquid eorum quae sunt sub ipso»8. In der Quaestio de visione Dei in 
patria legt Albert darüber hinaus in mehreren Argumenten dar, wie sich im 
göttlichen Wesen Unendlichkeit darstellt: es gehört alles dazu, was vom 
göttlichen Wesen ausgeht, und das, in das das göttliche Wesen einströmt. 
Würde es von einem endlichen Intellekt erfaßt, so würde es durch diesen 
begrenzt. Ein weiteres Argument stützt sich darauf, daß Erkenntnis immer 
von den Sinnen ausgeht und mittels Abstraktion erfolgt. — Vergleichsweise 
dezent wird von Albert dagegen die der Intention der Lehrverurteilung von 
1241 entsprechende Augustinische Position vorgetragen, daß Gott in der 
ewigen Seligkeit von Angesicht zu Angesicht geschaut wird ohne 
Vermittelndes. 

Sehr kurz und prägnant fällt Alberts Antwort zu dieser 
Problemstellung im Sentenzenkommentar aus: «Ad hoc sine praeiudicio 
dicimus affirmantes quidem certissime quod divina quidem substantia 
videtur a beatis omnibus; qualiter autem videtur, sine praeiudicio dicimus 
sic quod videtur immediate per coniunctionem, ita quod deus offert se 
nostro intellectui per substantiam suam sicut sibi ipsi»9. Auch wenn klar 
ist, daß es bei dieser Wesensschau um die Schau der Seligen in der ewigen 
Herrlichkeit geht, oder auch um die Schau der Engel, nicht aber um 
Gotteserkenntnis in statu viae, so scheint Albert hier gegen die später in 
den Dionysius-Kommentaren vertretene Position konform mit der 


(traduction de Burgundio). H.F. DONDAINE (ed.), in Recherches de Theologie ancienne et 
medievale 19 (1952) 100-102. 

8 Dionysius, Epistula I (transl. Sarr.: Dionysiaca I, 606-607). 

9 Albertus Magnus, I Sent. d.I a.15, Ed. Paris. t. 25 p.36a. [Das Zitat wurde nach 
der in Vorbereitung befindlichen kritischen Edition korrigiert. Wichtigste Handschriften 
hierfür sind Troyes, Bibliothéque municipale 825 und Sigüenza Biblioteca del Cabildo 6 
(210).] 
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Lehrverurteilung zu gehen, wenn auch sine praeiudicio10. Daher ist noch 
einmal genauer zu fragen, was diese Wesensschau denn nun bedeutet. 
Etwas anderes ist es nämlich, Gott zu sehen, wie er ist (ut est) — was sich 
auf das Sein bzw. das Wesen bezieht, und zu sehen, was Gott ist (quid est 
deus), wofür die Erkenntnis einer Definition erforderlich wäre. In letzterer 
Weise aber kann Gott nicht erfaßt werden, da der geschaffene Intellekt 
Gott nicht in definierende Grenzen fassen kann. So rührt der Intellekt an 
Gottes Wesen, erfaßt dieses aber nicht, wie Albert in De resurrectione 
formuliert: «attingimus, sed nequaquam comprehendimus»11. Vergleichen 
wir diese Texte mit einer Passage aus dem Kommentar zu De divinis 
nominibus, die fast die gleichen Argumente anführt, so fällt wiederum auf, 
daß die Sicherheit einer Wesenserkenntnis hier nicht mehr behauptet wird. 
Selbst den Seligen ist nur die Erkenntnis der Substanz Gottes ‘quia est’ 
möglich, kein geschaffener Intellekt vermag aber das ‘quid’ zu sehen!2. 
Um diesen Zwiespalt zu überwinden, versucht Albert schon in den 
frühen Texten dem dionysischen theophania-Begriff gerecht zu werden13, 
indem er das Problem des medium bei der Erkenntnis diskutiert. In der 
körperlichen wie in der geistigen Schau gibt es ein Medium, das von seiten 
des Gesehenen ausgeht, und eines, das auf seiten des Sehenden besteht. 
Bei der intellektuellen Schau ist das Medium von seiten der gesehenen 
Sache die im intellectus possibilis empfangene species, durch die die 
genau bestimmte Erkenntnis gewonnen wird. Durch den intellectus agens 
auf seiten des Erkennenden wird die potentiell erkennbare species aktuell 
erkannt. Um die Erkenntnis dessen zu ermöglichen, was über die 
natürliche Erkenntniskraft hinausgeht, wird der erkennenden Seele das 
lumen fidei eingegeben, mit dessen Hilfe sie das göttliche Wesen durch 
den Spiegel der geschaffenen Abbilder zu sehen vermag. Das göttliche 
Wesen aber ohne ein Medium sehen zu können, ermöglicht erst das lumen 
gloriae. Genau dieses Licht identifiziert Albert mit der theophania bei 


10 Trottmann macht darauf aufmerksam, daß Albert hier dionysische und 
augustinische Sichtweise miteinander verbindet. Ch. TROTTMANN, La vision béatifique. 
Des disputes scolastiques à sa definition par Benoit XII, Paris 1995, 293. 

11 Albertus Magnus, De resurr. tr4 q.1 a.9, Ed. Colon. t. 26 p.328 n.135. 

D Albertus Magnus, Super Dion. De div. nom. c.1, Ed. Colon. t. 37,1 p.10 v.64-66: 
«Dicimus, quod substantiam dei, ‘quia est’, omnes beati videbunt; ‘quid’ autem sit, nullus 
intellectus creatus videre potest». 

13 Trottmann verweist darauf, daß Albert der dionysischen Theophanie-Konzeption 
treu bleibt; cfr. TROTTMANN (no.10), p.295. 


MÖGLICHKEITEN THEOLOGISCHER GOTTESERKENNTNIS 1339 


Dionysiusl4. In via bedarf es also des stärkenden Lichtes, um in 
Gleichnissen zu sehen. In patria aber ermöglicht die Theophanie die 
unmittelbare Schau facie ad faciem ohne Symbole. 

Wenden wir uns noch einmal ausdrücklich der Bedeutung von 
Theophanie zu. «Dicimus, quod theophania est ostensio alicuius 
cognitionis de Deo per illuminationem a Deo venientem» definiert Albert 
in De IV coaequaevisl6. Diese Erkenntnis kann aber in zwei Formen 
unterschieden werden: in eine symbolische Erkenntnis und eine solche 
von Angesicht zu Angesicht, also dem Wesen nach. Die symbolische 
Erkenntnis ist dem Menschen angemessen, dem es eigen ist, in der 
Gotteserkenntnis durch aus dem Geschópflichen gewonnene Symbole und 
Gleichnisse voranzuschreiten. Im Kommentar zu De caelesti hierarchia 
unterscheidet Albert vier Formen von theophania, von denen die letzteren 
der Einteilung aus De IV coaequaevis entsprechen!7: In göttlichem Licht, 
das nicht Gott ist, wird das Erkenntnisobjekt, nämlich Gott gesehen; nicht 
in einem Medium (wie die Sache in ihrem Abbild), sondern unter dem 
stärkenden Einfluß des Lichtes (sub lumine confortante) sieht dex Intellekt 
unmittelbar Gott. In der vierten Form ist Gott selbst das Licht, er ist als 
Licht in jedem Seligen, der so seiner teilhaftig wird; so ist Gott Licht und 
Erkenntnisgegenstand18. Diese Differenzierung findet ihre Entsprechung 
in der geschaffenen und ungeschaffenen Gnade. In beiden Fällen wird 
nicht in der Theophanie geschaut (in quo), sondern unter deren stárkendem 
Einfluf (sub quo)19. 

Kehren wir hier noch einmal zur Kommentierung des Dionysius- 
Briefes zurück, in dem es schließlich auch darum geht, in welcher Weise 
eine Vervollständigung der Gotteserkenntnis erfolgt. Der Erkenntnis- 


14 Albertus Magnus, Quaestio de visione dei in patria, Ed. Colon. t. 25,2 p.98 v.32 
- p.99 v.37. 

15 Albertus Magnus, De resurr. tr.4 q.1 a.9 $2, Ed. Colon. t. 26 p.329sq. 

16 Albertus Magnus, De IV coaeq. tr4 q.32 a.1, Ed. Paris. t. 34 p.509a. 

17 Die ersten beiden Formen beziehen sich eindeutig auf Erkenntnis in via: Es 
handelt sich einerseits um kórperliche Formen, die die góttliche Ungleichheit vermitteln. 
Zum anderen ist es die prophetische Schau im góttlichen Licht. 

18 Albertus Magnus, Super Dion. De cael. hier. c.4, Ed. Colon. t. 36,1 p.71 v. 20-31. 

19 Albertus Magnus, Super Dion. De cael. hier. c.7, Ed. Colon. t. 36,1 p.94 v.56-60. 
Cfr. hierzu W.J. Hoye, «Gotteserkenntnis per essentiam im 13. Jahrhundert», in A. 
ZIMMERMANN (hrg.), Die Auseinandersetzungen an der Pariser Universität im XIII. 
Jahrhundert, Berlin, New York 1976, 269-284. 274 (Miscellanea Mediaevalia 10). 
Trottmann (no.10), p.296. 
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prozeß erreicht seine Vollendung, wenn die species genau einer Sache als 
solcher erkannt ist. Im Fall der Gotteserkenntnis ist Gott zum einen der 
Erkenntnisgegenstand, der den Erkenntnisprozeß terminiert; zum anderen 
wirkt er aber vergleichbar dem intellectus agens, wenn er das Licht der 
Erkenntnis bietet. Als solcher ist er das Medium, das zwischen göttlichem 
Licht und intellectus possibilis vermittelt20. Es ist hier also das 
entgegenkommende göttliche lumen, das die Erkenntnis per speciem . 
ermöglicht Alle Seelenvermögen werden schließlich in der Freude der 
göttlichen Schau vollendet, die höheren unmittelbar, die niederen 
vermittelt durch die höheren. Als höchste Seelenpotenz gibt Albert die 
intelligentia an; ihr untergeordnet sind intellectus, ratio, virtutes 
sensitivae21. Diesen Wortgebrauch von intelligentia unterscheidet Albert 
ausdrücklich von anderen — so kann intelligentia auch für den 
Erkenntnisakt stehen oder die getrennte geistige Natur bezeichnen22. Er 
kann sich dabei auf eine Darstellung in der pseudo-augustinischen Schrift 
De spiritu et anima23 — hier fälschlich Richard von St. Viktor 
zugeschrieben — stützen: Die intelligentia ist die Kraft, die das einfache 
göttliche Licht aufnimmt, in dem alles geschaut wird. So ist es dem 
Menschen möglich über die verschiedenen Erkenntnisformen 
aufzusteigen bis zu jener Stufe, die die Erkenntnis Gottes und der 
getrennten Substanzen ermöglicht24. Eine weitere Referenz für dieses 
Verständnis finden wir bei Boethius in De consolatione philosophiae. 
Auch er unterscheidet sensus, imaginatio, ratio und intelligentia. Nur die 
intelligentia vermag die reine Form zu schauen25. Während alle anderen 


20 Inwieweit die Rezeption arabischer Erkenntnislehre zu einer differenzierten 
Interpretation des Dionysius beigetragen hat, kann an dieser Stelle nicht diskutiert werden. 
Cfr. hierzu A. DE LIBERA, Introduction à la Mystique Rhénane. D’Albert le Grand à Maitre 
Eckhart, Paris 1984, 37-58. Trottmann, (no.10) pp.283-292. 

21 Albertus Magnus, Super Dion. Ep. V, Ed. Colon. t. 37,2 p.497 v.12sqq. 

22 Albertus Magnus, Super Dion. Ep. V, Ed. Colon. t. 37,2 p.497 v.27sqq. 

23 Ps.-Augustinus, Liber de spiritu et anima c.11, PL vol.40, Paris 1887, 787: 
«Intelligentia ea vis animae est, quae immediate supponitur Deo: cernit siquidem ipsum 
summum verum et.vere incommuntabilem. Sic igitur anima sensu percipit corpora, 
imaginatione corporum similitudines, ratione corporum naturas, intellectu spiritum 
creatum, intelligentia spiritum increatum». 

24  Ps.-Augustinus, De spir. et an. c.38, PL 40, 809: «Intelligentia est de solis rerum 
principiis, id est, de Deo, ideis, hyle, et de incorporeis substantiis pura et certa cognitio». 
Cfr. auch die Ausführungen Alberts in der Summa theologiae sive de mirabili scientia Dei 
I tr2 q.7 c.2, Ed. Colon. 34,1 p.27 v.13-42. 

25 A.M.S. Boethius, De consolatione philosophiae V4p. nn.27. 30, CChr.SL 94, 
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Erkenntnisformen sich gleichsam von unten her aufbauen, ist die 
intelligentia bei Boethius dagegen eine Kraft von oben26, weshalb er sie 
auch als eine göttliche Form der Erkenntnis bezeichnet27. Zum Gipfel jener 
höchsten Intelligenz soll der Mensch sich, soweit es ihm möglich ist, empor 
recken28. Albert greift bei seiner Argumentation gegen die Möglichkeit einer 
vollkommenen Gotteserkenntnis zu Beginn des Kommentars zum V. Brief 
des Dionysius auf diese Auffassung des Boethius zurück. Hier liegt die 
Betonung vor allem auf dem Aspekt des begrenzten menschlichen 
Erkenntnisvermögens (secundum possibilitatem recipientis)29. 
Philosophisch entfaltet wird diese Auffassung von Albert in seiner 
Intellektlehre in De intellectu et intelligibili. Vor dem Hintergrund der 
arabischen Tradition wird der spekulative Aufstieg des Menschen über die. 
verschiedenen Stufen des Intellekts dargelegt. Der Intellekt kommt dem 
Menschen von außen, von der ersten Ursache her zu, und durch den 
Intellekt wird er zu dieser ersten Ursache zurückgeführt30. Der intellectus 
assimilativus als höchste Stufe ermöglicht dem Menschen eine 
Angleichung an den göttlichen Intellekt, worin die Vollendung besteht31. 


Tumhout 1984 p.98: «Ipsum quoque hominem aliter sensus, aliter imaginatio, aliter ratio, 
aliter intellegentia contuetur. ... Intellegentiae uero celsior oculus existit; supergressa 
namque uniuersitatis ambitum ipsam illam simplicem formam pura mentis acie contuetur». 

26 AM.S. Boethius, De cons. phil. V4p. n.32, CChr.SL 94, p.98: «Neque enim 
sensus aliquid extra materiam ualet uel uniuersales species imaginatio contuetur uel ratio 
capit simplicem formam; sed intellegentia quasi desuper spectans concepta forma quae 
subsunt etiam cuncta diiudicat, sed eo modo quo formam ipsam, quae nulli alii nota esse 
poterat, comprehendit». 

27 A.M.S. Boethius, De cons. phil. V5p. n.4, CChr.SL 94, p.100: «ratio uero 
humani tantum generis est sicut intellegentia sola diuini». 

28 A.M.S. Boethius, De cons. phil. V5p. n.12, CChr SL 94, p.100: «Quare in illius 
summae intellegentiae cacumen si possumus erigamur; illic enim ratio uidebit quod in se 
non potest intueri: id autem est, quonam modo etiam quae certos exitus non habent certa 
tamen uideat ac definita praenotio, neque id sit opinio sed summae potius scientiae nullis 
terminis inclusa simplicitas». 

29 Albertus Magnus, Super Dion. Ep. V, Ed. Colon. t. 37,2 p.495 v.26-32. 

30 Albertus Magnus, De intellectu et intelligibili lib.1 tr.1 c.4, Ed. Paris. t. 9 p.481b; 
ibid. c.6, Ed. Paris. t. 9 p.486a; cfr. Albertus Magnus, De unitate intellectus p.3 $1, Ed. 
Colon. t. 17,1 p.22 v.3-18. 

31 Albertus Magnus, De intell. et intellig. lib.2 tr.un. c.9, Ed. Paris. t. 9 p.516sq. Cfr. 
den Kommentar zu diesem Text bei A. SCHNEIDER, Die Psychologie Alberts des Grofen 
nach den Quellen dargestellt. 1./II. Teil, Münster 1903, 358sqq. (BGPhMA 4/5-6). Der 
Gedanke des Aufstiegs und der Vollendung wird ausführlich entfaltet H. von ANZULEWICZ, 
C. Rico, «Reductio ad esse divinum. Zur Vollendung des Menschen nach Albertus 
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Interessanterweise verwendet Albert auch an dieser Stelle den aus der 
Dionysius-Kommentierung vertrauten dreifachen Aufstieg durch purgatio 
und illuminatio zur perfectio32. 

Es bleibt aber zu bedenken, daß diese Gotteserkenntnis durch die 
intelligentia oder den intellectus assimilativus die fortschreitende 
Vervollkommnung der natürlichen Erkenntnisvermögen bis hin zur 
übernatürlichen Schau beschreiben, die aber noch zu unterscheiden ist von 
der visio in patria. Eine unmittelbare Gottesschau in via — vergleichbar der 
Vollendungsgestalt in patria — gibt es nur in raptu. Dieser Zustand ist aber 
insofern von der Gabe der visio in patria zu unterscheiden, als er nicht von 
Dauer ist33. Raptus bedeutet, daß jemand aus dem Zustand, der naturgemäß 
ist, durch die Kraft einer höheren Natur in einen Zustand erhoben wird, der 
außerhalb der natürlichen Vermögen liegt. Diese Situation liegt vor, wenn 
ein Mensch in via, wo er normalerweise Gott nur in Zeichen schaut, zu einer 
unmittelbaren Gottesschau gelangt — was nur unter Gnadeneinwirkung 
möglich ist34. Gott wird hier seinem Wesen nach gesehen sicuti est. Diesen 
raptus gibt es nicht bei der körperlichen und imaginativen Schau, sondern 
nur bei der intellektuellen. Albert führt wiederum die oben schon benannte 
Unterscheidung aus De spiritu et anima an, in der neben ratio und 
intellectus noch die intelligentia als Exkenntnisvermógen angenommen 
wird; und er weist jener intelligentia den raptus zu35. Darüber hinaus wird 
diese als intelligentia affectiva mit der voluntas verbunden36. Alle rationalen 
Kräfte der Seele werden im raptus in die intelligentia umgeformt und 


Magnus», in J.A. AERTSEN, M. PICKAVÉ (hrg.), Ende und Vollendung. Eschatologische 
Perspektiven im Mittelalter, Berlin, New York 2002, 388-416 (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 
29). Mit dem Modell des intellektuellen Aufstiegs geht Albert trotz vieler terminologischer 
Anleihen über die arabischen Vorlagen hinaus. Cfr. hierzu: DN HASSE, «Das Lehrstück 
von den vier Intellekten in der Scholastik: Von den arabischen Quellen bis zu Albertus 
Magnus», in Recherches de Theologie et Philosophie Médiévales 56 (1999) 21-77. 73. 

32 Albertus Magnus, De intell. et intellig. lib.2 tr.un. c.10, Ed. Paris. t. 9 p.518. 

33 Albertus Magnus, De resurr. tr.4 q.1 a.9 $2, Ed. Colon. t. 26 p.330 v.18-21; cfr. 
auch Albertus Magnus, Super Lucam 9,26, Ed. Paris. t. 22 p.655a. 

34 Albertus Magnus, Quaestio de raptu, Ed. Colon. t. 25,2 p.86 v.46sqq.: «... quod 
raptus est ab eo quod est secundum naturam, in id quod est praeter naturam, elevatio vi 
superioris naturae». 

35 Albertus Magnus, Quaestio de raptu, Ed. Colon. t. 25,2 p.90 v.64sqq.: «... quod 
omnes dicunt, quod secundum intelligentiam est raptus, et verum est». 

36 Albertus Magnus, Quaestio de raptu, Ed. Colon. t. 25,2 p.91 v.22sqq.: «... quod 
raptus est secundum intelligentiam affectivam, quae non separatur a voluntate». 
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werden so ihrem Vermögen nach des göttlichen Lichtes teilhaftig37. Das 
natürliche Vermögen in via wird dabei überstiegen. So entspricht die 
Gotteserkenntnis im raptus ganz der der Engel und der Seligen38. Sie 
bleibt aber eine Spezialform der Gotteserkenntnis39. 


Machen wir nun zeitlich einen großen Sprung im Werk Alberts, so 
finden wir doch die wesentlichen Elemente, die bisher angeführt wurden, 
wieder, wenn sie in den Traktat De cognitione dei der Summa de mirabili 
scientia Dei eingehen. Die einzelnen Aspekte der Fragestellung werden 
ausführlich in einzelnen Quästionen abgehandelt, so daß alle wichtigen 
Punkte noch einmal im Zusammenhang zur Sprache kommen. Differenziert 
wird nun stärker zwischen den Erkenntnisbedingungen auf seiten der 
Erkennbarkeit Gottes und jenen auf seiten des erkennenden Intellekts. 

Die aus den anderen Texten schon bekannten Argumente werden 
wieder aufgegriffen. Albert kann mit Dionysius wiederum zugestehen, daß 
die Gotteserkenntnis in Symbolen eigentlich die dem Menschen in seiner 
körperlichen Verfaßtheit angemessene ist. Doch läßt sich in dieser Weise 
nie die unendliche Kluft zwischen Göttlichem und Geschaffenem 
durchmessen. Dies ermöglicht erst die mystische Erkenntnis der via 
eminentiae in dem klassischen dionysischen Dreischritt: Gott ist essentia, 
Gott ist nicht essentia, Gott ist über aller essentia40. So kann der 
geschaffene, menschliche Intellekt Gott und das göttliche Wesen intuitiv 
anrühren (attingere), nicht aber erfassen (comprehendere). Die gegen eine 
Gotteserkenntnis angeführten Argumente deutet Albert somit als gegen die 
cognitio comprehensionis gerichtet. 


37 Albertus Magnus, Quaestio de raptu, Ed. Colon. t. 25,2 p.92 v.43-48: «... quod 
vires rationalis animae, eo quod nec ex parte instrumenti nec ex parte obiecti retrahuntur a 
corpore, in raptu omnes convertuntur ad intelligentiam, et in illa percipiunt de lumine 
divina, quantum possunt, unaquaeque secundum proportionem propriam sibi». 

38 Albertus Magnus, Quaestio de raptu, Ed. Colon. t. 25,2 p.94 v.66-68: «... quod 
raptus dicit excessum ultra id quod est viae, non tantum ultra id quod est naturae» 

39 Die Frage, ob jede Gotteserkenntnis raptus sei, diskutiert Albert in. seinem 
Kommentar zu De mystica theologia; er unterscheidet: «... in patria videtur deus per se, in 
contemplatione autem viae videtur in effectibus gratiae et luminis descendentis in ipsam. 
Iterum in patria visio eius liberabit perfecte ab omni miseria, quod non est hic, et iterum ibi 
erit per habitum gloriae, hic autem per habitum gratiae». (Super Dion. Myst. theol. c.1, Ed. 
Colon. t. 37,2 p.463 v.28-33). 

40 Albertus Magnus, Summa tr.3 q.13 c. 1, Ed. Colon. t. 34,1 p.40 v.54-78. 
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Besonders ausführlich diskutiert Albert die Schau von Angesicht zu 
Angesicht, ist sie doch das eigentliche Anliegen der Gotteserkenntnis. 
Albert unterscheidet drei Formen: Allgemein (communiter) ausgedrückt 
bedeutet facie ad faciem nichts anderes als die Schau durch vestigia oder 
imagines. Im eigentümlichen Sinne dagegen ist Gottes Angesicht 
gegenwärtig in seinem Gnadenhandeln. Die dritte Form ist die strengste 
Auffassung: sie besagt die wesenhafte Gegenwart Gottes ohne ein 
Medium. Es ist dies die Art und Weise, wie ihn die Seligen sehen. Hier 
aber ist wiederum zu differenzieren zwischen verschiedenen Formen des 
Mediums. Es ist bei der Gotteserkenntnis kein Medium anzunehmen, das 
trennend zwischen Erkennendem und Erkanntem steht (medium 
differens). Ebenso ist ein Medium im Sinne einer species intelligibilis 
oder species sensibilis abzulehnen. Darüber hinaus aber gibt es noch das 
Medium, das helfend und vervollkommnend zur Erkenntnis hinzutritt, 
von seiten des Erkannten oder von seiten des Erkennenden. Diese Formen 
sind schon nicht mehr im strengen Sinne als Medien anzusehen, sondern 
sie dienen der Verwirklichung und Vollendung der visio. In bezug auf das 
erste Erkennbare ist eine solche Hilfestellung jedoch nicht erforderlich, da 
es nichts jenseits von diesem gibt, von dem ein solches Medium 
genommen sein könnte. Von seiten des Sehenden, Erkennenden bedarf es 
allerdings als Medium der Vollkommenheit seines Erkenntnisvermögens 
im der Schau angemessenen habitus. Es handelt sich hierbei um ein 
stärkendes und vervollkommnendes Medium, das keine Distanz zwischen 
Gesehenem und Sehendem schafft. Wollte man eine Gotteserkenntnis 
auch ohne diese Form des Mediums annehmen, so wäre sie nur der vom 
Körper losgelösten Seele möglich. Die Gottesschau im eigentlichen 
Sinne, vermittelt durch den helfenden habitus ist nicht in diesem Leben 
anzunehmen, sondern in der ewigen Seligkeit41. — Vergleichen wir diese 
Ausführungen mit den Texten der Frühwerke, so finden sie in der 
Quaestio de visione dei in patria eine Parallele. Auch hier diskutierte 
Albert die Frage der visio per medium. Das lumen fidei wurde hier als das 
Medium erwiesen, das zur Erkenntnis dessen führt, wozu der Intellekt aus 
natürlichen Kräften nicht in der Lage ist42. 


41 Albertus Magnus, Summa tr3 q.13 c.4, Ed. Colon. t. 34,1 p.46 v.1 - p.47 v.41. 
42 Cfr. Albertus Magnus, Quaestio de visione dei in patria, Ed. Colon. t. 25,2 p.98 
v.32 - p.99 v.37. 


MÖGLICHKEITEN THEOLOGISCHER GOTTESERKENNTNIS 1345 


Bei der Diskussion der Voraussetzungen auf seiten des erkennenden 
Intellekts kommt in der Summa systematischer als in den anderen Texten 
der Unterschied zwischen natürlicher und übernatürlicher 
Gotteserkenntnis zum Tragen. Mit dem natürlichen Erkenntnisvermögen 
kann nur Konstatiert werden, daß Gott ist. Inhaltlich kann darüber hinaus 
positiv nur Gottes Unendlichkeit erkannt werden, während privativ 
weitere Aussagen möglich sind (Gott ist nicht Körper, er ist nicht zeitlich, 
er ist nicht begrenzt...)43. Eine über das natürliche Vermögen 
hinausgehende Erkenntnis ist nur durch Gnade möglich. Albert 
unterscheidet also letztlich drei Erkenntnisformen: (1) Die natürliche, aus 
den geschöpflichen Wirkungen erlangte Erkenntnis, die undeutlich 
(confuse) bleibt; (2) eine deutlichere, aus den Gnadenwirkungen in der 
Schöpfung erlangte Erkenntnis; (3) und schließlich die unmittelbare 
Erkenntnis Gottes in seiner Gegenwart in der Seligkeit. Für alle diese 
Erkenntnisformen lehnt Albert aber die komprehensive Erkenntnis ab44. 

Wenngleich also der geschaffene Intellekt darauf angelegt ist, Gott 
als das höchste Erkennbare zu erkennen, so vermag er dieses Ziel doch 
nicht allein mit natürlichen Mitteln zu erreichen, sondern er bedarf der 
entgegenkommenden Hilfe durch Medien oder durch Stärkung der 
Erkenntniskraft (lumen fidei). So bleiben sowohl die philosophische wie 
auch die theologische Gotteserkenntnis des Menschen, solange er auf 
Erden weilt, jeweils auf vestigia und imagines angewiesen. Die 
vollkommene Schau facie ad faciem aber ist — sehen wir von der 
Ausnahme des raptus ab — erst jenseits des irdischen Lebens möglich. Das 
lumen gloriae, von Albert als Theophanie interpretiert, dient hier als 
Medium in der spezifischen Interpretation als habitus. 

Räumt Albert der durch das lumen fidei erlangten Gotteserkenntnis in 
via, die in der intelligentia bzw. im intellectus assimilativus ermöglicht 
wird, einen optimistischen Stellenwert ein, so bleibt er gegenüber dem 


43 Albertus Magnus, Summa tr3 q.14 c.1, Ed. Colon. t. 341 p.51 v.17-71: 
«Dicimus igitur, quod ex solis naturalibus potest cognosci, quia deus est, positivo 
intellectu, quid autem est, non potest cognosci nisi infinite. ... Privativo autem intellectu 
cognoscitur, quid non est, sicut quod non est corpus, ... quod non est temporalis, ... quod 
non est finitus .... Quia enim est, ex creaturis accipitur, et etiam infinite, quod deus est et 
quod prima causa est et quod intellectualis substantia est. ... Tali igitur cognitione ex solis 
naturalibus cognosci potest deus et ab homine et ab angelo». 

44 Albertus Magnus, Summa tr.3 q.14 c.2, Ed. Colon. t. 34,1 p.52 v.85 - p.53 v.6. 
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komprehensiven Erfassen des Wesens Gottes in patria ablehnend45. Im 
' ewigen Leben vereint sich aber das göttliche Licht mit dem intellectus 
agens und erfüllt so die ganze Seele. Eine Erkenntnis durch Abstraktion ist 
somit nicht mehr erforderlich46. Ja, mehr noch geht es nicht um geschaute 
Wahrheit als geistig erkannte, sondern es ist die affektive Wahrheit, die 
durch den Intellekt wirkt47. An dieser Stelle wird deutlich, daß in der 
theologischen Gotteserkenntnis spekulative und affektive Vollendung 
immer zusammen gedacht werden48, während diese in philosophischer 
Betrachtung zwei Disziplinen umfassen. 

Wenn am Ende des hier behandelten Zeitraums das Thema 
Gotteserkenntnis wiederum Gegenstand von Lehrverurteilung50 ist, so hat 
sich insbesondere das Feld der Erkenntnislehre durch Rezeption der 
aristotelischen und arabischen Tradition gegenüber der augustinisch 


45 Albertus Magnus, Summa tr.3 q.18 c.3, Ed. Colon. t. 34,1 p.89 v.76-78: «... ergo 
deus a nullo comprehensus esse potest, sive cognoscat eum per naturam sive per gratiam 
sive per gloriam». 

46 Albertus Magnus, IV Sent. d.49 a.5, Ed. Paris. t. 30 p.670b: «Sed in patria non 
erit sic: ibi enim incircumscriptum lumen deitatis quod est Deus ipse, unitur intellectui 
agenti, et sic effunditur substantialiter super totam animam et implet eam: et hoc modo 
anima plena erit ipso Deo qui est sua beatitudo». 

47 Albertus Magnus, De resurr. tr4 q.1 a.9 $2, Ed. Colon. t. 26 p.330 v.35-39: «... 
vel sit veritas affectiva cum intellectu, idest afficiens per intellectum, quia constat, quod 
ultimo modo est; aliter enim non esset dos sponsae; sponsa enim attendit amorem et 
affectum». 

48 Albertus Magnus, 1 Sent. d.1 a.4, Ed. Paris. t. 25 p.18b: «Et ideo ista scientia 
proprie est affectiva, idest veritatis quae non sequestratur a ratione boni, et ideo perficit et 
intellectum et affectum. Talis autem finis in rebus creatis non invenitur, et ideo philosophi 
non tractaverunt huiusmodi scientiam, sed diviserunt unam ad verum, quod est in rebus, 
aliam autem ad bonum quod est in ipsis». 

49 Cfr. hierzu die Ausführungen zur intellektiven Vollendung des Menschen in De 
intellectu et intelligibili, wo Albert ausdrücklich auf die Möglichkeit der ethischen 
perfectio verweist; Albertus Magnus, De intell. et intellig. lib.2 trun. c.12, Ed. Paris. t. 9 
p.521: «Est autem alia eius perfectio secundum virtutem et virtutis felicitatem, de qua 
perscrutati sumus in Ethicis». 

50 Quod intellectus noster per sua naturalia potest pertingere ad cognitionem 
Primae Causae. — Hoc male sonat, et est error, si intelligatur de cognitione immediata. / 
Quod Deum in hac vita mortali possumus intelligere per essentiam. / Quod de deo non 
potest cognosci nisi quia ipse est, sive ipsum esse. / Quod Deum esse ens per se positive 
non est intelligibile; sed privative est ens per se. H. DENIFLE, E. CHATELAIN, Chartularium 
Universitatis Parisienis L Paris 1889, n.473 (211. 36. 215. 216). Cfr. R. HISETTE, Enquéte 
sur les 219 articles condamnés à Paris le 7 mars 1277, Louvain, Paris 1977, 27-36. 
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geprägten theologischen Tradition deutlich weiter entwickelt) Die 
Stoßrichtung der Verurteilung ist eine andere als 1241; und wenngleich es 
Berührungspunkte zwischen den verurteilten Sätzen und der Lehre Alberts 
geben mag, so scheint die Verurteilung doch nicht ihn im Blick zu 
haben52. Wir können aber festhalten, daß Albert trotz intensiver 
Auseinandersetzung mit der Intellektlehre im Bereich der theologischen 
Gotteserkenntnis letztlich der apophatischen Tradition des Dionysius treu 
bleibt. 


Albertus-Magnus-Institut, Bonn 


51 Diese Aspekte wurden im Blick auf Thomas von Aquin untersucht von J.A. 
AERTSEN, «“Von Gott kann man nichts erkennen, außer daß er ist” (Satz 215 der Pariser 
Verurteilung). Die Debatte über die (Un-)móglichkeit einer Gotteserkenntnis quid est», in 
J.A. AERTSEN u.a. (hrg.), Nach der Verurteilung von 1277. Philosophie und Theologie an 
der Universität von Paris im letzten Viertel des 13. Jahrhunderts. Studien und Texte, Berlin, 
New York 2001, 22-37 (Miscellanea Mediaevalia 28). 

52 Cfr. hierzu R. Hiserre, «Albert le Grand et Thomas d’Aquin dans la censure 
Parisienne du 7 Mars 1277», in A. ZIMMERMANN (hrg.), Studien zur mittelalterlichen 
Geistesgeschichte und ihren Quellen, Berlin, New York 1982, 226-246 (Miscellanea 
Mediaevalia 15): «Le décret de 1277 vise directement et expressément les erreurs 
professées à la faculté des arts et relevées dans les écrits des artiens. Certaines doctrines 
d’ Albert le Grand et de Thomas d’ Aquin sont réellement atteintes par la censure, mais eux- 
mémes ne paraissent pas avoir été directement visés». (246). 
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THE SENSIBILIA PER ACCIDENS ACCORDING 
TO THOMAS AQUINAS 


INTRODUCTION 


Perception is usually conceived of as a kind of belief about the 
physical world. When Pedro sees a house, he does not only see an object 
with such or such qualitative feature and with such or such shape; he rather 
sees a house. Seeing a house, i.e., the knowledge of a particular object 
being a house constitutes a complex kind of knowledge. The same applies 
in principle to animal perception, e.g., using the famous example from 
Avicenna, when a sheep sees a wolf as a natural enemy1. For both, Pedro 
and the sheep, the physical world appears in a significant and non-trivial 
way. Thomas Aquinas, following Aristotle, analyzes the constitution of 
sensible knowledge in different steps, which start with the basic elements 
of perception (colors, sounds, etc., but also motion, shape, etc.) and 
terminate in a complex, intentional type of perceptual knowledge, which 
are subsumed under the heading of sensibile per accidens2. 

In this paper I would like to make the following claim: perceptual 
knowledge, the sensibile per accidens, is a common feature shared by 


1 Cfr. Avicenna Latinus, Liber De Anima seu Sextus De Naturalibus, vol. 2, S. VAN 
RIET (ed.), Louvain/Leiden, Editions Orientalistes/Brill, 1968, p. 7, 82-86. 

2 Inthe following I will not translate the term sensibile, which Pasnau translates 
with «sense object». In my view, this translation suggests that sensibilia are some kind 
sense data the senses perceive, rather than the external objects themselves. For any 
translation of Aquinas’ Commentary on De Anima, I have used the otherwise very useful 
translation of Pasnau’s of the Editio Leonina, which noticeably improves the old translation 
by Foster and Humphries; cfr. Thomas Aquinas, A Commentary on Aristotle s De anima, 
R. PASNAU (translator), New Haven-London, Yale University Press, 1999. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. IIl, pp.1351-1361. 
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higher animals, Aquinas calls them animalia perfecta (dogs, horses, etc.), 
and human beings. The isomorphism of animal and human perception is 
due to the similarity of their cognitive apparatus, i.e., the outer and the 
inner senses3. In order to argue in favor of the isomorphism of animal and 
human perception, I will try to show that the bringing about of perception 
is generally dependent upon physical processes of the cognitive apparatus. 

Thus, the following points are to be analyzed: (1) the essential 
sensibilia (per se) as necessary, but not sufficient conditions for sensibilia 
per accidens. (2) The different meanings of the concept of sensibile per 
accidens, and (3) the workings of the inner senses, above all of the vis 
aestimativa (for higher animals) and the vis cogitativa (for human beings) 
as a necessary part of the physical processes of the outer senses. 


SENSIBILIA: THE FRAMEWORK (IN DE ANIMA 41847-20) 


Traditionally Aquinas’ psychology of perception is interpreted in 
terms of an Aristotelian theory of causation, and, occasionally, in 
conjunction with a Neoplatonic notion of participation. By this token, 
perception comes about (1) when certain external conditions are satisfied 
(cause), and (2) when higher faculties produce an effect on lower faculties 
(participation). The first condition is met, when the organs are being 
altered spiritually; the second condition, the involvement of the inner 
senses, will be analyzed below4. The immutatio spiritualis is, in its strict 
sense, only applicable to activities of vision, which we may relate to the 
external causal factors such as they are expressed by Aristotle in De Anima 
424a17-21. Sensation, we are told, is brought about by the reception of a 
form without its matter, just like a ring leaves only its impression in a piece 


3 This is basically the point of view of J. SEARLE, «Animal Minds», in J. SEARLE, 
Consciousness and Language, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002, pp. 61-76. 
See for example p. 62. An analysis of animal cognition in ancient thought, see R. SORABN, 
Animal Minds and Human Morals, The Origins of the Wester Debate. London, Duckworth, 
1993, pp. 17-49. For an approach to this topic in medieval philosophy see C. MICHON, 
«Intentionality and Proto-Thoughts», in D. PERLER (ed.), Ancient and Medieval Theories of 
Intentionality. Leiden-Boston-Köln, Brill, 2001, pp. 325-342. 

4 An altogether different question is what it means for an animal or human being 
to perceive something under a complex, intentional aspect. The importance of the 
intentionality of perceptual episodes has recently been stressed by D. PERLER, Theorien der 
Intentionalität im Mittelalter. Frankfurt am Main, Vittorio Klostermann, 2002, pp. 31-105: 
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of wax without leaving its matter. The historically and systematically 
highly complex issue of sensation and perception in Aquinas’ theory of 
knowledge has led to different interpretations as to the role of the causal 
relationship between object and the perceiving organs, but for shortness 
sake I will not dwell further on this matters. 

I will focus mainly on two texts (but of course there are many more): 
Summa Theologiae I q. 78 a. 3-4 and Sentencia Libri De Anima II, 136. 
In the Summa we learn that there are two different kinds of sensibilia. 
First, Aquinas speaks about the sensibilia per se, which are the effect in 
a receiving organ caused by the sensible qualities of a physical object. 
Thomas follows the Philosopher in distinguishing two kinds of 
essentially received sensiblia: on one side the proper sensiblia (sensibilia 
propria), and, on the other side, the common sensiblia (sensibilia 
communia)?. Second, there are those sensibilia, which are not perceived 
directly; those sensiblia are accidental, per accidens or kata sumbebekos, 
as Aristotle puts it. 

I shall first discuss the notion of the per se, because it applies to both 
the sensibilia propria and the sensibilia communia. It appears that a 
sensibile per se constitutes the necessary foundation of any perceptual 
activity, since it is what each proper sense receives, e.g. by vision we grasp 
color, by audition sound etc. The common sensibilia are also perceived 
essentially, but they logically depend upon the sensibilia propria, and they 
are not confined to one and only one external sense. Each activity of 
sensing is accompanied by the simultaneous grasping of some categorial 


5 See M. BURNYEAT, «Aquinas on ‘Spiritual Change’ in Perception», in D. PERLER 
(ed.), Ancient and Medieval Theories of Intentionality. Leiden-Boston-Köln, Brill, 2001, 
pp. 129-153. The opposing «physicalistic» view of perception is that of S.M. COHEN, «St. 
Thomas Aquinas on the Immaterial Reception of Sensible Forms», in Philosophical 
Review 91 (1982), pp. 193 - 209. For an intermediate interpretation that holds that Aquinas’ 
account of spiritual immutation is basically incoherent see J.A. TELLKAMP, «Der 
Geistbegriff in der Erkenntnistheorie des XIII. Jahrhunderts», in Freiburger Zeitschrift für 
Philosophie und Theologie 48 (2001), pp. 125-145, especially pp. 130 ssq. 

6 Cfr. Sancti Thomae de Aquino, Opera Omnia iussu Leonis XIII P.M. edita. 
Summa Theologica, Tomus IV, Romae 1887; Sentencia Libri De Anima, Tomus XLV,1, 
Roma/Paris 1984. 

7 The terminology is stated by Thomas In De An. 1, 13 p. 118, 18-23: «Sensibilia 
uero tribus modis dicuntur, uno quidem modo per accidens et duobus per se, quorum uno 
dicuntur sensibilia illa que propria sunt singulis, alio modo dicuntur sensibilia illa que 
communiter senciuntur ab omnibus sensibus». 


1354 JÖRG ALEJANDRO TELLKAMP 


feature of the object sensed, such as there are motion, rest, number, shape, 
and size8. These sensibilia are called common, because they represent 
perceptual features which can be captured by more than one external sense 
power. Size e.g. is a feature capable of being received by touch as well as 
by sight. 

It can be assumed that Thomas judges those characteristics to be 
necessary conditions of any complex and intentional perceptual act. 
Without having grasped the color of an apple, there will hardly be the 
perception of an apple at all. The same applies for the grasping of the 
apple’s size, shape and so on. Those qualitative and quantitative features 
alone, however, are not in themselves any kind of knowledge, but only 
constituent, necessary parts of sensible knowledge. 

The proper sensibilia, apart from being essential, are said to be 
received in a primordial way, or primo. This relates to the way in which 
the proper senses are altered when they sense an object. Aquinas 
consistently distinguishes four types of qualities, of which the so-called 
passible quality is the relevant one. Qualitates passibiles are those 
properties of a physical object which are able to alter another object; in the 
case of perception it is the sense organ which is altered by the color, sound 
or taste of the object. Thus, if a causal link between the sensible object and 
the animal or human being exists, it has to be due to the qualitative 
properties of the material object which generally cause alterations. From 
this point of view, it should be clear that only the proper sensibilia can 
account for a direct access to the perceptible world that surrounds us. To 
describe this immediate causal link, Thomas uses the word primo. 
Therefore, no apprehension of quantitative perceptually accessible 
features would be possible, if those fundamental proper sensibilia were 
not grasped previously?. 


ACCIDENTAL SENSIBILIA AND THE INNER SENSES (IN DE ANIMA 418A20-25) 


Perception in its fullest sense is, as already noted, some kind of belief 
about the external world. As such it can be construed as resting upon an 


8 Cfr. Thomas Aquinas, In De An. p. 119, 46-48. 
9 Ibd. p. 119, 77-79: «[...] Nunquam enim uisus apprehendit magnitudinem aut 
figuram nisi in quantum apprehendit coloratum [...]». 
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explicit or implicit theory about the physical world. I hope it will become 
clear what I mean with this. It does not mean, of course, that when a bird 
takes a straw to build a nest, it actually thinks about the straw’s nature and 
has additionally a blueprint for nest-building in mind. The implicit 
«theory» the bird handles is rather instinctive in nature; the vis aestimativa 
makes the bird see the straw as something which is not simply «out there» 
like colors and weights are. 

Aquinas makes it clear that the sensibilia per accidens are not 
properly perceived, i.e., they are not seen as the essential sensibilia are 
perceived, which are, as I mentioned, based upon a causal link which has 
effects on the sense organs. 

The inner senses play an essential causal role in order to bring about 
those accidental sensibilia. The intentionality of perceptual knowledge is 
constituted, first, by the essential sensibilia and second by some sort of 
background knowledge which causes it. Pedro, e.g., sees a particular 
object as a house and not simply as a random accumulation of bricks, 
paint, cement and so forth. 

Since early modern philosophy, knowledge acquired through 
perception has been judged to be some sort of diminished and lesser 
knowledge. Against this it seems to me that Aquinas favors a kind of 
naturalized epistemology, in which the different types of knowledge, 
perceptual as well intellectual, are based on the workings of the perceptual 
apparatus. This «bottom-up strategy», as Fred Dretske describes the 
externalist approach, implies that it is necessary to examine first the 
contents of perception as to what perceptual knowledge amounts to, and 
then to analyze any kind of higher order knowledge, such as the 
intellectual or rational knowledge10. 

Whereas the outer senses accomplish a distinction according to their 
proper objects, i.e., the sensibilia propia, the inner senses do lead to a rich 
and complex perceptual knowledge: the sensibilia per accidens. Two 
obvious questions arise: What kind of knowledge is perceptual 
knowledge? And, how is it constituted? 

From the outset, the translatio nova of Aristotle’s De anima is not 
very specific about what the sensibilia per accidens are: 


10 See E DRETSKE, «Two Conceptions of Knowledge: Rational vs. Reliable 
Belief», in F. DRETSKE, Perception, Knowledge, and Belief, Selected Essays, Cambridge, 
Cambridge University Press 2000, pp. 80-93. Here p. 80. 
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On the other hand, something is said to be sensible per accidens, for example if 
Diares is white. In fact, it is sensed per accidens, because white is accidental to that 
which is sensed. Therefore the sense is in no way affected by the sensible object, 
insofar it is such (i.e. Diares)!1. 


What we learn, is that what is sensed per accidens is quite obviously 
not sensed essentially, and that means that there is a certain range of 
features that are not essentially sensed, because they are not directly 
involved in the causal history that links the external object with the 
sentient being. Such features are like being Diares, whose salient sensible 
perceptual attribute would be his being white, but not his being Diares. 

Thomas Aquinas, on commenting this passage, introduces first a 
notion of per accidens which is to be distinguished from other notions of 
this term. After having established the difference between the sensibilia 
communia, which can be construed as per accidens with respect to the 
sensibilia propria, and the sensibilia per accidens properly speaking, he 
asks explicitly what the reasons are to call something a sensibile per 
accidens (In De Anima, ed. Leonina, p. 120, 161-163). 

In the first place, for ontological reasons, it is required that an 
sensibile per accidens be an accident of that which is sensed essentially, 
Just in the way that whiteness is an accident of a human being. The second 
reason, however, adds an important element: in order to speak of 
something as being sensed per accidens, it is necessary for it to be 
apprehended by a sentient being12. This second reason introduces an 
important condition: sensibilia per accidens require a cognitive point of 
view of someone or something which is able to perceive an object under a 
significant, i.e., intentional way. By cognitive point of view, I mean 
Aquinas to say that the participation of the cognitive powers is necessary 
in order to reach knowledge of intentions; without them no knowledge of 
accidental sensibilia can be achieved. This accidental perception, which is 
based on a cognitive power, can be understood in three different ways. 


11 Thomas Aquinas, In De An., Leonina (ed.), p. 118b: «Secundum accidens autem 
dicitur sensibile, ut si album sit Diarris: secundum accidens enim hoc sentitur, quoniam 
accidit albo hoc quod sentitur. Unde nichil patitur, secundum quod huiusmodi est, a 
sensibili». 

D Thomas Aquinas, In De An., Leonina (ed.), p. 120, 167sq: «[...] Requiritur quod 
sit apprehensum a senciente [...]». 
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(1) Ihave already briefly mentioned the first; it refers to the capacity 
of one sense power to perceive a quality which is essential to another sense 
power. Thus it can be said that the visual power «sees» the sweetness of a 
cookie; the sweetness is, however, accidental regarding the proper object 
of vision, i.e., color dn De Anima, ed. Leonina, p. 120, 175ssq.). Aquinas 
notes that this form of accidental sensation can not be thought of as a valid 
form of knowledge. 

(2) A second sense of accidental perception is derived from the 
intellect’s involvement in perception. It means that in perception there is, 
according to the proper object of the intellect, a grasp of universals within 
the realm of the sensible. Not every grasp of universals within sensible 
objects can be said to represent a sensibile per accidens, but only that one 
which, as Aquinas cryptically says, «is apprehended by intellect when the 
thing that is being sensed is encountered»13. An example of his might 
illustrate this: when I see a person walking or talking, my intellect 
apprehends immediately that that being lives; hence, I perceive per 
accidens that being’s life. It is not altogether clear what this kind of 
sensibile per accidens amounts to, but it seems that Aquinas has in mind 
that, when a thing is perceived under a particular aspect (someone walks), 
the intellect grasps a universal aspect which forms part of that particular 
instance. By adding the adverb statim, it appears as if Aquinas was 
referring to analytic truths that are apprehended one aspect perceived 
necessarily includes another aspect, such as the particular circle includes 
necessarily the aspect of roundness. Thus, by perceiving one singular 
circle we can perceive its roundness, i.e., that it belongs to the universal 
category of circularity14. 

This leads me to the third cognitive meaning of sensibile per accidens 
of which Aquinas says that it is apprehended as an individual (in 
singulari), 1.e., that by seeing one colored object «I perceive this man or 
that animal» (percipio hunc hominem uel hoc animal; p. 121, 192sq.). For 
instance, by seeing a white thing, it is also seen that it is Diares who has 
this particular qualitative characteristic. 


13 Thomas Aquinas, In De An., ed. Leonina, p. 121, 186sq.: «[...] Quod statim ad 
occursum rei sensae apprehenditur intellectum». 
14 See also Thomas Aquinas, Su. Theol. I q. 12 a. 3 ad 2. 
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The explanation for this perception under an intentional aspect is to be 
found in the physiological as well as in the mental constitution of higher 
animals, such as human beings, wolfs and sheep. Aquinas says: 


Again we must observe that if an animal were moved by pleasing and disagreeable 
things only as affecting the sense, there would be no need to suppose that an animal 
has a power besides the apprehension of those forms which the senses perceive, and 
in which the animal takes pleasure, or from which it shrinks with horror. But the 
animal needs to seek or to avoid certain things, not only because they are pleasing or 
otherwise to the senses, but also on account of other advantages and uses, or 
disadvantages: just as the sheep runs away when it sees a wolf, not on account of its 
colour or shape, but as a natural enemy: and again a bird gathers together straws, not 
because they are pleasant to the sense, but because they are useful for building its 
nest. Animals, therefore, need to perceive such intentions, which the exterior sense 
does not perceive. And some distinct principle is necessary for this; since the 
perception of sensible forms comes by an immutation caused by the sensible, which 
is not the case with the perception of those intentions15. 


The perception of the external object’s intention is (1) an event that 
does not simply arise within the context of natural causes and it has to be 
placed (2) within a theory of cognitive powers that (3) help explain how, 
e.g., the sheep «judges» the wolf to be an enemy of its nature, or that 
someone believes that there is Diares. 

The perception of intentions is not a natural event that automatically 
arises with the perception of sensible qualities and quantities. That means 
that the sensible intentions, e.g., when perceiving a wolf as the enemy of 
the sheep’s nature, require a further element, which is found in the theory 
of the inner senses, and in particular of the vis aestimativa (in higher 
animals) and the vis cogitativa (in humans). The vis aestimativa and vis 
cogitativa respectively are mental faculties which are located in the brain. 


15 Thomas Aquinas, Su. Theol. I q. 78 a. 4 c.: «Unde, cum potentia sensitiva sit 
actus organi corporalis, oportet esse aliam potentiam quae recipiat species sensibilium, et 
quae conservet. Rursus considerandum est quod, si animal moveretur solum propter 
delectabile et contristabile secundum sensum, non esset necessarium ponere in animali nisi 
apprehensionem formarum quas percipit sensus, in quibus delectatur aut horret. Sed 
necessarium est animali ut quaerat aliqua vel fugiat, non solum quia sunt convenientia vel 
non convenientia ad sentiendum, sed etiam propter aliquas alias commoditates et utilitates, 
sive nocumenta, sicut ovis videns lupum venientem fugit, non propter indecentiam coloris 
vel figurae, sed quasi inimicum naturae; et similiter avis colligit paleam, non quia delectet 
sensum, sed quia est utilis ad nidificandum. Necessarium est ergo animali quod percipiat 
huiusmodi intentiones, quas non percipit sensus exterior. 
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Aquinas, although generally not very interested in physiological issues, 
says, following Averroes’ Great Commentary on De Anima that those 
faculties are found in the middle part of the brain!6. 

With the help of the powers of the vis aestimativa/cogitativa 
something is perceived under an intentional aspect which is not simply 
found in nature or attached to the objects. What leads to the apprehension 
of those intentions? Aquinas’ answer is that the vis aestimativa and the vis 
cogitative work on the basis of an underlying cognitive structure or 
background knowledge. In the case of the vis aestimativa, the structuring 
intentional background knowledge (seeing a wolf as a natural enemy) 
belongs to a set of naturally given responses to certain stimuli, i.e., 
instincts. Those responses are natural in the sense that they generate a 
response that is not subject to the animal’s deliberation (simply because 
animals do not deliberate)17. An animal perceives the intention of 
something only insofar as it is «[...] the end point or starting point of some 
action or affection [...]» (terminus aut principium alicuius actionis uel 
passionis; In De Anima, p. 122, 213sq.). This seems to mean that the vis 
aestimativa allows higher animals to react properly to their surrounding 
and thus to guarantee their survival. 

Matters with the vis cogitativa are more complex, because in it the 
intellect plays an important role, although Aquinas never specifies how it 
is possible for the immaterial intellect to have an influence on a material 
inner sense. Therefore, isomorphism of animal and human perception 
holds only insofar as the organic structure of perceptual knowledge is 
concemed. It does not, however, hold as to contents of perception. 
Whereas the vis aestimativa is exclusively concerned with apprehending 
an intention for practical purposes, the vis cogitativa apprehends an 


16 See Thomas Aquinas, In Sent. IV d. 50 q. 1 a. 1 ad 3; ST I q. 78 a. 4c. See also 
Averroes, Commentarium Magnum in Aristotelis De Anima Libros, S. CRAWFORD (ed). 
Cambridge (Mass.), The Medieval Academy of America, 1953, p. 415, 49-51: «[...] Virtus 
ymaginativa est in anteriori cerebri, et cogitativa in medio, et rememorativa in posteriori». 

17 Thomas Aquinas, Su. Theol. Iq. 59 a. 3 c.: «Respondeo dicendum quod quaedam 
sunt quae non agunt ex aliquo arbitrio, sed quasi ab aliis acta et mota, sicut sagitta a 
sagittante movetur ad finem. Quaedam vero agunt quodam arbitrio, sed non libero, sicut 
animalia irrationalia, ovis enim fugit lupum ex quodam iudicio, quo existimat eum sibi 
noxium; sed hoc iudicium non est sibi liberum, sed a natura inditum». See also Thomas 
Aquinas, Su. Theol. I q. 81 a. 3 c. and q. 81 a. 1 c. 
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individual object sub natura communi. This is an important difference, 
because it introduces intellectual features which might not be found in 
animal cognition. 

The background knowledge the animals rely on in order to perceive 
the world in a structured, intentional way, depends on the naturally given 
instinct. In human beings, however, the instinct does not play a role in 
cognition, and this lack calls for a substitute, i.e., the intellect’s 
involvement in perception. It is for this reason that Aquinas equates the 
term vis cogitativa with that of ratio particularis. Its basic function is that 
of gathering and apprehending intentions of particular beings; it is 
«collatiua intentionum indiuidualium» (p. 212, 196). This apprehension of 
individual intentions is achieved by apprehending them under the aspect 
of a universal nature. That seems to mean that, when Pedro sees a house, 
he implicitly sees something as pertaining to a class of objects, i.e., houses. 
I say, implicitly, because he might not consciously reflecting on that 
external thing being a house, however, a previous rational knowledge of 
what houses general are seems to be necessary. If that theoretical, 
rational background knowledge were missing, no knowledge of a house 
would be obtained. 

This does not mean, however, that there is a kind of active intellectual 
judgment involved in human sense perception; nevertheless, Thomas 
sometimes uses the verb «iudicare» in order the designate the gathering 
and apprehending of intentions in the sense of discerning and 
distinguishing, and not of actively judging about the truth or falsehood of | 
some proposition involved in sense perception!8. The vis cogitativa, 
however, when producing complex sensible knowledge, depends — via 
participation — on the intellect, in order to produce it. 

One reason for this link between sensibility and the intellect is found 
in Aquinas’ assumption that lower capacities participate in higher ones or, 
to put it differently, that lower potencies depend, as to their cognitive 
scope, on the higher ones. Therefore there must be, according to Aquinas, 
one sense power that participates directly in the intellect. That power is the 
vis cogitatival9. 


18 See J.A. TELLKAMP, «Actitudes proposicionales y conocimiento sensible en 
Tomás de Aquino», in Revista Espanola de Filosofía Medieval 4 (1997), pp. 87-102. 

19 Thomas Aquinas, In De An. p. 121sq, 195-201: «[...] Dicitur etiam ratio 
particulares eo quod est collatiua intentionum indiuidualium sicut ratio uniuersalis est 


THE SENSIBILIA PER ACCIDENS ACCORDING TO THOMAS AQUINAS 1361 


CONCLUSION 


Despite the differences between the vis aestimativa and the vis 
cogitativa, and the different degrees in complexity of animal and human 
perception, the isomorphism, I mentioned initially, does hold, not because 
human perception is based on a rational background knowledge, and 
animal perception is not, but because the organic mechanisms of animal 
and human cognition are fundamentally the same. The early modern 
distinction between human beings, as cognitive beings, and animals, as 
machines of sorts, is not a distinction Aquinas would have made. 
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collatiua rationum uniuersalium, nichilominus tamen he cuis est in parte sensitiva, quia uis 
sensitiua in sui suppremo participat aliquid de ui intellectiua in homine, in quo sensus 
intellectui coniungitur [...]». 


ALESSANDRO GHISALBERTI 


LA DOTTRINA PERIPATETICA DELL’INTELLETTO NEL DE 
UNITATE INTELLECTUS DI TOMMASO D’AQUINO 


LA DOTTRINA DELL’INTELLETTO DI ARISTOTELE 


È innegabile che la discussione più approfondita dell’antichità e del 
medioevo, nell’ambito dell’antropologia filosofica, è costituita 
dall’interpretazione della natura dell’uomo conoscente, ossia dall’analisi 
riservata alla sua capacità intellettiva. 

Dopo aver criticato la dottrina platonica circa l’esistenza di un mondo 
ideale, un cosmo noetico, da cui far dipendere la conoscenza del singolo 
soggetto, per via di reminiscenza, Aristotele propone nel De anima una 
dottrina precisa: l’anima dell’uomo non è una sostanza, ma una forma, 
ossia il principio determinatore del corpo, insieme con il quale costituisce 
il sinolo, la sostanza composta di materia e di forma. Aristotele parla poi 
dell’intelletto come di «una parte dell’ anima»; la natura di questo intelletto 
è riconducibile alla sua potenzialità a ricevere il pensiero. Ritiene che, a 
questo proposito, si possa usare una distinzione valida in ogni ambito: c’è 
una materia, che corrisponde a ciò che è in potenza tutte Ie cose, e c’è 
l’agente, ossia ciò che tutte le cose produce: 


Come in tutta la natura c'è qualcosa che è la materia di ciascun genere (ed è ció che 
è in potenza tutte quelle cose) ed un’altra che è la causa, cioè l’agente, perché le 
produce tutte, così come l’arte si rapporta al suo materiale, conviene di necessità che 
anche nell’anima sussistano tali differenze. C’& pertanto un intelletto analogo (alla 
materia) perché diventa tutte le cose, e un altro (analogo alla causa agente) perché le 
produce tutte, al pari di una qualità definita come la luce, ché in un certo senso la luce 
fa dei colori in potenza colori in atto!. 


1 Aristotele, De anima, 430 a 10. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Medievale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XI Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude’ 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. IIl, pp. 1363-1377. 
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Gli elementi precipui di questo passo, in rapporto alla successiva 
tradizione esegetica, sono fondamentalmente due: 1) tutto l'universo della 
natura (e il De anima & un’opera di filosofia della natura, una 
continuazione della Fisica, per quanto concerne le nature emergenti per 
via delle diverse modalitä di psiche) & regolato da un momento passivo, e 
da un momento attivo; in questa linea, l’anima può risultare da un 
intelletto che «può diventare ciascuno dei suoi oggetti», e da un intelletto 
che «può produrre tutte le cose»; un intelletto atto a ricevere gli oggetti 
pensati, e un intelletto atto a produrre tutti i pensieri. Sebbene in Aristotele 
non compaia l’espressione «intelletto attivo», egli parla dell’intelletto che 
produce tutte le cose? e dell’«intelletto passivo». Sarà Alessandro di 
Afrodisia (sec. II-III d. C.) a usare per primo l’espressione «intelletto 
attivo». 2) Aristotele paragona l’intelletto agente alla luce, che è qualcosa 
di indispensabile per la visione, sia per quanto concerne la capacità di 
vedere, sia per quanto attiene all’oggetto visto. Nell’opporsi alla dottrina 
platonica che spiegava la conoscenza ricorrendo a forme sussistenti, intese 
come entità astratte, Aristotele trova un paragone estremamente calzante 
per dire della capacità dell’intelletto attivo di «illuminare» gli intelligibili 
potenzialmente presenti nelle cose sensibili; ciò accade - precisa - alla 
stessa stregua in cui la luce illumina i colori degli oggetti, che sono 
«nascosti» dall’oscurità. Dal. paragone si evince che i concetti, gli 
intelligibili, sono già presenti nella realtà e c’è solo bisogno che vengano 
illuminati. Merita qui di essere ricordata anche l’osservazione di Oliver 
Leaman: 


Un aspetto interessante dell’analogia tra luce e intelletto è che la luce è qualcosa di 
interamente differente sia dall’oggetto della visione sia dai soggetti che vedono?. 


È in questa direzione che Aristotele svilupperà la descrizione 
dell’intelletto attivo: esso si configura come «separato, immisto e 
impassibile, per sua essenza atto», e, in quanto separato «esso solo è 
immortale ed eterno»*. 

Non può sfuggire l’estrema frammentarietà della dottrina aristotelica 
sull’intelletto; resta infatti aperta la questione circa la natura esatta di 


2 Ibid, 430 a 14 ss. 

3 O. LEAMAN, La filosofia islamica medievale, tr. it. M. CAMPANINI, Bologna 1991, 
p. 137. 

4 Aristotele, De anima, 430 a 17-23. 
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questo intelletto non misto alla materia, come pure rimane da precisare il 
senso del termine «separato». Alessandro di Afrodisia (sec. II-III d. C.) 
intende l’intelletto attivo separato come una sostanza o forza esterna, che 
agisce sull’anima individuale, depositaria dell’intelletto potenziale: 
Alessandro riconduce cioè l’intelletto che agisce alla forza di Dio, che 
attualizza l’anima dell’uomo; l’anima è così l’elemento materiale, che 
viene fatto passare dalla potenza all’atto. Un secolo dopo, Temistio (317- 
388) propone una interpretazione più elaborata: l’intelletto attivo è 
caratterizzabile con i tratti del Dio aristotelico, poiché entrambi 
sviluppano un’attività incessante, eterna, in base alla loro capacità causale; 
l’intelletto attivo in particolare causa la capacità dell’uomo di ragionare 
sul mondo, del quale noi abbiamo esperienza per una duplice azione, del 
corpo e dell’anima: 


L’intelletto agente «mette in funzione» quello umano fornendogli quei principi 
basilari del ragionare teoretico che gli consentiranno in seguito di attingere la 
perfezione, uno stato che Alessandro chiama «intelletto acquisito»5. 


I termini della successiva discussione saranno perciò tre: intelletto 
passivo, attivo e acquisito. 


L'INTELLETTO DAI GRECI AGLI ARABI MEDIEVALI 


La filosofia sviluppata dagli autori arabi, a partire dal sec. IX dell’era 
cristiana, ha sempre riservato uno spazio assai vasto alla discussione del 
tema dell’intelletto, e questo è accaduto per diverse ragioni. Anzitutto si 
trattava di trovare una lettura di Aristotele compatibile con la dottrina 
religiosa islamica, che accoglie l’immortalità dell’uomo, e la discussione 
sulle potenze propriamente emergenti rispetto alla materia, quali sono le 
facoltà conoscitive dell’anima razionale, era un luogo idoneo per 
affrontare il problema. In secondo luogo, l’aristotelismo arrivava all’Islam 
con una forte inclusione di elementi neoplatonici: il neoplatonismo aveva 
prediletto una lettura concordistica tra Platone ed Aristotele; inoltre alcune 
opere decisamente neoplatoniche nei contenuti circolavano sotto il nome 
di Theologia Aristotelis, una silloge riadattata di testi di Alessandro di 
Afrodisia, Plotino e Proclo; a partire dal sec. IX, il mondo islamico stesso 
mise in circolazione, sotto il nome di Aristotele, opere come il celebre 


5 LEAMAN, La filosofia islamica, cit., p. 138. 
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Liber de causis, costruite con materiale eminentemente neoplatonico®. La 
metafisica veicolata dal Liber de causis è quasi interamente imperniata 
sulla causalità del cosmo noetico, del mondo intelligibile, scandito nella 
gerarchia delle intelligenze, dette anche «anime nobili», in relazione al 
loro essere e al loro conoscere. È facile capire, partendo da questi rilievi, 
come la metafisica proposta dagli arabi ai pensatori latini fosse molto 
attenta alla natura degli intelletti e delle intelligenze, stante anche la 
continuità tra metafisica e concezione dell’universo celeste, da Aristotele 
passata al neoplatonismo in modo acritico, e altrettanto acriticamente 
recepita dai pensatori dell" Islam; da questo fronte compatto arrivò ai latini 
una metafisica cosmo-teologica, al cui interno l’intelletto assumeva ruoli 
egemoni, perché rendeva comprensibile - sul piano religioso - la modalità 
con cui il primo motore incorporeo è causa del movimento dei corpi 
celesti, attraverso la dottrina neoplatonica della partecipazione attraverso 
l’intelletto. Avicenna (980-1037), per esempio, vede emanare dall’ Uno la 
prima intelligenza, la quale esprime una potenza causale dalla quale 
procede la seconda intelligenza, e così via. Prima di Avicenna, Al-Farabi 
(870-950) faceva derivare la decima intelligenza, identificata con 
l’intelletto attivo di Aristotele, dalla nona intelligenza, che presiede al 
movimento della sfera della luna; la decima intelligenza è intesa come 
intermediario tra le intelligenze celesti e la sfera sublunare, ossia traduce 
in atto l’intelletto passivo dell’uomo. Per Al-Farabi c’è una stretta analogia 
tra la capacità efficiente dell’intelletto attivo, e la capacità dei cieli di 
attivare le cose del mondo sublunare, in modo da farle interagire e far loro 
conseguire il livello più alto di esistenza: 


l’intelletto attivo non realizza da solo la perfezione dell’intelletto umano: piuttosto ne 
avvia lo sviluppo e più tardi gli fornisce importanti elementi di conoscenza [...] Al- 
Farabi distingue tra due tipi di esseri: l’uno incorporeo, e attualmente intelligibile, e 
l’altro corporeo e solo potenzialmente intelligibile. Il passaggio dell’intelletto umano 
da uno stato di potenzialità a uno di attualità per mezzo dell’intelletto attivo, ci rende 
in grado di riflettere su entrambi gli oggetti di pensiero»’. 


Si instaura una specie di gerarchia: l’intelletto umano astrae prima i 


6 Cfr. F Hunry, «Le Liber XXIV Philosophorum et le Liber de causis dans les 
manuscrits», in Archives d’Histoire Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age, 59 (1992), pp. 


63-88. 
7 LEAMAN, La filosofia islamica, cit., p. 139. 
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concetti relativi alle cose del mondo sublunare, per mezzo dell’intelletto 
attivo; acquisisce poi la conoscenza dei concetti relativi agli esseri 
incorporei, come accade allo stesso intelletto attivo, attingendo - sempre 
per mezzo dell’intelletto attivo - a un superiore livello di capacità 
conoscitiva; questo superiore livello di capacità gnoseologica è chiamato 
anche «intelletto acquisito», che, per Al-Farabi, caratterizza il filosofo, in 
quanto esprime il momento in cui l’intelletto attivo si unisce all’anima 
dell’uomo, trasformandola sostanzialmente, rendendola partecipe della 
natura propria dell’intelletto attivo, emanazione delle intelligenze dei cieli. 
L’intelletto umano, quando ha raggiunto lo stadio di «intelletto acquisito», è 
reso simile agli esseri incorporei, e perciò viene definito «immortale», in 
quanto può esistere senza il corpo (e ciò anche prima della morte del corpo). 

Riprendendo l’esempio aristotelico, Al-Farabi afferma che l’intelletto 
agente si comporta nei confronti dell’intelletto umano (chiamato da lui 
anche ilico o materiale), che è intelletto solo in potenza, come il sole e la 
sua luce nei confronti della vista: 


la vista è una potenza e una disposizione che si trova nella materia, ed è in potenza 
prima che si realizzi in essa la visione. Analogamente, i colori, prima di essere visti, 
sono immagini visibili in potenza [...] È il sole a donare alla vista e ai colori la luce 
che li illumina, cosicché, grazie alla luce fornita dal sole, la potenza visiva divenga 
vista e capacità di vedere in atto. Così, grazie alla luce, i colori diventano immagini 
visibili in atto dopo essere stati immagini colorate visibili in potenza. Allo stesso 
modo, questa intelligenza in atto fornisce all’intelletto materiale qualcosa che si 
imprime in Lui [...] Gli intelligibili in potenza divengono così intelligibili in atto, e 
l’intelletto materiale diviene intelligenza in atto dopo essere stato in potenza’. 


L'intelletto fatto passare all’atto, e divenuto perciò intelletto 
«acquisito», costituisce il perfezionamento dell’intelletto passivo che ha 
ricevuto gli intelligibili dall’intelletto agente. È chiaro qui che l'acquisizione 
coinvolge lo stesso intelletto in atto, il quale diventa acquisito quando 
intende gli intelligibili; in più cioè, l’intelletto acquisito intende quelle forme 
trascendenti che ha già ricevuto in quanto in atto; è altresì chiaro che 
l’intelletto agente non viene identificato con Dio, ma occupa il decimo grado 
degli intelletti separati, al di sotto della causa prima. 

È da questa dottrina che si rendono comprensibili tutte le successive 


8 Al-Farabi, La città virtuosa, tr. di M. CAMPANINI, BUR, Milano 1996, pp. 
179-181. 


1368 ALESSANDRO GHISALBERTI 


dottrine sull’intelletto dei pensatori arabi; con Al-Farabi infatti si 
confrontano sia Avicenna (980-1037), sia Averro& (1126-1198). 

Per Avicenna l’intelletto agente & una intelligenza separata (la decima), 
che illumina l'intelletto passivo (possibile) e gli trasmette le specie 
intelligibili; il vero intelletto umano per Avicenna è quello agente, ed è 
immortale per essenza, e non grazie all’acquisizione di un perfezionamento 
conoscitivo, come invece voleva Al-Farabi. Le anime umane si 
individualizzano in corpi differenti alla loro origine, quando vengono 
emanate dall’intelletto attivo; tali anime sono sostanze incorporee (perché, 
come voleva Alessandro, solo un soggetto incorporeo indivisibile è atto ad 
accogliere il pensiero intellettivo); essendo prodotte dall’intelletto agente, 
che agisce su una materia preformata e la adatta allo scopo di renderla 
capace di ricevere le forme intelligibili, le anime non sono tradotte in essere 
dal corpo, ma vengono ricevute dai corpi per un periodo di tempo. Accade 
così che, durante la vita del corpo, l’anima si adopera per conseguire il 
maggior numero possibile di conoscenze, in modo da raggiungere 
un’unione completa e permanente con l’intelletto attivo, ed in ciò sta la sua 
felicità, connessa con il grado di perfezione proprio di una natura 
intellettiva. Per questa via dunque Avicenna salvava l'immortalità delle 
singole anime, anche se in un modo non del tutto coerente con il testo 
aristotelico, il quale insisteva sulla natura di forma come caratteristica 
propria dell’anima, e non sulla sua sostanzialità, che veniva connessa 
peraltro solo alla capacità della forma di avere la vita in potenza. 

Diversa la posizione di Averroè, che vuole recuperare il genuino 
insegnamento di Aristotele: l’intelletto umano, quello passivo o possibile 
(che egli chiama «materiale», perché le sue operazioni entrano in contatto 
con il mondo sensibile), non può essere una facoltà dell’anima, che è 
forma del corpo; la definizione aristotelica di anima come atto del corpo 
fisico organico si applica solo equivocamente, ossia in modo traslato, 
all'anima razionale, perché l'intelletto possibile o materiale non è la forma 
del corpo, ma è un'intelligenza separata, numericamente una per tutti gli 
individui. L’intelletto materiale entra in contatto con l’immaginazione dei 
singoli uomini, assume le forme intelligibili presenti nei fantasmi e dopo 
che queste sono state «astratte», ossia universalizzate, mediante l’azione 
dell’intelletto agente, le riceve in sé come forma dando luogo all’atto di 
conoscenza. Anche l’intelletto agente è separato, e produce i concetti nella 
mente del singolo uomo, attualizzandone la potenzialità a comprendere le 
forme intelligibili nascoste negli oggetti; le anime individuali (nel 
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linguaggio aristotelico, la psiche dei singoli) sono mortali, e si 
corrompono con il corrompersi del corpo. Immortali sono l’intelletto 
agente e quello materiale o possibile; l’intelletto agente attiva i contenuti 
del pensiero, innalzandosi gradualmente ai più alti livelli di astrazione, 
fino a congiungersi con le realtà intelligibili, quando diventa «acquisito», 
quando cioè diventa esso stesso intelligibile, ed è così l’oggetto più 
sublime che l’intelletto umano possa conoscere. Ed 


è necessario che l’intelletto materiale pervenga a conoscere l’intelletto separato, poiché, 
appunto, lo conosce in potenza e la potenzialità deve, in un universo eterno, prima 0 poi 
attualizzarsi [...] Sebbene certi uomini non possono conoscere l’intelletto separato, ve 
ne sarà almeno uno che potrà invece acquisire tale conoscenza, dal momento che gli 
uomini, in quanto specie, hanno la potenzialità di ricevere l’intelletto?. 


Questo era l’esito della secolare discussione della dottrina aristotelica 
dell’intelletto, quando i testi che la contenevano vennero tradotti in latino, 
ed i maestri delle università europee appena nate si trovarono a 
confrontarsi con una dottrina, quella dell’anima intellettiva, che 
coinvolgeva direttamente l’antropologia, e con una spiegazione del 
processo della conoscenza umana che risultava assai lontana, nel 
linguaggio come nei contenuti, dalla teoria agostiniana della conoscenza. 
Il primo stadio del confronto tra agostinismo ed aristotelismo, sul piano 
della psicologia e della gnoseologia, è caratterizzato da un sincretismo 
dottrinale definito dal Gilson come «agostinismo avicennizzante»10. 

I maestri della prima metà del sec. XII lessero infatti Aristotele 
attraverso l’interpretazione di Avicenna, che, come sappiamo, aveva 
contaminato la psicologia aristotelica con elementi neoplatonici, e aveva 
sostenuto l’immortalità dell’anima; solo con lo stimolo dell’esegesi di 
Averroé, nella seconda metà del sec. XIII, si metterà in discussione quale 
sia l'esatto contenuto dei testi di Aristotele. 


TOMMASO D’ AQUINO INTERPRETE DELLA DOTTRINA PERIPATETICA 
(GRECA ED ARABA) DELL’INTELLETTO 


Nel secondo capitolo del trattato De unitate intellectus, Tommaso 
d’Aquino analizza e valuta le interpretazioni dei testi aristotelici relativi 


9  LEAMAN, La filosofia islamica, cit., pp. 163-164. 
19 Cfr. E. GILSON, «Pourquoi saint Thomas a critiqué saint Augustin», in Archives 
d'Histoire Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age, I (1926-27), pp. 5-127. 
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alla natura dell’intendere umano, offerte dai peripatetici greci ed arabi, al 
fine di mostrare attraverso di esse l’incongruenza della lettura di Aristotele 
fatta da Averroé e dai seguaci latini del secolo XIII. Ai $$ 49-51, Tommaso 
si sofferma sull’esegesi di Temistio (317-388 d. C.) al III libro del De anima, 
e lo fa avvalendosi della traduzione latina del commentario, completata da 
Guglielmo di Moerbeke nel novembre del 1267. Tommaso riporta alcuni 
passaggi precisi del commentario di Temistio; al $ 49 riferisce: 


Quell’intelletto che noi chiamiamo «in potenza»... è maggiormente connaturale 
all’anima (cioè rispetto a quello agente); dico però non a qualsiasi anima, bensì 
soltanto a quella umana. E così come la luce giungendo in potenza alla vista e in 
potenza ai colori produce la vista in atto e i colori in atto, così anche quest’intelletto 
che è in atto... non solo attua lo stesso intelletto, ma rende anche gli intelligibili in 


potenza intelligibili in atto!!. 


Questa affermazione è valorizzata da Tommaso soprattutto perché 
connette strettamente la funzione dell’intelletto in atto con l’intelletto in 
potenza, intendendo la loro relazione come quella unitaria che intercorre 
tra la materia e la forma attiva, la quale informa la materia stabilendo con 


` 


essa un'unità intrinseca. E questa l'istanza speculativa che Tommaso 
scorge anche nella seconda citazione di Temistio: 


Dunque lo stesso rapporto che ha l’arte con la materia, questo ha anche l'intelletto 
poietico rispetto a ciò che è in potenza... Perciò è in nostro potere il pensare quando 
lo vogliamo. Non è infatti l’artefice di una materia esteriore... ma l’intelletto poietico 
pervade tutto l’intelletto in potenza; analogamente, se l’artefice non esistesse al di 
fuori del legno o del bronzo, sarebbe in grado di penetrare la materia tutta intera. 
Similmente l'intelletto in atto unendosi all’intelletto possibile forma tutt'uno con 
essol2. 


11 Intellectus iste quem dicimus in potentia...magis est animae connaturalis (scil. 
quam agens); dico autem non omni animae, sed solum humanae. Et sicut lumen potentia 
visui et potentia coloribus adveniens, actu quidem visum fecit et actu colores, ita et 
intellectus iste qui actu... non solum ipsum actu intellectum fecit, sed et potentia 
intelligibilia actu intelligibilia ipse instituit. (Tommaso D’Aquino, Unita dell’intelletto 
contro gli averroisti. Testo latino a fronte. Introduzione, traduzione e apparati di A. 
GHISALBERTI, Bompiani, Milano, 2000, pp. 106-107). Per il testo di Temistio, cfr. 
Themistius, Commentaire sur le Traité de "ame d’Aristote. Traduction par Guillaume de 
Moerbeke, G. VERBEKE (ed.), Louvain - Paris 1957, pp. 224 ss. 


2 Quam igitur rationem habet ars ad materiam, hanc et intellectus factivus ad eum 
qui in potentia... Propter quod et in nobis est intelligere quando volumus. Non enim est ars 


LA DOTTRINA PERIPATETICA DELL INTELLETTO 1371 


Questo passaggio di Temistio contiene uno dei nuclei della sua lettura 
dell’intendere dell’uomo, incentrata sulla netta complementarita tra 
l’intelletto potenziale e quello attivo, per cui l’intelletto & come il 
composto di questi due, in rapporto al quale l’intelletto in potenza è il 
preludio dell’intelletto agente «come il crepuscolo è preludio del giorno». 

Per quanto concerne l’intelletto agente, Temistio riconosce che la sua 
attività è stata paragonata all’attività di Dio riguardo al mondo, ma osserva 
che Aristotele non l’ha identificato con Dio; il commentatore greco pensa 
all’intelletto agente come ad un’attività che è nell’uomo e che dipende 
dalla volontà dell’uomo, poiché uno pensa quando vuole. Unito 
all’intelletto in potenza come forma alla materia, in profonda 
compenetrazione, l’intelletto agente è visto da Temistio come un artista 
immanente nella sua opera, simile a un falegname che fosse all’interno del 
legno, o a un fabbro che fosse all’interno del metallo!3. 

Quella che nel testo di Temistio è una similitudine («ac si utique 
aedificator ligni et aerarius aeri non ab extrinseco existeret», in traduzione: 
«se, analogamente, l’artefice non esistesse al di fuori del legno o del 
bronzo, sarebbe in grado di penetrare la materia tutta intera»), viene da 
Tommaso interpretata come l’affermazione del darsi di una unione in atto 
tra l’intelletto poietico e quello potenziale. 

Il testo di Temistio in verità non è facile da comprendere, e detiene 
molti livelli di spiegazione; lo conferma il passo che Tommaso riproduce al 
$ 50; in questo brano, dopo aver detto che «noi siamo o l’intelletto che è in 
potenza, oppure quello che è in atto», Temistio osserva che, come in tutte 
le cose composte da ciò che è in potenza e da ciò che è in atto diversa è la 
cosa rispetto al proprio essere, così il mio Io (Ego) sarà diverso rispetto al 
mio essere (aliud ego et mihi esse); Vlo è senza dubbio un intelletto 
composto di potenza ed atto, invece il mio essere deriva da ciò che è in atto. 
Da qui il commentatore peripatetico perviene alla seguente conclusione: 


Come dunque diverso è l’animale e diverso l’essere dell’animale, e l’essere 
dell’ animale proviene dall’ anima dell’animale, allo stesso modo altro è l’Io rispetto 


materiae exterioris... sed investitur toti potentia intellectui qui factivus; ac si utique 
aedificator lignis et aerarius aeri non ab extrinseco existeret, per totum autem ipsum 
penetrare potens erit. Sic enim et qui secundum actum intellectus intellectui potentia 
superveniens, unum fit cum ipso (Ibidem). 

15 Cfr. O. HAMELIN, La théorie de l'intellect d'après Aristote et ses commentateurs, 
Vrin, Paris 1953, pp. 40-41. 
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al mio essere. Il mio essere infatti proviene dall’anima, e non da questa tutta intera. 
Non da quella sensitiva, infatti, perché era materia della fantasia. E nemmeno 
dall’immaginativa, infatti la sua materia era l’intelletto in potenza. E neanche 
dall’intelletto in potenza, che & materia dell’intelletto poietico. Il mio essere quindi 
proviene unicamente dall’intelletto poietico!4. 


L'interpretazione del processo intellettivo proposta da Temistio 
contiene alcune connessioni e riferimenti di non facile lettura; egli vede la 
«phantasia» o immaginazione come diversa dall’anima sensitiva: la 
sensazione si rivolge al sensibile esterno, che la muove, mentre 
l’immaginazione opera intorno alla forma impressa nella sensibilità. La 
sensazione in atto si rapporta all’immaginazione come il sensibile si 
rapporta alla sensazione, e «per gli esseri animati occorre considerare che 
il patire è un agire e un realizzarsi»; l immaginazione è realizzata dalla 
sensazione passando all’atto, come la sensazione è fatta passare all’atto 
dai sensibili!5. 

La complessità di Temistio risulta in particolare dalla sua 
preoccupazione di non confondere l’intelletto in potenza e 
l'immaginazione, e perció lo definisce come non mescolato con il corpo 
(definizione che sarà sottolineata da Averroé), e aggiunge che esso non si 
serve nemmeno del corpo come strumento, come fa il senso, perché ció lo 
renderebbe partecipe delle sue qualità, impedendo la sua elevata capacità 
ricettiva. E importante qui distinguere il potenziale dal passivo, come bene 
riassume A. Illuminati: 


Potenziale non & passivo, anzi in quest'ultimo senso Temistio inventa una nuova 
figura, l'intelletto comune corruttibile, costruito con una forzatura lessicale del testo 
aristotelico, di cui & proprio l’amare, l'odiare e il ricordare, nonché e soprattutto la 
dimenticanza e l'errore, e di cui l'intelletto attivo si serve per pensare le cose di 
quaggiü. Quello che Aristotele chiamava nous patheticos non va assolutamente 


14 Sicut igitur aliud est animal et aliud animali esse, animali autem esse est ab 
anima animalis, sic et aliud quidem ego, aliud autem mihi esse. Esse igitur mihi ab anima, 
et hac non omni. Non enim a sensitiva, materia enim erat phantasiae. Neque rursum a 
phantastica, materia enim erat potentia intellectus. Neque eius qui potentia intellectus, 
materia enim est factivi. A solo igitur factivo est mihi esse (Tommaso D’ Aquino, Unità, 
cit., pp. 108-109.). 

15 A. ILLUMINATI, Quasi una fantasia. Funzioni cognitive dell'immaginazione nei 
commentatori di Aristotele, in L. FORMIGARI, G. CASERTANO, I. CUBEDDU (cur.), Imago in 
phantasia depicta. Studi sulla teoria dell'immaginazione, Carocci ed., Roma 1999, 
[149-166], p. 155. Cfr. anche: A. ILLUMINATI, Completa beatitudo. L'intelletto felice in tre 
opuscoli averroisti, Chiaravalle (An), 2000, pp. 17-26. 
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scambiato con l’intelletto in potenza, ma & piuttosto l’insieme del senso comune e 
dell’immaginazione, facoltà certo mescolate e periture con il corpo!6. 


Penso che sia stata la mancata sottolineatura di questa differenza tra 
intelletto in potenza e intelletto passivo l’elemento che ha consentito a 
Tommaso di dare una lettura del testo di Temistio diversa da quella data da 
Averroé e da quella che danno interpreti a noi contemporanei, quali Bruno 
Nardi e Alain de Libera; Tommaso infatti legge Temistio considerando 
equivalenti l’intelletto in potenza e l’intelletto passivo, e sviluppa 
l'analogia con il rapporto materia — forma cui si era connesso all’inizio del 
capitolo; nel $ 51 del De unitate, viene ripreso questo ulteriore passo del 
testo di Temistio: «Avendo già affermato Aristotele che in ogni natura 
qualcosa costituisce la materia, qualcos’altro invece ciò che perfeziona e 
muove la materia, [Temistio] afferma che è necessario che nell’anima 
esista questa differenza, e vi è un qualche intelletto in grado di diventare 
tutte le cose, e un altro in grado di produrre tutte le cose. Afferma infatti 
che nell’anima è presente un tale intelletto, e che è come la parte più nobile 
dell’anima umana». Questo passaggio rafforza in Tommaso il proprio 
convincimento circa la convergenza dell’esegesi di Temistio sulla dottrina 
dell’intelletto con l’esegesi che egli stesso aveva proposto in passato, e che 
si appresta a riproporre nel seguito del De unitate intellectus; scrive infatti 
Tommaso nel $ 52: 


Dalle parole di Temistio riportate, è chiaro dunque che egli afferma non solo che 
l’intelletto possibile ma anche che l’intelletto agente è una parte dell’anima umana, e 
afferma che Aristotele ha sostenuto ciò. 


Tommaso parla di «intellectum possibilem et agentem» all’interno di 
citazioni dirette di Temistio, che si esprimeva invero con espressioni come 
«potentia intellectus» e di «intellectus factivus secundum actum»; sembra, 
in altri termini, che Tommaso non distingua l’intelletto in potenza 
dall’intelletto passivo. Il testo di Temistio infatti prosegue dicendo che 
l’intelletto agente è unico per tutti gli uomini, ed offre loro la possibilità di 
intendersi e di comunicare; certamente l’intelletto agente si unisce 
all’intelletto in potenza o possibile, lo informa e lo attua, ma per Temistio 
non cessa di essere trascendente e uno. L’intelletto che si moltiplica, come 
si è visto, è quello passivo, chiamato intelletto comune, il quale è 


16 Ibi, p. 155. 
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realmente molteplice. Altro da questo è l’intelletto in potenza o possibile, 
che senza dubbio è connaturato all’anima umana e quindi, in un certo 
senso individuale, nella misura in cui esso è forma dell’intelletto comune, 
«ma in quanto è soggetto e materia dell’intelletto agente, col quale fa una 
cosa sola nell’atto di intendere, esso è, al pari di quello, separato, 
impassibile e senza mescolanza di corpo»!7. 

Intendendo appoggiare la propria critica all’esegesi di Averro& anche 
sull’autorità di Teofrasto, discepolo diretto di Aristotele, Tommaso dice di 
non aver letto direttamente il suo testo, ma di ricavare la posizione di 
Teofrasto dall’opera di Temistio, che ne riporta un passo alquanto oscuro 
al $ 53: 


E’ meglio invero proporre le parole di Teofrasto sia riguardo all’intelletto in potenza, 
sia riguardo all’intelletto in atto. Di quello in potenza infatti afferma questo: in che 
modo, poi, l’intelletto che è separato e come superposto, è tuttavia connaturale a noi? 
E qual è la sua natura!8? 


Temistio riferisce queste risposte di Teofrasto: «Infatti [l'intelletto in 
potenza] non è nessuna cosa in atto, le è invece tutte in potenza, come 
anche il senso. Non va infatti inteso come se esso non fosse nulla, ma 
come una certa potenza che funge da soggetto, come nelle cose materiali. 
E va considerato come proveniente da fuori, non come qualcosa di 
aggiunto, ma come qualcosa che costituisce la natura umana dal primo 
momento della generazione». Vagliando la portata dottrinale di questo 
passo di Teofrasto, Tommaso, nel $ 54, sottolinea l’affermazione che 
l’intelletto in potenza è connaturale all’uomo, che viene dall’esterno non 
come qualcosa di aggiunto, ma investe la natura umana sin dal primo 
momento della generazione. 

Sembra agli studiosi che la posizione di Teofrasto convergesse con 
quella di Temistio, e che dunque si possano muovere alla lettura di 
Tommaso i rilievi fatti in precedenza a proposito di Temistio: egli opera 
una identificazione tra intelletto in potenza e intelletto passivo, mentre i 
due autori vedono l’intelletto in potenza o possibile come una funzione 


17 B. NARDI, Introduzione a: Tommaso d' Aquino, Trattato sull'unità dell’intelletto 
contro gli averroisti, ed. riveduta da P. MAZZANTINI, CISAM, Spoleto 1998, p. 21. 

18 Melius est autem et dicta Teophrasti proponere de intellectu potentia et de eo qui 
actu. De eo igitur qui potentia haec ait: intellectus autem qualiter a foris existens et 
tamquam superpositus, tamen connaturalis? Et quae natura ipsius? (Tommaso D' Aquino, 
Unità, cit., pp. 110-111.) 
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media tra l’intelletto agente e l’intelletto recettivo, passivo, connesso con 
le facoltà sensitive e immaginative dell’individuo. Questa mancata 
precisazione spiega perché Tommaso parli di individualità dell’intelletto 
in potenza, mentre per Teofrasto e per Temistio l’individualità appartiene 
solo all’intelletto passivo. 

Terzo autore ricordato nel De unitate intellectus è Alessandro di 
Afrodisia, che ha insegnato ad Atene alla fine del sec. II e agli inizi del sec. 
II d. C., Tommaso precisa subito che Alessandro ha insegnato che 
l’intelletto possibile è forma del corpo, tesi che Averroè avrebbe ripreso 
per interpretarla in modo distorto: 


Alexandrum dixisse intellectum possibilem non esse aliud quam praeparationem, 
quae est in natura humana, ad intellectum agentem et ad intelligibilia: hanc 
praeparationem nihil aliud intellexit, quam potentiam intellectivam quae est in anima 
ad intelligibilia ($ 55)19. 


L'affermazione di Alessandro, secondo cui l'intelletto possibile non 
sarebbe una «virtus in corpore» viene da Tommaso intesa come asserente 
che «talis potentia non habet organum corporale», e perció in modo 
divergente da Averroé, i] quale la intendeva come se dicesse che «nulla 
praeparatio est virtus in corpore», ossia che nessuna «preparazione» o 
attivazione del processo di conoscenza degli intelligibili da parte 
dell'intelletto agente puó essere una facoltà contenuta nel corpo. 

La posizione di Alessandro di Afrodisia è invero a sua volta 
complessa ed articolata; l orientamento che esprime sembra corrispondere 
alla lettura presentata da Averroè nel suo Commentario al De anima, senza 
condividerla. 

Alessandro di Afrodisia pone l’anima intellettiva come inseparabile 
dal corpo, di cui è forma; in quanto capace di conoscenza, essa possiede 
tuttavia la prerogativa di non ricevere le forme come le riceve-la materia, 
perché altrimenti finirebbe per confondersi con gli oggetti sensibili, di cui 
invece può ricevere le forme intelligibili liberate da ogni materia. Per 
Alessandro questo è il primo grado dell’intelletto potenziale, denominato 
anche «ilico» o «materiale» per la sua attitudine a svolgere il corrispettivo 
della funzione che svolge la causa materiale, richiesta perché la forma 
possa dar luogo al sorgere di una sostanza. Il secondo grado dell’intelletto 
potenziale è denominato intelletto «acquisito» e consiste nell’attivazione 


19 Tommaso D’Aquino, Unità, cit., pp. 112-113. 
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della conoscenza attraverso la ricezione delle forme: a contatto con 
l’intelligibile, l’intelletto materiale si identifica con esso, si attualizza 
divenendo una forma intelligibile. Il passaggio dal primo al secondo grado 
avviene ad opera dell'intelletto agente, che Alessandro intende eterno ed 
immateriale come il Dio di Aristotele. 

In questa spiegazione appare chiaro il duplice livello dell’intelletto 
potenziale: c’è un livello di potenza che coincide con la passività, ed è 
quello dell’intelletto «ilico» o «materiale», pari alla potenza della materia 
che è richiesta perché la forma possa far sorgere una sostanza; c’è un 
diverso livello di intelletto potenziale, che è detto «acquisito», che attiva 
la conoscenza ricevendo le forme, il cui essere in potenza esprime l’essere 
eminentemente e puramente recettivo degli intelligibili. 

Averroè aveva criticato la posizione di Alessandro circa l’intelletto 
«ilico» o «materiale» come facoltà derivante dalla complessione corporea, 
perché riteneva che Aristotele parlasse dell’intelletto potenziale sempre 
come di una sostanza ingenerabile e incorruttibile, e perciò immateriale; 
inoltre Averroè dava un’altra lettura dell’intelletto acquisito (adeptus), 
riferendolo all unione dell’intelletto possibile con quello agente. 

Difendendo Alessandro di Afrodisia e accusando Averroè di avere 
«depravato» e «corrotto» l’esegesi peripatetica, Tommaso d’Aquino 
assume una posizione diversa da quella di Alberto Magno. Come ha 
osservato Alain de Libera, Alberto concorda con Averroè nel ritenere 
Alessandro «figure centrale du matérialisme antique», «destructeur de 
toute philosophie»; invece nel capitolo secondo del De unitate, Tommaso 
d' Aquino «achève la critique philologique de l'averroisme en réfutant 
Averroés par l'exégése péripatécienne du De anima. C'est Averroès contre 
le peripatétisme»?0, 

A questo proposito, vale la pena ricordare quanto è stato già rilevato 
da Bruno Nardi, ossia che, nelle opere anteriori al 1270, Tommaso di fatto 
intendeva la dottrina di Alessandro di Afrodisia come la intendeva 
Averroé. In particolare, nel Commento al De anima, III, lezione 7, e nella 
quaestio De spiritualibus creaturis, Tommaso accennava alla tesi della 
corruttibilità dell’intelletto possibile come propria di Alessandro. 

Secondo Nardi, «la persuasione d’aver sorpreso Averroè a svisare il 


20 A. DE LIBERA, Introduction a: Thomas d' Aquin, L'unité de l'intellect contre les 
Averroistes, Paris 1994, p. 48. 
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pensiero di Temistio, induce l'Aquinate a diffidare della testimonianza 
dell’arabo anche per quel che concerne Alessandro»?! 

Dopo i greci, Tommaso si riferisce a due peripatetici arabi, Avicenna 
e Al — Ghazäli, sempre nell’ottica di contrapporre la loro esegesi di 
Aristotele a quella di Averroé; si tratta di riferimenti al De anima di 
Avicenna ($8 56 — 57) e alla Metaphysica di A1 — Ghazali ($ 58), in cui si 
evidenziano affermazioni generali sulla natura dell" anima come forma del 
corpo, e sull'appartenenza all'anima stessa della potenza intellettiva, 
benché le operazioni intellettuali si compiano senza bisogno di organi 
corporei. 

A conclusione del capitolo secondo, Tommaso presenta un bilancio 
storico — critico a favore della propria lettura di Aristotele, suffragata da 
quella dei peripatetici greci ed arabi, contro l’esegesi del Commentatore 
per eccellenza, Averroè, «qui non tam fuit Peripateticus, quam philophiae 
peripateticae depravator» ($ 59)?? 

Tra le riflessioni che possono aiutare a capire questa veemente critica 
ad Averroè, pensatore peraltro che altrove gode ripetutamente della stima 
di Tommaso, possiamo ricordare la novità, del tutto inattesa, del 
diffondersi dell’aristotelismo radicale (o averroismo latino) nell’università 
di Parigi. Una tesi da Tommaso in precedenza confutata, ma insieme 
considerata come definitivamente relegata nel contesto storico del passato, 
quello di un autore che ha mancato nel vaglio critico del problema del 
monopsichismo in rapporto al problema dell'immortalità personale 
dell'uomo, veniva di fatto riproposta e difesa da colleghi dell’ Università 
parigina che, in quanto cristiani, avrebbero dovuto essere ben consapevoli 
delle difficoltà enormi che essa comportava sul piano dell’antropologia. 
Da qui la sorpresa ed insieme la passione confutativa che segnano il De 
unitate intellectus, alla ricerca dell’autentico pensiero aristotelico 
sull’intelletto e sull’uomo, contrastando ogni «depravazione» della: 
filosofia peripatetica. 


Università Cattolica di Milano 


?1 B. NARDI, Note a: Tommaso d' Aquino, Trattato sull’unità dell'intelletto, cit., p. 
142, n. 12. 
2 Tommaso D’ Aquino, Unità, cit., p. 115. 
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FORMS AND BODIES: THE SOUL 


In building his view of a human being, Aquinas is guided by two 
complex, culturally conditioned intuitions. On the first intuition, a human 
being is a material object, made out of the same sort of constituents as the 
earth is, and subject to dissolution by having those constituents resolved 
back into earth. On the second intuition, a human person survives death, 
whatever may happen to her body, because her soul, which is the form of 
the body, continues to exist after the dissolution of her body. Aquinas 
thinks he can accommodate both these intuitions with his account of the 
human soul. In this very short paper, I will show the way in which he tries 
to do so. 

One way to think about Aquinas’s account of the soul as the form of 
the body is to see that, for Aquinas, to be is to be configured or to have a 
form; and everything, material or immaterial, is what it is in virtue of a 
form. An angel is immaterial but configured since it has order and species, 
that is, since it is a kind of thing with one rather than another set of 
characteristics; and anything that has being — whether that thing is 
material or immaterial — will be like this. Just in virtue of being, it will 
have configuration or form. 

Now, for Aquinas, a material form is a form or a configurational state 
which configures the matter of all non-human material objects; at the other 
end of the spectrum, an angel is a configured immaterial subsistent form. 
What, then, is the human soul? The end of a long story is that the human 
soul has a share in both the spiritual and the material worlds. For Aquinas, 
the metaphysical world is ordered in such a way that at the top of the 
metaphysical hierarchy there are forms — the angels, for example — 
which exist independently and aren’t configurational constituents of 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S LE BAL Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. IIl, pp. 1379-1387. 
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anything else. Near the bottom of the hierarchy are forms that configure 
matter but don’t exist independently of matter as configured things in their 
own right. And in the middle are human souls, occupying a niche in both 
the material and the spiritual realm. Like an angel, the human soul is itself 
a configured subsistent form; but like the forms of other material things, 
the human soul has the ability to configure matter. 

The human soul, then, is a configured configurer. On the one hand, 
like an angel, it is able to exist and function on its own, apart from matter). 
On the other hand, the human soul is not, as Plato thought, a spiritual 
substance moving a body which is also a substance in its own right; rather, 
the human soul is the substantial form which is one of the constituents of 
the substance that a human being is, and it configures matter, as material 
forms do?. So, for Aquinas, the human soul is the noblest and highest of 
the forms that configure matter?, but it is the lowest in the rank of 
intellectual subsistent forms, because it is mixed with matter, as the 
intellectual subsistent forms that are angels are not. 

At this point, it is not so difficult to see how Aquinas’s account fits the 
first culturally conditioned intuition that shapes it, namely, the intuition 
that human beings are dust and will return to dust. On his account, a 
human being is a composite, with matter configured in a certain way by 
the form that is the soul. When the configuration is removed and the 
composite comes apart, as happens at the death of a human being, that 
human being decomposes into its parts, and the material part decays. 

But it is not so easy to see how Aquinas’s account can accommodate 
the second culturally conditioned intuition informing it, namely, that a 
human being survives death and persists after the composite of soul and 
body disintegrates. That is, it is not immediately apparent how the view of 
a human being as composed of a soul configuring matter is compatible 
with the view of human survival of bodily death. In fact, at this point, we 
may think that Aquinas’s general metaphysical account of human beings 
can’t accommodate the claim that a human person persists after the death 
of the body. If after death and before the resurrection only the soul persists, 


Cfr., e.g., Summa theologiae la q.75 a.6. 

Cfr., e.g., Summa theologiae Ia q.76 a.1. 

See, e.g., Summa theologiae la q.76 a.1. 

See, e.g., Summa theologiae Ya q.75 a.7 ad 3 and Quaestiones disputatae de 
anima q.un. a.8. 
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but the soul is just one constituent of a human person and is not identical 
to that person, then in what sense does the person persist when only the 
soul is left? 

The key to understanding Aquinas’s position here is to recognize that 
on his views constitution is not identity; a whole is something more than 
the sum of its parts. Lynne Rudder Baker summarizes positions which 
distinguish constitution from identity by saying, 

«For a long time, philosophers have distinguished the ‘is’ of 
predication... from the ‘is’ of identity .... If the constitution view is correct, 
then there is a third sense of ‘is’, distinct from the other two. The third 
sense of ‘is’ is the ‘is’ of constitution (as in ‘is (constituted by) a piece of 
marble’ )»6. 

To help understand this point, consider that, since a material supposit 
is composed of matter and form as its constituents, on Aquinas’s views, if 
constitution were identity, then the loss of either matter or form would be 
enough to entail the loss of the whole supposit. In that case, any supposit 
would cease to exist when it lost either its substantial form or the matter 
configured by that form. But because constitution is not identity for 
Aquinas, it is possible for him to suppose that a supposit survives the loss 
of some of its constituents, provided that the remaining constituents can 
exist on their own and are sufficient for the existence of the supposit. 

Furthermore, although on Aquinas’s view nothing is identical to its 
constituents, the constitution relation is nonetheless a unity relation. 

Aquinas distinguishes among different sorts of unity relations. 
Perhaps most important is his distinction between a union in nature and a 
union in supposit. When rationality and animality are conjoined into one 
nature in virtue of the one substantial form of a human being, there is a 


5 See, for example, Sententia super Metaphysicam, L.VII, l.xvii (1672 -1674). 
There Aquinas says that in cases in which the composite is one thing, the composite is not 
identical with its components; rather the composite is something over and above its 
components. For interesting contemporary arguments against the reduction of wholes to 
their parts, see M. JOHNSTON, «Constitution is Not Identity», Mind 101 (1992) 89-105, and 
L.R. BAKER, «Why Constitution is Not Identity», Journal of Philosophy 94 (1997) 599- 
621. For an excellent discussion of the constitution relation, see L.R. BAKER, «Unity 
Without Identity: A New Look at Material Constitution», in Midwest Studies in Philosophy 
23 (1999) 144-165. 

6 BAKER «Unity Without Identity: A New Look at Material Constitution», p.151. 
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union of rationality and animality which is a union in nature. But there is 
also the unity brought about by the constitution relation of the whole 
matter-form composite. The constituents of a whole thing are united in the 
whole they compose. So in the case of a material substance, the accidental 
forms, the substantial form, and the matter of a thing are conjoined into 
one whole thing, and their conjunction is a union in supposit. 

A union in person, of the sort important for Aquinas’s account of the 
incamation, is just a special sort of union in supposit; it is a union in supposit 
when the supposit in question is a person’. For example, rationality (which is 
included in the nature of a human person such as Socrates) and snub- 
nosedness (which is an accident of Socrates’s) are conjoined in Socrates. 
They are thus conjoined with a union of person, in Aquinas’s terms. 

That Aquinas believes constitution is not identity in the case of human 
beings is clear when it comes to integral parts, on either the macroscopic 
or the microscopic level. A human being can survive the loss of some of 
his elemental bits or even the loss of some of his larger integral parts, such 
as a hand. 

But Aquinas thinks the point about constitution and identity holds also 
for metaphysical parts in the special case of a human being, whose 
substantial form can exist on its own. Normally, the integral parts of a 
human being include two hands, but a human being can exist without 
being in the normal condition. Analogously, the metaphysical constituents 
of a human being normally include matter and substantial form, but 
Aquinas thinks that a human being can exist without being in the normal 
condition in this way either. 

It is easy to become confused about Aquinas’s position here. In his 
commentary on I Corinthians®, for example, Aquinas says, 

«Since a soul is part of a body of a human being, it is not the whole 
human being, and my soul is not me». 

Passages such as this one suggest to some scholars that for Aquinas a 
human person ceases to exist with the death of the body. We can put the 
point here in this way. If my soul is not me, but my soul is all that 
continues to exist after the death of my body, then it seems that J do not 


7 See, for example, Summa contra gentiles IV c.41 (3787-3789). 
8 Jam grateful to Brian Leftow for calling this passage to my attention. 
9 Super I ad Corinthios chapter 15, 1.2. 
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survive bodily death. Whatever else can be said about what persists after 
bodily death, it is not me. 

A second, closely related!° objection arises from Aquinas’s insistence 
that the soul alone is not a human being!!. On the interpretation I have 
been arguing for here, a substantial form is sufficient for the existence of 
the supposit whose form it is, and so the existence of a human soul is 
sufficient for the existence of a human being. But if the existence of a soul 
is sufficient for the existence of a human being, then since for Aquinas the 
soul sometimes exists in a disembodied condition, it seems that on my 
interpretation the soul in that condition must be a human being, contrary 
to Aquinas’s own oft-repeated claim. 

But the passages in which Aquinas denies that a soul is a person or a 
human being need to be read in the context of Aquinas’s other views. So, 
for example, Aquinas thinks that after death a human soul either enjoys the 
rewards of heaven or suffers the pains of hell!?. He maintains that the 
separated soul is capable of understanding and choosing!3. He also holds 
that after death a human being can appear to the living; for example, 
speaking of the disembodied soul of a martyr Felix, Aquinas says that 
Felix — not a simulacrum but the human being Felix — appeared to the 
people of Nola!4. He thinks that the souls of the saints know the prayers of 
the living and respond to them!5. He claims that the holy Fathers in hell — 
who are separated souls — were waiting for Christ and were delivered by 
Christ's descent into hell!5. In these passages and many others, Aquinas 
attributes to disembodied souls properties which he and we take to be most 


10 For Aquinas, a person is an individual substance of a rational nature; a human 
being is an individual substance of a rational animal nature. Since these are not the same, 
some scholars have argued in conversation that my interpretation needs a separate 
argument to handle texts that appear to deny that a disembodied soul is not a human being. 
I am happy to consider this a separate objection, though I think it is worth pointing out that 
while there is a difference between a person and a human being for Aquinas, there is no 
difference between a human person and a human being. 

ll See, for example, Summa contra gentiles Il c.57, where Aquinas argues at length 
against Plato's attempt to show that a human being is identical to a soul. 

D See, e.g., Summa theologiae III Suppl. q. 69 a.2. 

D Summa theologiae III Suppl. q.70 aa.2-3. 

4 Summa theologiae III Suppl. q.69 a.3. 

5 Summa theologiae III Suppl. q.72 a.2. 

16 Summa theologiae III Suppl. q.69 aa.4-5. 
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characteristic of human persons, including intellectual understanding and 
love. 

These passages are compatible with the passages in which Aquinas 
claims that a soul is not a person if we give proper weight to the distinction 
between constitution and identity in his thought. A human person is not 
identical to his soul; rather, a human person is identical to a particular in 
the species rational animal. A particular of that sort is normally, naturally, 
constituted of an array of bodily parts and is composed of form and matter. 
Because constitution is not identity for Aquinas, however, a particular can 
exist with less than the normal, natural complement of constituents. It can, 
for example, exist when it is constituted only by one of its main 
metaphysical parts, namely, the soul. And so although a person is not 
identical to his soul, the existence of the soul is sufficient for the existence 
of a person. 

It may help in this connection to consider a roughly analogous 
position regarding bodily parts and wholes. Some contemporary 
philosophers suppose that a human being is identical to a living biological 
organism; but they also hold that, although this organism is ordinarily 
composed of a complete human body, it is capable of persisting even when 
the body has been reduced to nothing more than a living brain or part of a 
brain". On this view, a human being is capable of existing when she is 
composed only of a brain part, but she is not identical to the brain part that 
composes her in that unusual condition. In the same way, for Aquinas, a 
human being is capable of existing when she is composed of nothing more 
than a metaphysical part, without its being the case that she is identical to 
that metaphysical part. 

It is also worth noticing that if this interpretation were not correct, if 
Aquinas supposed a human being to be identical to her constituents so that 
she ceased to exist as a human being when she ceased to be embodied, 
then there would be an incoherence in his position. That is because he 
could not hold such a view of a human being consistently with his view of 
the nature of change. On the Aristotelian understanding of change Aquinas 
inherits and accepts, a thing which gains or loses an accidental form 
undergoes change while remaining one and the same thing. Quantities, 


17 See, for example, E. OLSON, The Human Animal, (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1997). 
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including quantity of matter, are accidents, however. So, on Aquinas’s 
position, a human being who loses a quantity of matter, such as a hand or 
a leg, for instance, remains one and the same thing while undergoing 
change. If, however, constitution were identity for Aquinas, then a human 
being whose material constituents changed would cease to be the thing she 
was and become some other thing instead!®. In that case, contrary to 
Aquinas’s position, the gain or loss of an accident such as quantity of 
matter would be not be a change in a human being; it would be the 
destruction of one thing and the generation of another. The fact that 
Aquinas holds the view of change he does, then, supports the 
interpretation I have been arguing for here. 

Consequently, the claim that the existence of a soul is sufficient for 
the existence of a person or a human being is compatible with Aquinas’s 
claim that a soul by itself is not a person or a human being. 

A different worry can arise in this connection based on the fact that 
for Aquinas substantial forms are individuated by matter. Separated souls 
are substantial forms that do not inform matter. So it seems that, on 
Aquinas’s views, either such souls are not individuals or else matter does 
not individuate the substantial forms of human beings. But this worry is 
misplaced. It is possible for one separated soul to be distinguished from 
another on the basis of its past connection with matter, rather than on the 
basis of a present connection with matter. The disembodied soul of 
Socrates is the substantial human form which at some time in the past 
configured this matter, the matter that was part of Socrates in his embodied 
state. The disembodied soul of Plato is the substantial human form which 
at some time in the past configured the matter that was part of Plato in his 
embodied state. It remains the case, then, that matter individuates, even in 
the case of disembodied souls. Matter individuates a disembodied form in 
virtue of its past connection to matter. And, of course, it will also be true 


18 Contemporary ways of harmonizing Leibniz's Law with change over time (see, 
e.g., D. Lewis «The Problem of Temporary Intrinsics», in On the Plurality of Worlds 
(Oxford: Blackwell), reprinted in Metaphysics: The Big Questions, P. VAN INWAGEN and D. 
ZIMMERMAN (eds.), (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 1998), pp. 204-206; and D. ZIMMERMAN 
«Temporary Intrinsics and Presentism», in Metaphysics: The Big Questions, P. VAN 
INWAGEN and D. ZIMMERMAN (eds.), (Malden, MA: Blackwell), pp. 206-219 might offer 
Aquinas a way out here if they were compatible with the rest of Aquinas’s metaphysics, but 
it isn’t clear that they are. 
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that this history carries with it other differences as well, including 
differences of memories, desires, understanding, and so on. 

If this is right, then for Aquinas spatio-temporal continuity of material 
constituents isn’t necessary for the existence of a human person. A human 
person can persist in a disembodied condition, so that there are spatio- 
temporal gaps in the existence of the material parts of a human person. 
Temporal continuity of a substantial form, however, is always necessary. 
If a human soul existed in an embodied human person (say, Socrates) from 
t1-t2, failed to exist from t2-t3, and then existed again in a disembodied 
condition from t3-t4, the explanation I gave for the individuation of 
disembodied souls by matter would fail. On what basis would one say that 
the disembodied soul which exists from t3-t4 is the soul which from t1-t2 
configured the matter that was part of Socrates? 

Does Aquinas then succeed in reconciling the two intuitions I said 
earlier guided his account of the soul, namely, that human beings are 
composed of dust and return to it, and that a human being survives bodily 
death and exists in a disembodied state, at least until the resurrection of 
the body? The answer, 1 think, is ‘yes’. 

Since Aquinas thinks of a human being as a composite of matter and 
soul and since he recognizes that dead human bodies decay, he does in fact 
believe that a human being falls apart at death. The disembodied soul 
which persists is not the complete human being who was the composite 
but only a part of that human being!?. The disembodied soul after death is 
consequently something like the mirror image of a human being who is in 
a persistent vegetative state. A human being in an irreversible vegetative 
state is an incomplete human being. So, in a very different sense, is a 
disembodied soul, on Aquinas’s view. Nonetheless, because constitution 
is not identity, both a human being in a persistent vegetative state and a 
human being in a disembodied state still count as human persons. 
Although each is defective, each still is a human being, that is, an 
individual substance in the species rational animal. Even though 
existence apart from the body is an unnatural and impermanent condition 


19 Aquinas would therefore not accept the claim that anything which is embodied 
is necessarily embodied. For interesting arguments that the claim should in fact not be 
accepted, see S. YABLO, «The Real Distinction Between Mind and Body», The Canadian 
Journal of Philosophy, supplementary volume 16 (1990), p.197. 
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for a human being, on Aquinas’s view it is possible for a human person to 
exist and function in that condition. 

For these reasons Aquinas can accept the claim that at death the spirit 
returns to God who made it. Given the way he understands this claim, 
however, it turns out after all not to be incompatible with the claim that 
human beings are made of dust and return to dust when they die. 
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LA CRÍTICA TOMISTA A LA INTERPRETACIÓN GRIEGA Y 
NEOPLATÓNICA DEL INTELECTO AGENTE 


I. Los TEXTOS DE ARISTÓTELES 


Como es sabido, para Aristóteles la teoría (de zeorein, contemplar, 
ver) es la forma más alta de vidal. Pero la instancia humana que permite 
la forma más alta de vida para el Estagirita es precisamente el intelecto 
agente, descubrimiento netamente suyo. En efecto, del Estagirita se debe 
el hallazgo en el hombre de un conocer en acto, al cual denominó 
entendimiento agente, cuya misión -segün él- era la de activar al 
entendimiento llamado posible o paciente suministrándole las especies 
inteligibles. Con ello rectificó el platonismo, pues a partir de Aristóteles 
queda claro para un lector atento que «el lugar de las ideas es el 
pensamiento (nous)»2, no un supuesto mundo aparte, y asimismo, que el 
pensar es siempre activo respecto de las ideas3. Por este motivo Tomás de 
Aquino, aunque en otros temas tiene muy en cuenta a Platón4, en el 
conocer humano siguió al Estagirita y criticó reiteradamente la 
gnoseología platónica?. 


1 Aristóteles, Ética a Nicómaco, 1. X, cap. 7 (BK 1178 a 6-7). 

2 Aristóteles, De Anima, 1. III, cap. 4 (BK 429 a 27). 

3 Para un estudio de la naturaleza del conocer como acto, tanto en Aristóteles 
como en Tomás de Aquino, así como para la bibliografía sobre este tema, cfr. mi libro: 
Conocer y amar. Estudio de los objetos y operaciones de la inteligencia y de la voluntad 
según Tomás de Aquino, Pamplona, Eunsa, 2° ed., 2000; cap. II. 

4^ Cfr. RJ. HENLE, Saint Thomas and platonism, The Hague, Martinus Nijhoff, 


1956. 

5 Cfr. Q.D. De Veritate, q. 10, a. 6, co; S. C. Gentiles, 1. IL caps. 76 y 77; Q.D. De 
Anima, q. un., a. 4, co; Compendium Theologiae, I ps., cap. 83; In De Anima, 1. YII, lc. 10; 
S. Theologiae, I ps., q. 79, a. 3, co. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1389-1404. 
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Las palabras del Estagirita en el De Anima exponen que «puesto que 
en la naturaleza toda existe por una parte un principio que es como la 
materia para cada género de entes -y éste es el que esta en potencia 
respecto de todas las cosas-, y por otra parte existe un principio causal y 
activo que las produce todas -como el arte por referencia a la materia-, es 
necesario que en el alma también se den estas distinciones. De hecho, 
existe, por una parte, el intelecto capaz de hacerse todas las cosas, por otra, 
el intelecto capaz de hacerlas todas, semejante a la luz (...). Y este intelecto 
es separado, sin mezcla, impasible, en acto por esencia (...). El agente es 
superior al paciente (...). Y porque es separado es por lo que sólo es 
propiamente inmortal y eterno... impasible»6. En el libro Acerca de la 
generación de los animales afiade que «el intelecto viene de fuera y sólo 
él es divino, porque una actividad corporal no tiene nada en común con su 
actividad»7. Hasta aquí la concisión y síntesis a la que-nos tiene 
acostumbrados Aristóteles. 


II. LOS CONTINUADORES DEL LICEO 


Los textos resumidamente acotados por Aristóteles en los precedentes 
pasajes fueron sometidos a abundantes interpretaciones a lo largo de la 
historia del pensamiento occidental, y ello comenzando por los mismos 
comentadores griegos del Estagirita$. Es sabido que tras el Estagirita la 
tendencia materialista y positivista del Liceo afectó a las concepciones 
psicológicas y noéticas defendidas por el maestro?. 


6 Aristóteles, De Anima, l. III, cap. 5 (BK 430 a 10-25). 

7 Aristóteles, De generatine animalium, 1. II, cap. 3 (BK 736 b 27). 

8 Cfr R. Bossa, La dottrine dell'intelleto in Aristotele e nei suoi più illustri 
interpreti, Turin, 1896; M. DE CORTE, La doctrine de l'intelligence chez Aristote, Paris, 
Vrin, 1934; O. HAMELIN, La théorie de l'intellect d'aprés Aristote et ses commentateurs, 
Paris, Von, 1953; M. GRABMANN, Interpretazioni medioevali du ‘noüs poietikós', Padua, 
Antenore, 1965; J. JoLIVET, «Étapes dans l'histoire de l'intellect agent», Perspectives 
arabes el médiévales sur la tradition scientifique et philosophique grecque, Leuven-Paris, 
A. HASNAWI (ed.), A. ELAMRANI-JAMAL y M. AOUAD, Paris, 1997, 569-582; G. SOLERI, «Il 
nous aristotelico e le sue interpretationi», Sophia, XXIII (1955), 2, 281-288. 

9 Cfr. F WEHRLI, Die Schule des Aristoteles, Die Schule des Aristoteles: Texte und 
Kommentar herausgegeben, VIII, Eudemos von Rhodos, Basel, B. Schwabe, 2° ed., 1969. 
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De Teofrasto de Eresa (370-287 a. C.), discipulo de Aristöteles, 
tenemos noticias indirectas10. Abordö el tema del intelecto en su Fisica y 
en su De Anima. Sostuvo que el intelecto agente es lo mäs excelente del 
alma humanall, porque se nos ha dado desde fuera como un afiadido que 
viene a unirse con el intelecto posible, pues nuestro entendimiento es la 
unión de esos dos. Dedujo de su lectura a los textos del maestro un tercer 
intelecto además de los dos descubiertos por Aristóteles, pues afiadió el 
llamado intelecto en actol2. Esta interpretación sería corregida por Tomás 
de Aquino cuando declaró que el intelecto en acto no es otra cosa que la 
unión entre intelecto agente y posiblel3. De Teofrasto no llegaron sus 
libros hasta Tomás de Aquino, pero de lo que Temistio declara de aquél, el 
de Aquino saca la conclusión de que Teofrasto pensaba que el 
entendimiento agente era connatural a nosotros a la par que provenía del 
exterior «como algo que contiene y comprende a la naturaleza 
humana»14. Además, Tomás de Aquino pensó que Teofrasto suponía el 
intelecto agente como ünico en hábito para todo el género humano, lo cual 
-se declara en el corpus tomista- es erróneo, porque ello implicaría que las 
especies serían eternas, pero, como decía Averroes, es imposible que las 
formas naturales existan desde siempre sin materia y fuera del alma. 
Además, todos los hombres tendrían la misma perfección, lo cual es 
falsol5. 


10 Cfr. Cicerón, Académica, I, 9; De finibus, V, 5; Tusculanas, V, 9, 24 y 25; 
Diógenes Laercio, Vitae et placita clarorum philosophorum, V, 40, 41; Simplicio, In 
Physicorum, 964, 31-965, 6. 

11 Cfr. Simplicio, In Physicorum, 964, 31-965, 6. 

12 Cfr. E. BARBOTIN, La theorie aristotélicienne de l'intellect d’après Theophraste, 
Paris, Von, 1954; P.M. Husy, «Medieval Evidence for Theofrastu's Discusion of the 
Intellect», Theofrastus of Eresus. On His Live and Wirk, II, New Brunswick-Oxford, W.W. 
FORTENBAUGH (ed.), 1985, 165-81. 

13 «Cuando el intelecto posible ya es perfecto por las especies inteligibles, se llama 
intelecto en hábito, puesto que tiene ya las especies inteligibles de tal manera que puede 
usarlas cuando quiera, a medio camino entre la pura potencia y el acto perfecto. Pero 
cuando tiene las predichas especies en acto completo, se llama intelecto en acto», Tomás 
de Aquino, Comp. Theol., I ps., cap. 83. Cfr. asimismo: Q.D. De Anima, q. un., a. 4, ad 8; 
S. Theol., I ps., q. 79, a. 4, ad 2. 

14 Tomás de Aquino, De Unitate Intellectus, cap. II. 

15 Cfr. Tomás de Aquino, In II Sent., d. 17, q. 2, a. 1, co. Para las fuentes de Tomás 
de Aquino, cfr. D. A. CALLUS, «Les sources de Saint Thomas», en Aristote et Saint Thomas 
d'Aquin, Publications Universitaires de Louvain, Louvain, ed. Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, París, 
1955, 94-174. 


1392 JUAN FERNANDO SELLES 


Para Eudemo de Rodas (alrededor del 200 a. C.), condiscipulo de 
Teofrasto, Dios mueve nuestro intelecto, pero no es explicito en sus textos 
que se identificase el intelecto agente con Dios. De este pensador, 
preocupado más por cuestiones éticas y religiosas, apenas tenemos 
escritos atribuidos a €116, y Tomás de Aquino no lo cita. 


Il. EL GIRO DE ALEJANDRO DE AFRODISIA 


Por su parte, Alejandro de Afrodisia (alrededor del 200 a. C.), quien 
dirigió la Academia de Atenas del 212 al 198 a. C., escribió dos tipos de 
obras: a) unas de comentario a las de Aristóteles!7, y b) otras de cufo 
personall8. El De intellectu et intellecto es un extracto de su tratado 
personal De Animal9. En esta última obra distingue tres intelectos: a) el 
que llama material, b) el pasivo, que es el que está en hábito, y c) el 
agente. 

Del entendimiento material escribe que es como la materia, es decir, 
susceptible de recibir determinaciones. No estä en acto, no tiene forma 
ninguna, pero puede llegar a tener la forma de todas las cosas en acto. Sélo 
este entendimiento material es propiedad del hombre, pues es una potencia 
suya. En rigor, es natural, físico y surgido por evolución orgánica. -En el 
hombre todas su potencias usan, segün el de Afrodisia, de órgano corporal 
para su operación propia, de modo que no existiría ninguna función del 
alma sin movimiento del cuerpo. De aquí se puede deducir, con razón, que, 
«el alejandrinismo, en efecto, no es otra cosa que la conciliación del 
naturalismo con el idealismo platonizante»20. E] entendimiento posible lo 


16 Cfr. Spengel-Berolini, 1866; Eudemi Rhodii Peripatetici fragmenta quae 
supersunt, coll., I, F.W.A. MULLACH, Fragmenta Philosophorum Graecorum, III, 1881. 

17 Peri Hermeneias, Primeros y Segundos Analíticos, Tópicos, Metereológicos, 
Física, De caelo, De generatione et corruptione, De sensu, Metafísica, y por lo que atafie 
a nuestro campo, un comentario al De Anima, que no se ha conservado. 

18 De fato, Quaestiones naturales, De mixtione, una obra propia De Anima, que sí 
se conservö, a distinción de la anotada arriba perteneciente a sus libros perdidos. 

19 Cfr. I. Bruns (ed.), C.A.G., Supplementum aristotelicum, II, 1, Berlin, 1887, 80- 
92 y 106-113. 

20 O. HAMELIN, op.cit., 45; E. ZELLER, Die Philosophie der Griechen in ihrer 
geschichtlichen Entwicklung, III, 1, Leipzig, 1909, 817-839; A. ELFES, Aristotelis doctrina 
de mente humana ex commentatoribus graecis sententiis eruta, I: ex Alexander de Afrodisia 
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interpretö como un estado peculiar del intelecto material, a saber, ese 
estado en que la disposiciön a conocer del intelecto material es como un 
habito actualizado por el entendimiento agente. Seria, por tanto, 
inseparable de la materia y completamente inmerso en ella. De modo que 
deberia constar de örgano corporal para recibir la especie sensible. Pero 
para evitar este extremo, Alejandro indica que es pura disposiciön o 
aptitud para recibir formas, de modo que no es ninguna de ellas. En 
cambio, el nous poietikös o entendimiento agente, que está siempre en 
acto, no sería propio del hombre sino externo. Por esta razón seria el único 
inmortal de los intelectos. Se trataria de una sustancia separada, respecto 
de la cual algunos piensan que Alejandro la identifica con Dios21 o causa 
primera de la que habla el Estagirita, aunque Alejando no es explicito al 
respecto. 

El filösofo de Afrodisia encarna, pues, el intento de platonizar a 
Aristöteles hasta sus ültimas consecuencias. En efecto, admite que el 
intelecto divino, luz visible por excelencia, reflejaria su luz sobre el alma 
humana como sobre un espejo22. Pero si se admite que el conocer humano 
es especular, se acepta la pasividad y, por tanto, la interpretaciön 
alejandrina de la teorfa del conocimiento aristotélica es concorde con la 
teoria de Platön acerca del Mundo de las Ideas23, pues, en rigor, el conocer 
humano serfa receptivo respecto de lo inteligible en si, las ideas. Por eso, 
es explicable que el neoplatonismo posterior buscase los puntos de 
contacto con Aristöteles. Con ello se comprenderä también por qué, con el 
paso del tiempo, «la escolästica griega, ärabe y latina, salidas del mismo 
surco aristotélico y orientadas, desde el origen, en direcciones divergentes, 


et Joannis Philipon, Dissertatio, Bonn, 1887; H KURFESS, Zur Geschiche der Erklärung 
der aristotelichhen Lerhe vom sogenannten nous poietikos und pazeetikos, Tiibingen, 1911, 
12-19; K. UBERWEG-PRATCHER, Die Philosophie des Altertums, Berlin, 1926, 564 ss. 

21 Cfr. Alexandri Philosophi, Liber de intellectu et intellecto, in G. THERY, Autour 
du Decret de 1210, II: Alexandre d'Aphrodise, (Bibliothéque Thomiste, vol. VIT), Kain, 
1926. J. BRUNS, Alexandri Aphodisiensis praeter commentaria scripta minora De anima 
cum mantissa, Berlin, 1887, 106-113. 

22 «Comparatio autem huius (intellectus) agentis ad animam, sicut dicit Aristoteles, 
est sicut comparatio luminis; sicut enim lumen, causa est colorum visorum in potentia ut 
videantur in effectu, sic haec intelligentia facit intellectum materialem... esse intellectum in 
effectu», Id., 75. 

23 Cfr. L. Rosin, La théorie platonicienne des Idées et des Nombres d'après 
Aristote. Etude historique et critique, Paris, 1908; C. WERNER, Aristote et l'idéalisme 
platonicien, Paris, 1910. 
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vienen a confluir finalmente en un idealismo de tipo platönico: la idea es 
primero y anterior al intelecto»24. De modo que merced a este pensador la 
filosofia peripatética parece haber sido reabsorbida por el platonismo. 

Tomas de Aquino sabia que para Alejandro el entendimiento posible 
es «diverso para los diversos hombres»25, y que lo hacia coincidir con la 
preparación de la naturaleza humana para recibir el influjo del 
entendimiento agente, sefialando que ésta era la complexiön corporal 
humana. Pero atin admitiendo de Alejandro que tal intelecto es distinto en 
cada quién, Tomás de Aquino afiade a los postulados del de Afrodisia que 
el entendimiento posible empieza a existir con el cuerpo aunque no perece 
con él, porque su operación propia se ejerce sin órgano corporal, aunque 
se multiplique segün la división de la materia en diversos individuos como 
las demás formas sustanciales26. Precisa, además, que respecto del 
intelecto posible Alejandro fue mal interpretado por Averroes?7. Por otra 
parte, le critica a este comentador griego que el entendimiento agente sea 
una sustancia separada, ünica para todos los hombres, pues Tomás de 
Aquino muestra que es algo del alma28. También le reprocha su tesis de 
que en esta vida podamos conocer de modo natural a las sustancias 
separadas29. 

Las tesis de Alejandro de Afrodisia dejarfan su impronta a lo largo de 
los siglos. Asi, Plotino en el s. III d. C. leyó algunos de sus comentarios 
que le dejaron buena marca30. Por su parte, pensadores de la Escuela de 
Alejandría tales como Ammonio, Hermias, Olimpiodoro, Esteban de 
Alejandría, etc., lo citan a menudo3!. Pero fue Temistio en el s. IV d. C. 


24 E BARBOTIN, Introduction al libro de O. HAMELIN, op. cit., X VI. Cfr. asimismo: 
P. Moraux, Alexandre d’Afrodise exégéte de la noètique d’ Aristote, Liège, 1942. Cfr. 
también: A. PORTELLI, Platonica penetratio in Aristotelis doctrinam de intellectu agente, 
Perugia, 1949. 

25 Tomás de Aquino, 7n II Sent., d. 17, q. 2, a. 1, co. 

26 Cfr. Ibid. 


27 Cfr. De Unit. Intel., cap. II. 


28 Cfr. S. C. Gentiles, l. IL, cap. 76; De Unit. Intel., cap. II. 

29 §. C. Gentiles, 1. III, cap. 42. En ese pasaje aporta 11 argumentos contra esa tesis 
alejandrina. 

30 Cfr. P. MERLAN, Monopsychism, Mysticism, Metaconsciousness. Problems of the 
Soul in the Neoaristotelian and Neoplatonic Tradition, The Hague, 1963, section II, 9-84. 

31 Cfr. J. VACHEROT, Histoire critique de l'École d'Alexandrie, vol. III, 89 ss. 
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quien divulgö sus obras. A fines del s. V y principios del s. VI, Boecio cita 
sus escritos de lögica. En el s. VI Juan Filopön y Simplicio, dejaron 
abundante constancia en sus escritos de que conocieron su pensamiento, 
sobre todo, sus comentarios al Estagirita. Por otro lado, los escritos de 
Alejandro fueron traducidos al ärabe por varios traductores a partir del s. 
IX, pero los del tratado De Anima lo fueron por Honein ben Ishaq y su hijo 
Ishaq ben Honein (s. [X)32. 

En la Edad Media los escritos de Alejandro sobre el intelecto agente 
influyeron en pensadores árabes tales como Al-Kindi y Al-Farabi (s. IX), en 
Avicena (s. X y XI), y en Averroes (s. XII). Y asimismo, en pensadores 
cristianos como Siger de Bravante (s. XIII). Con todo, antes de Tomas de 
Aquino, la doctrina de Alejandro fue denunciada a inicios del siglo XIII33. 
Para Tomás de Aquino la concepción alejandrina de otorgar la actividad 
cognoscitiva exclusivamente a una instancia externa implica que el conocer 
humano no puede ser sino pasivo, pero esto es inadmisible para él. En 
efecto, el conocer para Tomás de Aquino no puede ser sino siempre en acto, 
y ademas, el intelecto agente debe ser en acto previamente a la idea en acto. 


IV. NICOLAS DE DAMASCO, PLUTARCO DE QUERONEA Y PLOTINO 


Durante toda la Edad Media se interpretò en mayor medida al 
intelecto agente aristotélico reduciéndolo a su papel abstractivo. Pero si el 
intelecto agente es el acto cognoscitivo primordial, tal interpretaciön no 
puede ser sino reductiva, asunto que también detectö Tomás de Aquino34. 


32 Cfr. J. FINNEGAN (ed.), Mélanges de l’Université Saint-Joseph, 33, Beyrouth, 
1956, 158-202. Para otras traducciones de las obras de Aristételes al arabe, cfr. A. BADAWI, 
La transmission de la philosophie grecque au monde arabe, Paris, Vrin, 1987; I. MADKOUR, 
L’Organon d’Aristote dans le monde arabe. Ses traductions, son étude et ses applications, 
Paris, Vrin, 1969. Para nuestro tema, cfr. El entendimiento agente en la filosofia medieval, 
Revista Española de Filosofia Medieval, 9 (2002). . 

33 Cfr. G. THERY, Autour du decret de 1210: Alexandre d’Aprodisie, aperçu sur 
l’influence de sa noétique, Bibliothèque Thomiste, VII, Kain, Belgique, 1926; A. 
Masnovo, Da Guglielmo d’Auvergne a San Tommaso d’Aquino, vol. I, Guglielmo 
d'Auvergene e l’ascesa verso Dio, Milan, 1930, 100 ss. 

34 En el citado artículo «El lugar del entendimiento agente en la antropologia de 
Tomas de Aquino», aludo a que el intelecto agente, segün Tomas de Aquino, no se emplea 
sölo en la abstracciön, sino también en la formaciön de los actos y häbitos adquiridos de la 
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Pero al margen de este reduccionismo, pasemos ahora a rastrear la opiniön 
de los comentadores neoplatönicos respecto de la indole del intelecto agente. 

Nicoläs de Damasco, (s. Id. C.) fue un peripatetico recopilador de las 
obras de Aristóteles que escribió un comentario al De Anima del Estagirita 
(todavia en griego) alrededor del afio 74. Tomäs de Aquino cita a varios 
personajes bajo el nombre de Nicolaus, pero ninguno coincide con éste. 
No parece que Tomás de Aquino tuviese noticia de él. No he podido tener 
acceso al De Anima de Nicolás, de modo que desconozco la afinidad o 
disparidad de sus tesis con las tomistas. 

Plutarco de Queronea (45-125 d C.) fue platönico y aristotélico, 
escribiö un De Anima del que conservamos fragmentos. En ellos, tanto en 
el modo dialögico de su redacciön, como en el tema, se desempefia como 
un platónico35. Por lo demás, las obras atribuidas a Tomás de Aquino en 
que se cita a Plutarchus son de dudosa autenticidad. 

Plotino (205-270 d. C.), como se ha adelantado, leyö a Alejandro de 
Afrodisia, pero pensó que éste se equivocó, porque no se trata de pasar de 
lo sensible a lo inteligible, sino al revés. En suma, recibió la herencia de la 
unidad del intelecto agente aristotélico, se inspirö en ella para la 
confecciön de su filosofia transmitiéndola a su manera al neoplatonismo. 
En efecto, vemos que, segtin Plotino, del Uno emana primero el 
Entendimiento y luego el Alma36. Todo emana de lo superior, pero lo 
superior no pierde nada. Se trata, como se advierte, de la teoria de la 
participaciön platönica. De este modo, a Plotino le parece que Aristöteles 
es un comentador de Platón, porque el de Estagira ponía los 
entendimientos en los hombres que no son sino participación del 
Entendimiento. Plotino también intentó aunar tal Entendimiento con las 
Ideas platónicas, pues escribe que las Ideas están en la Inteligencia, pero 
que ellas son por si Inteligencias y la Inteligencia37. En rigor, se trata de 
una platonización de Aristóteles. 


inteligencia, y asimismo en los innatos. Cfr. en este sentido el artículo de C. GONZALEZ 
Ayesta, en las Actas de este mismo congreso. 

35 Cfr. R.M.A. FERNÁNDEZ, La noción del alma personal en Plutarco, Madrid, 
Universidad Complutense, 1981, 89-96. 

36 Cfr. Plotino, Enéadas, V. 1, 10. Cfr. sobre el tema del intelecto: E. BRÉHIER, La 
philosophie de Plotin, Paris, 1928; de M. DE GANDILLAC, La sagesse de Plotin, Paris, 1952, 
cap. VIII: Za dialectique intellectuelle, 126-148; M. DE CORTE, Aristote et Plotin, Paris, 1935. 

37 Cfr. Plotino, Eneadas, V, III, 5. 


LA CRITICA TOMISTA Y EL INTELECTO AGENTE 1397 


Tomäs de Aquino menciona a Plotinus en unas 20 ocasiones. Sabe que 
éste, «uno de los más grandes comentadores, se pone entre los 
comentadores de Aristöteles, como refiere Simplicio»38, pero el de Aquino 
indica que, en rigor, es un plat6nico39, porque transmitió la opiniön de 
Platön acerca de que el alma no es forma del cuerpo sino como su motor40; 
que dice equivaler el hombre a su alma4!. En esos pärrafos Sto Tomäs alude 
también, entre otros asuntos, al tratamiento de las pasiones y de las virtudes 
que llevó a cabo Plotino, pero ni una palabra acerca del intelecto agente. 


V. PoRFIRIO, JAMBLICO Y SOFONIAS 


Porfirio (232-304 d. C.), discipulo de Plotino, cuenta entre sus 
muchas obras unos comentarios a Platón y Aristóteles. De los trabajos 
aristotélicos se le atribuye el libro en griego titulado Sobre el intelecto y lo 
inteligible42, lamentablemente perdido. Tomds de Aquino habla de 
Porphyrius medio centenar de veces, pero atin prefiriendo por su sencillez 
los comentarios de Porfirio a Aristöteles que los de Boecio43, no alude a 
la concepciön porfiriana del entendimiento en ninguna parte. 

Jämblico (240-325), discipulo del peripatético Anatolio y del 
neoplatönico Porfirio, habia compuesto varios comentarios a Platön y 
Aristöteles, entre ellos, - como relata Plotino en sus Eneadas- uno al De 
Anima del Estagirita, del que no quedan mds que fragmentos. Tuvo gran 
influencia de Porfirio y Plotino, asi como de fuentes pitagéricas y misticas. 
Pero fue, sobre todo, un neoplatönico con una acusada tendencia mistica. 
Y tuvo a su favor la completa admiraciön de Simplicio, de quien si nos ha 
llegado su comentario al De Anima aristotélico. Jámblico escribió que el 


38 Tomás de Aquino, De unit. intel., cap. IIV327. 

39 Cfr. S. Theol., I-II ps., q. 52, a. 1, co/28. 

40 Cfr. De unit. Intel., cap. 61. 

41 Cfr Ibid, cap. 11/347. 

42 Cfr. Kitab Al-Fihrist, Anmerkungen herausgegeben von G. FLÜGEL, Leipzig, 
1871, 253. 

43 «Quamvis autem secundum hoc littera Philosophi subtiliter exponatur, tamen, 
videtur esse aliquantulum expositio exorta (...). Et ideo simplicior et magis conveniens 
litterae Aritotelis est expositio Porphyrii quam Boethius ponit», In I7 Perihemeneias, lc. II, 
n. 12. 
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alma es de carácter matemático44, y, al parecer, entendía el intelecto 
agente como externo al hombre. Tomas de Aquino únicamente menciona 
a lamblichus dos veces, y lo hace en cuestiones cosmológicas. En 
cualquier caso, el Aquinate no estaría de acuerdo con él en que el intelecto 
agente fuese algo externo al hombre. 

Sofonías (¿-?) fue también un neoplatónico que comentó el De Anima 
de Aristóteles, pero entre sus textos no tenemos sus paráfrasis al pasaje 
aristotélico en el que se describe la distinción entre el entendimiento 
agente y el posible y la índole de ambos45. Tomás de Aquino no alude a 
este Sofonías en sus obras. 


VI. LA OSCILACIÓN DE TEMISTIO 


Temistio (317-387 d. C.) tuvo más influjo de Platón que de 
Aristóteles, por lo que se le suele considerar como un neoplatónico46. De 
él tenemos el comentario In libros Aristotelis De anima Paraphrasis47, 
traducido al latín en 1268 por Guillermo de Moerbeke48. No se pronunció 
de modo claro sobre la naturaleza del entendimiento posible, aunque 
admitió que es separado del cuerpo, y por ende, incorruptible, como el 
agente. Criticó, en cambio, la opinión de Alejandro de Afrodisia 
reconduciendo el intelecto agente al hombre, escribiendo que «son dignos 
de admirar aquéllos que pensaron que este intelecto activo fuese según 
Aristóteles el Dios primero (...) pues dice que es necesario que en el alma 
existan estas diferencias, (...) un intelecto que pueda hacerse todas las 


44 Cfr. Pl. MERLAN, Dal Platonismo al neoplatonismo, Milano, Università Cattolica 
del Sacro Cuore, 1990, 71-72. 

45 Cfr. Simplicii, In Libros Aristotelis De Anima Paraphrasis, M. HAYDUCK (ed.), 
Berolini, typ. G. REIMERI, 1883, 1. 

46 Cfr. O. BALLERIAUX, Thémistius. Son interpretation de la noétique 
aristotélicienne, Dissertatio manuscrite déposée à la Bibliothéque de l'Université de Liége, 
1941; D'Aristote à Themistius, Contribution à une histoire de la noétique aprés Aristote, 

_ tesis inédita, Liège, 1943. 

47 Themistius, In libros Aristotelis De anima Paraphrasis, R. Heinz (ed.), Berlin, 
1899. 

48 Cfr. F VAN STEENBERGEHEN, La philosophie au XIIe siècle, Louvain, 
Publications universitaires, Paris, Béatice-Nauwelaerts, 1966, 325. 
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cosas, y éste tal que hace todas las cosas. Pues dice que en el alma existe 
tal intelecto (...). Puesto que cuando dice ‘y éste sdlo es el que es inmortal 
y perpetuo’ no lo dice refiriéndose al Dios primero»49. En suma, para 
Temistio, Dios no es el intelecto agente, o si lo es, al menos lo es en un 
sentido distinto al que lo es el intelecto agente humano. 

Este mérito suyo no pasó desapercibido a Tomás de Aquino, quien 
indicö que «con evidencia se desprende de las precedentes palabras de 
Temistio que sostiene que es parte del alma no sólo el entendimiento 
posible, sino también el entendimiento agente, como también se desprende 
que ésta es la doctrina de Aristöteles»50. Que Temistio pensaba que el 
intelecto agente esta en el hombre, fue corroborado también por Averroes, 
pues si el intelecto agente esta en el hombre y es acto, forzosamente hay 
que concluir, -afiade el Comentador- que «Temistio opinö que nosotros 
somos intelecto agente»51. Pero Ibn Rusd no aceptó esta conclusiön. 

A pesar del buen camino que llevaba la tesis de Temistio, sin embargo, 
este neoplatönico llamó especulativo al intelecto agente en cuanto que éste 
toca al intelecto material, y a la pregunta que se hace a continuación del 
texto arriba expuesto de «si este intelecto activo es uno o múltiple», 
responde que «por la luz (...) será uno... (...) como el sol es uno»52. Los 
intelectos posibles son múltiples, pero el agente, aunque no sea Dios, es 
único. De hecho, termina por identificar el intelecto agente con el Nous de 
Plotino. Por otra parte, también parece identificarlo con el hábito de los 
primeros principios. En resumen, soluciones equivocadas las de Temistio a 
un problema bien planteado por él. Estas equivocaciones serian rectificadas 
en su momento por Tomás de Aquino, en esos lugares donde expone que el 
intelecto agente no es uno para todos los hombres53, y donde explica cómo 
se distingue el intelecto agente del hábito de los primeros principios54. 


49 Themistius, De Anima, ed. crítica de G. VERBEKE, Leiden, E.J. Brill (ed.), 1973, 
233. 

50 Tomas de Aquino, De unit. Intel., cap. 11/60. Cfr. en esta dirección el artículo de 
A. GHISALBERTI, en las Actas de este mismo congreso. 

51 Cfr. Averroes, De Anima, 146 F. 

52 Themistius, De Anima, ed. cit., 234-235. 

53 Cfr. Tomás de Aquino, In II Sent., d. 17, q. 2, a. 1, co. Cfr. asimismo: G. 
VERBEKE, «Themistius et le ‘De unitate intellectus’ de St. Thomas», Revue Philosophique 
de Louvain, (1955), 141-164. 

54 Cfr. Tomás de Aquino, S. C. Gentiles, 1. II, cap. 78; Q.D. De Anima, q. un., a. 
5, co/170; In De Anima, 1. III, le. 10, n. 2. 
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VII. OLIMPODORO Y SIMPLICIO 


No nos vamos a detener en Proclo (410-485), a pesar de que fue uno 
de los más célebres neoplatónicos, porque no comentó a Aristóteles. 
Tomás de Aquino cita de Proclo la Elemetatio Theologica. Olimpodoro de 
Alejandría (aprox. 495/505-565 d C.), llamado el joven, neoplatönico de 
la Escuela de Alejandría, comentó a Platón y al Estagirita. Se le atribuye 
un comentario al De Anima, perdido en griego, pero conservado el 
traducido al sirfaco55. Tomás de Aquino no cita nominalmente a 
Olimpiodoro. 

Simplicio (527-565) fue un neoplatönico de la escuela de Atenas, que 
intentó asimismo una simbiosis entre la filosofía de Platón y la de 
Aristóteles. Entre sus escritos, muchos de ellos son comentarios a las obras 
del Estagirita, nos ha quedado su comentario al De Anima del Filósofo56. 
Aunque se ha puesto en duda su autenticidad, al parecer es obra de 
Simplicio57. En su comentario compara al intelecto agente con el hábito y 
con la luz, más que con el arte, porque, segün indica, el hábito no se separa 
de aquello a lo que se ha habituado, ni tampoco la luz de lo iluminado58. 
En cambio, el arte sí se separa de lo hecho. Afiade, además, que el hecho 
de que sea separable no quiere decir que siempre sea separado. 

Simplicio se alejó de Jámblico porque pensó que al aludir a los dos 
entendimientos, Aristóteles hablaba solo de realidades del alma humana, 


55 Cfr. R. VANCOURT, Les derniers commentateurs alexandrins d'Aristote: l'école 
d'Olympodore, 1941. 

56 Cfr. Sophoniae, In Libros Aristotelis De Anima Paraphrasis, M. HAYDUCK (ed.), 
Berolini, typ. G. REIMERI, 1882. La traducción latina se debe a E.L. ASULANO, Simplicii 
Commentaria 4B. In III libros De Anima, Venetiis 1564, Minerva G.M.B.H., 
Unveránderter Nachdruck, 1979. Respecto de este comentador, cfr. Simplicius, sa vie, 
son oeuvre, sa survie, Actes du Colloque International de Paris, (28 sept. 1 oct. 1985), 
Berlin-New York, De Gruyter, W., 1987. 

57 Dudan de su autenticidad: F. PICCOLOMINI, Commentarii in libros Aristotelis 
De caelo, ortu et interitu, adiuncta lucidissima expositione, in tres libros eiusdem De 
Anima, nunc recens in lucem produerunt, Moguntiae, 1608, 1001s, y F BOSSIER et C. 
STEEL, «Priscianus Lydus en de 'In De Anima' van Pseudo (?)- Simplicius», Tijdsschift 
voor Filosofie, 34 (1972), 761-822. En cambio, I. HADOT, atribuye esta obra a Simplicio. 
Cfr. «La vie et la oeuvre de Simplicius», en Simplicius, sa vie, son oeuvre, sa survie, ed. 
cit., 23 ss. 

58 Op. cit., (griego), 241-242; (latín), 63 b. 
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no de realidades externas. Ademäs, advirtiö que el Estagirita, al hablar del 
intelecto, decia que es aquello por lo que el alma razona y juzga59, y es 
claro que esto pertenece al conocer humano. Con todo, pese a admitir que 
el entendimiento humano es racional, afırmö que también dispone de 
intuiciön intelectual, y en este nivel, como la Inteligencia (que es separada, 
que piensa siempre y que es siempre en acto), se identifica con las Ideas. 
De modo que el entendimiento humano no es otra cosa que la Inteligencia 
en tanto que procede de ella. Por lo demás, admite varios grados de 
entendimiento, segün que éste mire a lo inferior o a la Inteligencia. En el 
primer caso tenemos el entendimiento en potencia. En el segundo, al 
entendimiento agente. Como se advierte, se trata de una curiosa manera 
neoplatónica de subordinar el pensamiento del Estagirita al de Platón. 

Tomás de Aquino alude a Simplicius ánicamente 28 veces en su 
comentario In libros de caelo et mundo, y 3 en su comentario /n 
Metaphysicorum. Sin embargo, todas las alusiones quedan referidas a tesis 
cosmológicas, y, en consecuencia, ninguna opinión aporta de ese 
neoplatónico respecto de nuestro tema. Con todo, Tomás de Aquino estaría 
de acuerdo con él en que el entendimiento agente no es externo, pero no 
lo estaría en las demás hipótesis neoplatónicas. 


VIII. JUAN FILOPÓN Y EL ALMA DE LA HUMANIDAD 


Juan Filopón (aprox. 500-570 d. C.) llamado el Alejandrino o 
también el Gramático, perteneciente a la llamada Escuela de Alejandría, 
intentó realizar una síntesis entre el cristianismo y el neoplatonismo. 
Escribió varios comentarios a Aristóteles, entre ellos el dedicado a los 
libros De Anima. Ahora bien, algunos autores sefialan que el comentario al 
tercer libro De Anima comünmente atribuido a Filopón pertenece a un tal 
Esteban de Alejandria60, a la par que descubrieron el verdadero códice de 


59 Cfr. op. cit., 218, 13-15. 

60 Cfr M. DE CORTE, en M. HAYDUCK, Commentaria in Aristotelem graeca, vol. 
XV, 1897; Le commentaire de Jean Philopon sur le Troisieme Livre du Traité de l'Ame 
d'Aristote, Bibliotéque de la Faculté de Philosophie et Lettres de Liége, fasc. LXV, 1934; 
R. VANCOURT, Les derniers commentateurs alexandrines d'Aristote. L'école 
d'Olympiodore. Etienne d'Alexandrie, Lille, 1941; A. MANSION, «Le texte du De intellectu 
de Philipon corrigé à l'aide de la collation de Monseigneur Pelzer», Mélanges Auguste 
Pelzer, Louvain, 1947; A. ELFES, op. cit. 
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Filopön. Lo que nos ha llegado de esta obra fue traducido por Guillermo 
de Moerbeke en 126861. Junto a ella, para nuestro tema, disponemos de un 
fragmento denominado De intellectu. Filopön criticé la tesis atribuida a 
Alejandro de Afrodisia de que el intelecto agente era ünico y equivalente 
a Dios. Combatiö asimismo la opiniön de un tal Marinus, que hacia 
coincidir el intelecto agente con una inteligencia separada inferior a Dios. 
Desestimö tambien la hipötesis de los que llama platönicos (seguramente 
Proclo), que admitian que el intelecto agente viene de fuera y se introduce 
en el alma cada vez que activa al posible. 

En su De Anima habla del intelecto en general como de una ünica 
realidad humana. No admite, por tanto, que el intelecto agente sea distinto 
del paciente, sino que se trata sölo de una distinciön temporal en una 
misma realidad, pues antes esta en potencia y luego pasa al acto62. Tras 
aportar las diversas opiniones respecto del intelecto de distintos 
comentadores precedentes, admite que éste es una potencia nuestra63. Pero 
una potencia que no siempre conoce, pues «tampoco los nifios conocen, ni 
los enajenados, ni en los suefios»64. Es imposible, por tanto, que 
conozcamos siempre, y no menos imposible que el entendimiento agente 
sea separado de nosotros. Por tanto, Aristöteles no habla -concluye contra 
Alejandro- de ningün otro intelecto que esté sobre nosotros65. 


61 G. VERBEKE, «Guillaume de Moerbeke, traducteur de Jean Philopon», en Revue 
Philosophique de Louvain, 49 (1951), 314-338; Jean Philopon, Commentaire sur la De 
Anima d’Aristote, trad. de G. MOERBEKE, ed. critica de G. VERBEKE, Louvain, Publications 
Universitaires de Louvain, 1966. 

62 «Videtur igitur ex his quae dicuntur, quarta opinio vera esse, quod eundem 
intellectum et potentia esse dicit et actu (...). Sicut enim, ait, in unaquaque naturalium 
rerum est hoc quidem aliquid materiae obtinens rationem et omnia fiens, aliud autem 
faciens, ita et in anima», Ibid., 48. «In uno enim et eodem individuo, imperfectum praecedit 
perfectum tempore», Ibid., 51. «Uterque, ait, intellectus, qui est etiam idem, solum tempore 
differens», Ibid., 57. 

63 «Praeter has autem est quarta opinio et vera, quod de intellectu humano dicit hoc, 
qui idem existit ei qui potentia; dum perficitur enim qui potentia fit actu; quare qui potentia 
et qui actu unus et idem esentia, perfecto et imperfecto differentes», Jean Philopon, 
Commentaire sur le De Anima d’Aristote, trad. de G. MOERBEKE, ed. crítica de G. VERBEKE, 
Louvain, Publications Universitaires de Louvain, 1966, 45. 

64 Ibid., 47. 

65 «Non aliud aliquem dicit actu intellectum Aristotelis, sed nostrum», Ibid., 50. 
«Habitui proportionati ait actu intellectum, et hinc autem palam quia non de divino dicit, 
sed de nostro», Ibid., 56. 
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En su De intellectu distingue entre intelecto en potencia, en häbito y en 
acto, llamando al intelecto agente aristotélico intelecto en acto. Este, ni es 
el intelecto en potencia ni el intelecto divino (aunque éste Ultimo también 
puede intervenir en nuestro conocer), sino un intelecto humano, que 
instruyendo o ensefiando a otro hombre que esta en potencia le hace pasar 
al acto. Comentando el pasaje aristotélico en el que se dice que la potencia 
y el acto se dan en la misma alma, Filopön explica que alli se habla de alma 
segün la especie (humana), no segün el individuo66. La distinciön entre 
intelectos consistiria, pues, en una distinciön de individuos humanos. Esta 
opinión, con la que se solidariza, la atribuye a Plutarco. En el hombre 
existirfa, en consecuencia, un solo intelecto, pero mientras que en unos 
hombres su intelecto está en potencia, en otros está en acto. Por último, si 
se le preguntara a Filopón acerca de la actualización del intelecto del primer 
hombre, contestaría que responder a esto no ofrece problema ninguno, 
porque del mismo modo que las almas son inmortales, son preexistentes. 
Como se aprecia, Filopón leyó a Aristóteles con las lentes del platonismo. 
En suma, para Juan el Gramätico cada hombre dispone de un solo intelecto, 
y la distinción entre paciente y agente habría que tomarla de que hay 
hombres dormidos y otros despiertos. 

Guillermo de Moerbeke tradujo el pasaje clave De intellectu, pero no 
sabemos el motivo por el cual sólo tradujo ese pasaje central, ni tampoco 
para qué y para quién lo tradujo. ; Tal vez porque era una fecha de plena 
efervescencia del averroismo? Es posible ¿Tal vez para Tomás de Aquino? 
También es posible, pero no hay seguridad de que Sto. Tomás utilizase esta 
traducción. En efecto, el de Aquino, que designa a Juan Filopón con el 
nombre de Philoponus o Ioannes grammaticus67, y lo cita en muy 
contadas ocasiones, pero no alude a él en nada relativo al conocimiento 
humano. Con todo, aunque no le cite explícitamente al respecto, Tomás de 
Aquino estaría de acuerdo con él en que el alma es inmaterial, que el 
intelecto es separable e inmortal, pero en modo alguno en la preexistencia 
del alma, y tampoco acerca de su interpretación del intelecto agente. En 
efecto, ese problema lo plantea en sus Quaestiones Disputatas De Anima 


66 «In anima autem, non in eadem secundum numerum, sed in eadem secundum 
speciem», De Intellectu, 55, 6-7. 

67 «(...) sicut Ioannes grammaticus, qui dictus est Philoponus», In De caelo et 
mundo, 1. 1, lc. 6, n. 3. 
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titulando un articulo «si es necesario poner el intelecto agente» (en el alma 
humana). Responde afirmativamente68. En ese articulo una objeciön 
replica que para pasar el posible al acto no hace falta el agente, sino el 
entendimiento en acto, y para ello basta (entre otras cosas) el estimulo de 
la ensefianza externa (tesis que podria firmar Filopön). La respuesta 
tomista advierte que tampoco el estimulo externo activa al posible, porque 
nada orgänico puede estimular lo inorgänico. 


IX. CONCLUSIÖN 


Tomäs de Aquino no aceptö las precedentes interpretaciones del 
intelecto agente aristotélico sencillamente porque todas ellas albergan en 
su seno la pasividad del conocer humano. O también, porque supo que es 
evidente que el conocimiento es acto en cualquier nivel (diversas 
operaciones inmanentes, distintos häbitos adquiridos de la razön, diversos 
häbitos innatos, y en suma, el intelecto agente). 

En definitiva, el error interpretativo de los comentadores griegos y 
neoplatönicos del texto De Anima de Aristöteles sobre el intelecto agente 
se debe a un intento de ontologizar el conocimiento. Pero ontologizar o 
realizar el conocer es paralelo a ontologizar o realizar las ideas. Sélo que 
esto Ultimo es platénico y aquello postaristotélico-pretomista. O si se 
quiere, la filosofia postaristotélica que precede a Tomas de Aquino es una 
simetrizaciön del platonismo, pues si el platonismo sustancializa lo 
conocido, las ideas, el postaristotelismo sustancializa el conocer. Pero 
ambas corrientes de pensamiento falsean tanto la indole de lo conocido 
como la del conocer. 


Universidad de Navarra 


68 Cfr. Q.D. De Anima, q. un., a. 4. Cfr. también: S. C. Gentiles, 1. IL cap. 77; Comp. 
Theol., I ps., caps., 87, 88 y 89. 
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EL INTELECTO AGENTE EN SANTO TOMAS: 
LUMEN Y HABITO 


El texto que provocó la presente investigación sobre el intelecto 
agente fue un pasaje del Comentario a las Sentencias; allí santo Tomás, 
con una sencillez pasmosa, afirma que «el intelecto paciente y el agente se 
dan en el ángel al igual que en el hombre si bien de distintas maneras 
(diversimode)»1. En las páginas siguientes me propongo arrojar alguna luz 
sobre lo que este adverbio diversimode aporta al conocimiento que 
tenemos de la doctrina del Aquinate sobre el intelecto agente. 


L INTELECTO AGENTE E INTELECTO ANGÉLICO 


Aunque pueda parecer chocante hablar de intelecto agente en el caso 
del ángel, no debe olvidarse que santo Tomás afirma con rotundidad que 
sólo en Dios se identifica el entendimiento con su esencia, mientras que en 
todas las demás criaturas el entendimiento es cierta potencia2. No hay 
duda de que esta afirmación incluye a los entendimientos angélicos y, dado 
que lo que es potencial requiere actualización, la idea de un agente se torna 
por lo mismo menos extraña. Si bien el entendimiento del ángel no es 
potencial del mismo modo que el del hombre. Santo Tomás lo explica así 
en el pasaje antes citado: 


1 Thomas Aquinas, 7n lib. I] Sententiarum, d. 3, q. 3, a. 4, ad 4 (Opera Omnia VIII, 
L. Vivês, Parisis 1882). La traducción de los textos es mia. 

2 Thomas Aquinas, Su. Theol. ], q. 79, a. 1, sol. Sigo el texto de la edición de 
Marietti para todas las obras que cito de santo Tomás excepto el Comentario a las 
Sentencias. Las traducciones de los textos son mías. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 aoüt 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1405-1416. 


1406 CRUZ GONZÄLEZ-AYESTA 


El entendimiento paciente en nosotros estä en potencia respecto de las especies 
tomadas de las cosas y hechas inteligibles en acto por la luz del intelecto agente; pero 
en estos (los ángeles) [el entendimiento] está en potencia respecto de la luz que en 
ellos procede de Dios. Por lo mismo la luz del intelecto agente en nosotros no basta 
para tener un conocimiento determinado de las cosas sino que requiere de las especies 
recibidas que [el entendimiento agente] informa, como la luz los colores. Pero la luz 
intelectual en los ängeles basta para tener un conocimiento determinado de las cosas 
porque las formas intelectuales con las que las inteligencias se dicen llenas, se 
multiplican a partir de esta misma luz. Luego su intelecto agente estä siempre en acto 
porque luce incesantemente considerando algo en acto, como también en nosotros 
estä en acto en cuanto a su misma naturaleza (quantum in ipso est), aunque no 
conviene que siempre obre la conversión a una determinada especie de modo que esté 
siempre entendiendo en acto3. 


En efecto, en el caso de los angeles, la luz del entendimiento agente 
basta para que tengan conocimiento perfecto de todo aquello a lo que 
alcanza su potencia natural. El hombre, en cambio, requiere de los 
phantasmata, que se convierten en objetos aptos para la inteligencia 
(inteligibles en acto) por la acciön del intelecto agente. 

Como es bien sabido el Comentario a las Sentencias es una obra 
juvenil y la evidencia textual manifiesta que santo Tomás abandonó más 
tarde la afirmación de un entendimiento agente en el ángel. En efecto, 
entre las cuestiones de la Prima Pars que tratan del conocimiento 
angélico, dedica un artículo a la pregunta de si en el ángel hay 
entendimiento agente y paciente. La respuesta es taxativa: «no puede 
haber en ellos (los ángeles) entendimiento agente y paciente sino 
equívocamente» y la razón es que el ángel no requiere de la sucesiva 
recepción de especies para el conocimiento ni mucho menos se ve 
obligado a actualizar la inteligibilidad de las especies, como le ocurre al 
entendimiento humano cuyo conocimiento comienza por los sentidos#. 

Sin embargo, una comparación detenida entre la distinción 3 del 
segundo libro del Comentario a las Sentencias y las cuestiones 54-58 de 
la Prima Pars permite advertir que hay en el pensamiento de santo Tomás 
cierta continuidad y no una oposición tan neta como la que los pasajes 
citados parecen sugerir. En ambos lugares santo Tomás defiende que sólo 
en el entendimiento divino hay identidad entre ser y entender; en las 
criaturas inteligentes, por el contrario, el conocimiento es una determinada 


3 Thomas Aquinas, In lib. II Sententiarum, d. 3, q. 3, a. 4, ad 4 
4 Thomas Aquinas, Su. Theol. I, q. 54, a. 4, sol. 
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potencia a la que corresponden sus propios actos. De manera que ambos, 
hombre y ängel, conocen por especies aunque no del mismo modo. El 
ängel no conoce todas las cosas a las que se extiende su potencia natural 
en su propia esencia sino que recibe de Dios las especies en las que 
conoce; las recibe junto con su ser, al ser creado, de manera que estas 
especies son innatas o connaturales. El hombre, por el contrario, debe 
obtener las especies de las cosas materiales mediante abstracción5. Hasta 
aqui la convergencia entre ambas obras. 

La divergencia consiste, de un lado, en una cuestiön de acento y, de 
otro, en una precisiön del uso de los términos «entendimiento agente» y 
«entendimiento paciente» que quedan reservados en la Summa para el tipo 
de recepciön que se da en un entendimiento que abstrae. Hablo de una 
cuestión de acento porque en el Comentario a las Sentencias la insistencia 
se pone en que tanto el entendimiento del ángel como el del hombre son 
receptivos y, por tanto, ambos son pacientes (sin negar que lo sean de 
modos distintos). 

En la Summa, por el contrario, la insistencia se pone en que el 
entendimiento del angel no es potencial como el del hombre (sin negar que 
lo sea de algün otro modo). La doctrina, tal como queda expuesta en la 
Prima Pars podria sintetizarse en las siguientes afirmaciones: 


La potencia intelectiva del angel se extiende a conocer todo porque el objeto del 
entendimiento es el ente o la verdad en comun. Pero la misma esencia del ángel no 
comprehende en sí todo (...). El ángel por su esencia no puede conocer todo; sino que 
conviene que su entendimiento sea perfeccionado por algunas especies para conocer 
las cosasé. 


De manera que en el ángel no hay potencia alguna privada de acto: su 
entendimiento posee las especies inteligibles con las que conoce desde su 
creación aunque no siempre las esté considerando en acto”. 

El Comentario a las Sentencias coincide en las afirmaciones 
fundamentales: sélo en Dios estän los ejemplares de las cosas segün su ser. 


5 Cfr. Thomas Aquinas, In lib. II Sententiarum, d. 3, q. 3, a. 1, sol. y Su. Theol. I, 
q. 54, a. 3, sol. 

6 Thomas Aquinas, Su. Theol. Y, q. 55, a. 1, sol. 

7 «In substantia angeli non est aliqua potentia denudata ab actu. Et similiter nec 
intellectus angeli sic est in potentia, quod sit absque actu» (Thomas Aquinas, Su. Theol. I, 
q. 58, a. 1, ad 3). 
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En los ängeles no estän, (sino en cuanto que su potencia 
[cognoscitiva] se completa por la luz enviada) (immissum) por Dios»8, de 
manera que «aunque se afirme que el entendimiento angélico esta siempre 
en acto respecto de sus conocimientos naturales, sin embargo, no tiene el 
estar en acto por sí mismo sino por otro (...) [y] por ello en él difiere el 
entendimiento y aquello por lo que entiende en acto, puesto que tiene el 
entender por otro». 


Esta potencialidad sui generis del entendimiento angélico es 
calificada en el Comentario a las Sentencias de «entendimiento posible 
respecto de lo superior» frente a la potencialidad del «alma humana a la 
que conviene tener entendimiento posible respecto de lo superior y de lo 
inferior», pues recibe de Dios la luz intelectual y toma sus conocimientos 
de los fantasmas10. En la exposiciön de la Suma santo Tomas precisarä 
más los conceptos, reservando los nombres de agente y paciente para la 
potencialidad respecto de lo inferior y renunciando a hablar de agente y 
paciente en el entendimiento angélico. 

Esta evoluciön en la doctrina no obsta para que las consideraciones 
sobre el intelecto angélico sirvan para una mejor comprensiön de la 
naturaleza del entendimiento agente. Tanto en el Comentario a las 
Sentencias como en la Suma aparece la nociön de luz para explicar el 
conocimiento y, concretamente, la idea de que las criaturas inteligentes 
reciben de Dios su capacidad de conocer como una participaciön en su luz 
intelectual; si bien los hombres participan en la luz intelectual de modo 
mas débil pues la luz intelectual esta en ellos como oscurecidall. 


8 «Nisi per hoc quod potentia sua [angeli] completur per lumen a Deo immissum» 
(Thomas Aquinas, In lib. II Sententiarum, d. 3, q. 3, a. 1, ad 3). 

9 Thomas Aquinas, In lib. II Sententiarum, d. 3, q. 3, a. 1, ad 4 

10 Enel pasaje santo Tomás está enumerando las diferencias entre el alma humana 
y la naturaleza angélica — ambas intelectuales — y dice: «tertio secundum hoc quod est 
habere intellectum possibilem respectu superiorum tantum, quod convenit angelo, qui a 
superiori, scilicet Deo vel angelo illuminationem recipit; et secundum hoc quod est habere 
intellectum possibilem respectu superiorum et inferiorum, quod convenit animae humanae, 
quae etiam a superioribus illuminatur et a phantasmatibus cognitionem recipit» (Thomas 
Aquinas, In lib. II Sententiarum, d. 3, q. 1, a. 6, sol.). 

11 «Anima vero quia extremum gradum in intellectualibus tenet, participat naturam 
intellectualem magis defective quasi obumbrata: et ideo dicit Isaac, in lib. De 
Definitionibus, oritur in umbra intelligentiae» (Thomas Aquinas, In lib. II Sententiarum, d. 
3, q. 1, a. 6, sol.). 
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A continuaciön me detendré en la explicaciön del modo en que santo 
Tomás acoge la metáfora gnoseolögica de la luz para aplicarla al 
entendimiento agente. Ello permite abordar desde una perspectiva 
relativamente novedosa algunas cuestiones cläsicas, como por ejemplo, la 
del estatuto del intelecto agente entre las potencias del hombre. 


II. LUMEN INTELLECTUS AGENTIS 


La caracterizaciön del entendimiento agente como luz tiene estrecha 
relaciön con una dificultad a la que se enfrenta santo Tomäs al exponer su 
doctrina, a saber, explicar de qué modo el entendimiento puede estar a la 
vez en potencia y en acto respecto de lo inteligiblel2. Como hace notar, 
con mucho acierto, Degl’Innocenti uno de los grandes enigmas en el 
estudio del intelecto agente es si su diferencia con respecto al 
entendimiento paciente es la de una potencia con respecto a otra o bien 
entre alguna otra cosa y una potencial3. El Aquinate procede del modo 
habitual y para resolver la dificultad acude a una distinciön: 


El alma intelectiva es inmaterial en acto, pero està en potencia en relaciön con las 
especies determinadas de las cosas (...). Luego nada prohibe que una y la misma alma 
tenga, en cuanto es inmaterial en acto, alguna virtud por la que haga [las imägenes] 
inmateriales en acto abstrayendo de las condiciones individuales de la materia; a esta 
virtud la llamamos intelecto agente. [Y nada prohibe que tenga también el alma] otra 
virtud receptiva de tales especies, en cuanto está en potencia respecto de ellas, a esta 
la llamamos entendimiento pacientel4. 


El texto subraya que el intelecto agente es acto, pues lo relaciona no 
sölo con la necesidad de especies que tiene el entendimiento humano, sino 
también -y este es el punto en que quisiera incidir- con que el alma «es 
inmaterial en acto»: la virtud (en el sentido literal de fuerza o capacidad 
para obrar) del intelecto agente queda ligada a la naturaleza inmaterial del 


D Esta dificultad es formulada en diversos textos: cfr. Thomas Aquinas, Su. Theol. 
I, q. 79, a. 4, objeciön 4; De Spiritualibus Creaturis, q. unica, a. 10, objeciön 4 y In 
Aristotelis lib. de Anima Commentarium, III, 10, 737. En la cita del Comentario al de 
Anima el nümero romano indica el libro, el primer mimero aräbigo la lectio y el ültimo la 
numeraciön propia de la ediciön Marietti. 

13 Cfr. U. DEGL' INNOCENTI, «L'enigma dell’intelleto agente», Aquinas 13 (1970) 24. 

14 Thomas Aquinas, Su. Theol. I, q. 79, a. 4, ad 4 
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alma, o segün otro pasaje a «que la parte intelectiva Gene en acto la luz 
inmaterial»15. En un texto estrictamente paralelo santo Tomäs sefiala que 
«tal virtud activa es cierta participaciön de la luz intelectual de las 
substancias separadas, y por ello el Filösofo dice que es como häbito o luz, 
lo que no se dirfa de él (del intelecto agente) si fuese substancia 
separada»16. 

¿Cómo se ha de entender este ser acto del entendimiento agente?17 En 
este punto los textos no son tan explicitos; ahondar en el significado de la 
expresión lumen aplicada al intelecto agente es una vía de avance. La 
metäfora de la luz referida al conocimiento tiene una larguisima tradiciön; 
santo Tomas la explica asi en uno de sus textos: 


Al ser la luz una cualidad visible por si misma y cierta especie determinada en las 
cosas sensibles, no puede aplicarse a lo espiritual sino de modo equivoco o 
metaförico. Debe saberse, sin embargo, que las cosas materiales se trasponen a las 
espirituales por cierta semejanza de proporcionalidad. Es preciso reducir esta 
semejanza a una comunidad [de sentido entre los términos] univoca o anäloga como 
ocurre en el caso propuesto. En lo espiritual se llama luz a aquello que está en la 
misma relación con la manifestaciön de lo inteligible, que la luz corporal con la 
manifestaciön de lo sensible18. 


Lo comin entre la luz sensible y la luz espiritual o inteligible es su 
carácter manifestativo: desvelan o manifiestan19 y, por ello, la expresión 


15 Cfr. Thomas Aquinas, De Spiritualibus Creaturis, q. unica, a. 10, ad 4. En otros 
pasajes paralelos destaca el ser en acto del entendimiento agente invocando el principio 
omne agens agit sibi simile (cfr. Summa contra Gentiles, II, 76, 1562. El último número 
responde a la numeración de la edición Marietti). 

16 Thomas Aquinas, In Aristotelis lib. de Anima Commentarium, II, 10, 739 

17 Algunos autores han interpretado el estatuto ontológico del intelecto agente 
identificándolo con el acto de ser; entre ellos se cuenta L. Polo. Este autor desarrolla una 
teoría del conocimiento original que, segün él mismo afirma, es de inspiración Aristotélica 
aunque no pretende presentarse ni como la interpretación de Aristóteles ni, mucho menos, 
como desarrollo del pensamiento de santo Tomás. Hay dos ideas expuestas por Polo que, a 
mi modo de ver, arrojan mucha luz para destacar el interés de algunos pasajes de santo 
Tomás, aunque — vuelvo a insistir — no se puede considerar a este autor como un expositor 
de la doctrina del Aquinate. Las ideas a las que me refiero son: a) el intelecto agente no 
responde al esquema facultad-operación-objeto; b) la acción del intelecto agente no se 
limita a la iluminación del fantasma (cfr. L. PoLo, El acceso al ser, Pamplona, Eunsa, 1964, 
p- 310 y Curso de Teoría del Conocimiento III, Pamplona, Eunsa, 1999, pp. 7 y 8). 

18 Thomas Aquinas, Zn lib. II Sententiarum., d. 13, q. 1, a. 2, sol. 

19 XK. Corrighan se ha ocupado de examinar si la luz aplicada a lo espiritual es algo 
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lumen es usada con frecuencia por santo Tomds en un contexto 
cognoscitivo para referirse a lo que proporciona a la inteligencia la 
capacidad de ver con evidencia un conocimiento o ver mas alla de lo 
sensible. 

Usa el término en relaciön con cuatro realidades: el intelecto agente 
(lumen intellectus agentis), la fe (lumen fidei), la visión profética (lumen 
propheticum) y la visión beatifica (lumen gloriae). No es este el lugar, 
desde luego, para hacer un anälisis de la profecia, la fe y la visiön beatifica 
y, sin embargo, citar algunos textos sirve para situar qué significado 
cognoscitivo preciso tiene el término. En todos los casos se habla de lumen 
para referirse a lo que hace que una realidad se manifieste al 
entendimiento20. Aunque la realidad es de suyo inteligible, sölo se 
manifiesta al entendimiento porque este hace aparecer lo inteligible de 
ella: santo Tomäs habla, por tanto, de lumen y de illuminare. 

De estas cuatro realidades, el lumen propheticum es concebido como 
passio. Dice santo Tomäs que los profetas «no pueden conocer aquello de 
lo que profetizan (prophetice vident) con una luz que sea forma habitual 
que inhiera en ellos, sino que conviene que sean instruidos de cada cosa en 
particular»21. Por tanto, en la profecia la luz proviene de una causa externa 
y no es participada en el alma, de manera que no capacita para 
determinados actos cognoscitivos. Precisamente el Aquinate en ese mismo 
pasaje usa como contrapunto la luz del intelecto agente que es recibida 
como forma permanente22. El lumen gloriae capacita al entendimiento 
finito para poder tener la misma esencia infinita de Dios como forma en la 
que le conoce23. En cuanto el lumen fidei, tiene caräcter de häbito: 
poseyendo la fe, la razén tiene luz para captar como verdad -en el sentido 
mas pleno del término- realidades de las que la luz natural de la razén no 


mäs que una metäfora en santo Tomäs. Lo ha hecho comparando su pensamiento con el de 
Plotino y tomando sugerencias de los tratamientos contemporäneos de la metäfora. 
Concluye que en ambos autores la aplicación de la luz al conocimiento no se reduce a una 
mera comparaciön metaférica (cfr. K. CORRIGHAN, «Light and metaphor in Plotinus and st. 
Thomas Aquinas», en The Thomist 57 (1993) 187-199). 

20 «Cum autem omne quod manifestatur, sub lumine quodam manifestetur» 
(Thomas Aquinas, De Veritate, q. 12, a. 1, sol.). 

21 Thomas Aquinas, De Veritate, q. 12, a. 1, sol. 

22 «In intellectu igitur humano lumen quodam est quasi qualitas vel forma 
permanens, scilicet lumen essentiale intellectus agentis, ex quo anima nostra intellectualis 
dicitur» (Thomas Aquinas, De Veritate, q. 12, a. 1, sol.). 
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puede juzgar. A diferencia de la profecia, la fe (lumen fidei) permite 
conocer el principio por el que se asiente a una verdad24; si bien, por ser 
una luz participada imperfectamente, aunque proporciona certeza no evita 
el movimiento de la razön (cogitare)25. 

La aplicaciön de la luz al ämbito espiritual como manifestaciön de lo 
inteligible es particularmente apta para describir el intelecto agente. Santo 
Tomäs sigue en esto tanto la tradiciön aristötelica como la platönico- 
agustiniana. De acuerdo con san Agustin, afirma que la manifestaciön se 
da con mäs plenitud o perfecciön en lo espiritual que en lo material, de 
manera que si se atiende a este aspecto, más propiamente se llama luz la 
espiritual que la corporal26. Al tiempo que, de acuerdo con Aristöteles, 
sefiala que el intelecto agente pone en acto lo inteligible de la realidad al 
igual que la luz actualiza los colores. El Aquinate explica en varias de sus 
exposiciones que Aristöteles compara el intelecto agente a la luz porque al 
igual que el aire recibe en si la luz solar, asi también el intelecto agente 
participa de la luz del entendimiento divino, mientras que Platön, por 
referirse al intelecto separado lo compara con el sol27. 

En esos pasajes se emplea una expresiön latina de dificil traducciön: 
lumen est lux participata. Aparece una distinciön que es interesante para 
penetrar mejor en la metäfora. En efecto, la diferencia entre lux y lumen28 


23 Cfr. Thomas Aquinas, De Veritate, q. 8, a. 3, ad 6 

24 Glosando la definición de fe que da la Epístola a los Hebreos, Santo Tomás 
expone cuatro sentidos segün los cuales la fe se dice argumento y explicando el cuarto 
alude a su carácter de lumen: «et quia per argumentum aliquid manifestatur, et principium 
manifestationis, et lumen ipsum quo aliquid cognoscitur, potest dici argumentum» 
(Thomas Aquinas, De Veritate, q. 14, a. 2, ad 9). 

25 Cfr. Thomas Aquinas, De Veritate, q. 14, a. 1, ad 5 

26 «Manifestatio autem verius est in spiritualibus; et quantum ad hoc, verum est 
dictum Augustini, ubi supra, quod lux verius est in spiritualibus quam in corporalibus, non 
secundum propriam rationem lucis, sed secundum rationem manifestationis» (Thomas 
Aquinas, In lib. II Sententiarum, d. 13, q. 1, a. 2, soli 

27 He parafraseado dos textos que paso a citar. «[Aristoteles] dicit quod intellectus 
agens es sicut lumen quod est lux participata. Plato vero ut Themistius dicit in comment. De 
Anima, ad intellectum separatum attendens, et non ad virtutem animae participatam, 
comparavit ipsum soli» (Thomas Aquinas, De Spiritualibus Creaturis, q. unica, a. 10, sol.). 
«Aristoteles comparavit intellectum agentem lumini, quod est aliquid receptum in aére. Plato 
autem intellectum separatum imprimentem in animas nostras, comparavit soli, ut Themistius 
dicit in commentario tertii De Anima» (Thomas Aquinas, Su. Theol. I, q. 79, a. 4, sol.). 

28 «Lux» es el término más antiguo; lumen aparece como un derivado abstracto. El 
Thesaurus linguae latinae define lux como «claritas lucendo effecta» y lumen como 
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es la diferencia entre lo que es por si o de suyo y lo que es por otro, es 
decir, la diferencia entre aquello que es luz y aquello que participa de la 
luz, no sólo por reflejarla o por dejarla pasar, sino por poseerla, siendo 
también capaz de irradiar o iluminar. Hay textos donde se puede encontrar 
esta distinción en uso: «la misma luz (lumen) del intelecto agente es cierta 
irradiaciön de la luz primera (primae lucis)»29. Pudiera parecer que estas 
disquisiciones se alejan del tema que nos interesa y no es así, pues, a mi 
modo de ver, permiten captar la hondura del término lumen para describir 
el intelecto agente: es un acto que participa de otro acto, difiere por tanto 
de él pero también se asemeja, pues ambos son acto y no potencia 
receptiva. 

La luz del intelecto agente siendo, como se ha citado antes, irradiación 
de la primera luz es tenida por el alma, sin embargo, como propia. La luz 
intelectua] no procede inmediatamente de un principio exterior El 
Aquinate atribuye está doctrina tanto a san Agustín como a Aristóteles 
(podríamos decir que en contra de sus respectivas tradiciones). Con san 
Agustín insistirá en la idea de participación. Es luz participada. De 
Aristóteles subrayará que es luz tenida por el alma. 

A propósito de un pasaje del De Trinitate donde san Agustín habla de 
una luz espiritual por la que el alma ve al igual que los ojos por medio de 
la luz corporal30, comenta santo Tomás: «luego el intelecto agente 
pertenece al alma y se multiplica por la multiplicación de las almas y de 
los hombres»31. Para santo Tomás no está en el pensamiento de san 
Agustín que Dios sea principio próximo de nuestro conocimiento sino 
remoto al participar el hombre de una semejanza de su luz. De modo 
análogo asumirá la doctrina, tan querida para san Agustín, de las razones 


«instrumentum lucendi vel claritas ea effecta»; en ambos casos sefiala que el equivalente 
griego es el término phos. Resulta bastante interesante la descripción que hace este 
diccionario de la diferencia que hay entre ambas nociones: «Qua differentia -n [lumen] et 
lux (fere singular tantum) a vetustioribus adhibeantur (...). Notionum discrepantiam parum 
caute definiunt grammatici: ISID. 13, 10, 14 lux ipsa substantia, -n [lumen] quod a luce 
manat, id est candor lucis, sed hoc confundunt auctores» (Thesaurus linguae latinae, VII, 
voz: lumen, col. 1811, Leipzig, Lipsiae in aedibus B. G. Teibneri, 1956-1979). 

29 Thomas Aquinas, In lib. II Sententiarum, d. 28, q. 1, a. 5, ad 4 

30 El pasaje al que alude santo Tomás corresponde al capítulo XII del De Trinitate. 

31 «Lux autem ista qua mens nostra intelligit est intellectus agens. Ergo intellectus 
agens est aliquid de genere animae; et ita multiplicatur per multiplicationem animarum et 
hominum» (Thomas Aquinas, De Spiritualibus Creaturis, q. unica, a. 10, sed. c. 3). 
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eternas considerändolas contenidas en esa semejanza de la luz increada 
que es nuestra luz intelectual32. 

Al interpretar a Aristöteles, insiste también en la idea de que el 
intelecto agente pertenece al alma, en este caso por contraposiciön a la 
interpretaciön del Averroismo latino33. Quizä el pasaje más enigmático se 
encuentra en el Comentario al de Anima, donde santo Tomas, sefialando la 
necesidad de «que haya otro intelecto que pueda hacer todo inteligible en 
acto, que se llama intelecto agente» dice «que es cierto häbito». Tras 
explicar que no se debe confundir con el habito de los primeros principios 
(intellectus principiorum) prosigue: 


Luego debe decirse que hábito se toma aquí según una acepciön que el Filósofo 
acostumbra [a usar] frecuentemente: llamar hábito a cualquier forma y naturaleza por 
cuanto el hábito se distingue de la privación y de la potencia. De manera que al 
llamarlo hábito lo distingue del entendimiento paciente que es potencia. Por tanto, 
dice que es hábito como la luz que en cierto modo hace que los colores que existen 
en potencia sean colores en acto34. 


Resulta interesante preguntarse qué ligazón existe entre el hábito y la 
luz, es decir por qué, tras exponer que el intelecto es hábito en un sentido 
genérico parecido a lo que en otros textos ha denominado virtus, establece 
como conclusión: «por tanto dice que es hábito como la luz», ¿es que la 
luz es hábito? 


32 «Alio modo dicitur aliquid cognosci in aliquo sicut in cognitionis principio; sicut 
si dicamus quod in sole videntur ea quae videntur per solem. Et sic necesse est dicere quod 
anima humana omnia cognoscat in rationibus aeternis, per quarum participationem omnia 
cognoscimus. Ipsum enim lumen intellectuale quod est in nobis, nihil est aliud quam 
quaedam participata similitudo luminis increati, in quo continentur rationes aeternae» 
(Thomas Aquinas, Su. Theol. I, q. 84, a. 5, sol.). 

33 No pretendo entrar en la espinosa cuestión de la relación entre el pensamiento 
aristotélico sobre el intelecto agente y la interpretación del Aquinate (particularmente en su 
Comentario al de Anima). Es una cuestión debatida. Sobre este particular puede 
consultarse: J. MARTIN, «Aquinas as commentator on De Anima 3, 5», en The Thomist 57 
(1993) 621-640; J. HALDANE, «Aquinas on active intellect», Philosophy 67 (1992) 199- 
210) y R. MCINERNY, Aquinas against averroist, West Lafayette, Purdue University Press, 
1993. Por otra parte, como sefíala Haldane, no debe olvidarse que el Aquinate sigue el 
método de comentario propio de su tiempo: «it is a common feature of medieval 
philosophy that writers embed their own thoughts in commentaries on the work of others 
and this practice is not without point» (J. HALDANE, Aquinas on active intellect, ..., pp. 
209-210). 

34 Thomas Aquinas, In Aristotelis lib. de Anima Commentarium, III, 10, 729-730 
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Una afirmación posterior apunta en este sentido: «esta virtud activa 
(el intelecto agente) es cierta participaciön de la luz intelectual de las 
substancias separadas. Y por eso el filösofo dice que es como el häbito o 
la luz»35. Parece que el término luz se usa para aclarar en qué sentido se 
dice del intelecto agente que es häbito, y eso es lo interesante. La lectio X 
del Comentario al de Anima no ofrece mäs datos para aclarar el sentido de 
estas afirmaciones; sin embargo, hay un pasaje de la Suma contra 
Gentiles, estrictamente paralelo al citado del Comentario al de Anima, que 
es más explícito en relación a lo que debe entenderse por hábito y a su 
relación con la luz. Dice alli santo Tomás que el entendimiento agente no 
es häbito en el sentido de la segunda especie de cualidad sino en tanto que 
toda forma o acto puede llamarse habito, distinto de la potencia y de la 
privaciön; en definitiva en el mismo sentido en que la luz se llama hábito36. 

También puede encontrarse en un pasaje del De Veritate una 
referencia a una distinciön entre häbitos: de un lado, el häbito qui est 
collectio specierum (el häbito que pertenece a la segunda especie de 
cualidad) y de otro, el hábito quod est lumen37. Queda abierta a la 
investigaciön la posibilidad de que haya en el pensamiento del Aquinate 
una referencia al häbito no solo como cualidad (habito qui est collectio 
specierum) sino como acto que no se encuadra en el ämbito categorial 
(hábito quod est lumen)38. Probar esta afirmación se sale del objetivo de 
estas páginas y debe quedar para una investigación posterior. 


35 «Huiusmodi autem virtus activa est quaedam participatio luminis intellectualis a 
substantiis separatis. Et ideo Philosophus dicit quod est sicut habitus vel lumen» (Thomas 
Aquinas, In Aristotelis lib. de Anima Commentarium, III, 10, 739). 

36 Cfr. Thomas Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles, II, 78, 1591 

37 «Anima Christi in cognitione qua Verbum videbat, indiguit habitu quod est 
lumen, non ut per hoc fieret aliquid intelligibile actu sicut est in nobis lumen intellectus 
agentis, sed ut per quod intellectus creatus elevaretur in id quod est supra se. Quantum vero 
ad cognitionem aliarım creaturarum habuit habitum qui est collectio specierum 
ordinatarım ad cognoscendum» (Thomas Aquinas, De Veritate, q. 20, a. 2, sol.). Los 
subrayados son mios. Cuando santo Tomas dice, al hablar del habito que es luz, que no se 
refiere al intelecto agente, es preciso circunscribir esta afirmaciön al contexto en que 
aparece: en efecto, en este pasaje santo Tomäs se esta refiriendo al lumen gloriae. Sin 
embargo no niega que el intelecto agente sea luz, simplemente afirma que no se trata de él 
en este caso particular. 

38 José Angel Garcia-Cuadrado traza la línea interpretativa que considera que el 
intelecto agente se puede identificar con el actus essendi perteneciendo, por tanto, al 
ämbito trascendental y no al categorial. Recoge las posturas de algunos autores no tomistas 
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Por tanto, santo Tomäs integra la tradiciön del ejemplarismo y de la 
iluminaciön, tan caracteristica de los pensadores cristianos de la Edad 
Media, sin renunciar al planteamiento aristotélico. Supera los escollos de 
una concepciön pasiva del conocer (propios de la tradiciön platönica), al 
tiempo que elude también los problemas de la unicidad del intelecto 
agente inherentes al planteamiento aristotélico y explicitados por la 
tradición árabe. En este tema santo Tomás va más allá de Aristóteles 
integrando el pensamiento de san Agustin y la doctrina cristiana de la 
creación39. 


Universidad de Navarra 


Alcorta y especialmente Polo, así como otros autores deudores de los planteamientos de 
este último (Sellés, Posada); también se refiere a autores propiamente insertos en el estudio 
de santo Tomás o de sus fuentes: Canals Vidal, Browne, Haya Segovia, Molina Diez. Por 
último, se ocupa también de los autores que hacen una interpretación trascendental del 
entendimiento agente si bien tomando ese término, en este caso, en sentido kantiano: 
Rosmini, Maréchal, Daros, Rahner y, en conexión con este último, De Petter, Coreth, 
Mertens y Verbeke (cfr. J. A. GARCÍA-CUADRADO, La luz del intelecto agente. Estudio desde 
la metafísica de Bahez, Pamplona, Eunsa, 1998, pp. 202-214). 

39 Dice Bazän: «Cette synergie de l’intellect et de la chose est suspendue à la 
métaphysique créationniste de Thomas d'Aquin. Ceci se traduit, au plan de la 
connaissance, par la doctrine de l'illumination. Mais en rajeunissant cette vieille doctrine 
augustinienne, le créationnisme de Thomas lui impose aussi des limites, car elle n'est plus 
qu'un aspect de la relation métaphysique existant entre Dieu et les créatures. Dieu accorde 
aux étres non solum quod sint, sed etiam quod causae sint» (B.C. BAZÁN, «Précisions sur 
la doctrine de l'intelligence selon Thomas d'Aquin», en J.P. BECKMANN, et alii. (eds.), 
Sprache und Erkenntnis im Mittelalter, Berlin-New York, Walter de Gruyter, 1981, p. 1072 
(Miscellanea Mediaevalia 13/2). 
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INTELECTO E IMAGINACIÓN EN TOMÁS DE AQUINO: LA 
IMAGINACIÓN AL SERVICIO DEL INTELECTO 


INTRODUCCIÓN 


El objetivo central de mi exposición es destacar vivamente la 
centralidad que tiene en el pensamiento de Tomás de Aquino la correlación 
entre la unidad alma-cuerpo y la que se manifiesta en el acto cognoscitivo 
entre el intelecto y la imaginación. 

Estas relaciones se explican por la condición intramundana de la 
existencia humana que exige un conocimiento «situado» o «vinculado». Este 
tema apunta a un aspecto no claramente tematizado por el Aquinate, pero que 
pienso puede ser perfectamente desarrollado y puesto en varios casos en 
relación con análisis contemporáneos como los de Husserl y Merleau-Ponty. 

He procedido de acuerdo a un orden descendente en el que desde la 
consideración más ontológica de la estructura de la persona humana, 
derivo un modo de conocer que tiene en la abstracción una fase 
imprescindible, pero no definitiva, pues el acto cognoscitivo se origina y 
concluye en el conocimiento de lo individual. 

El método de trabajo que he seguido es el del análisis de textos de 
Tomás, intentando extraer de ellos el mayor provecho. 

Tengo claro que en el tratamiento de este tema es muy importante 
considerar el papel de la cogitativa, gran aporte que Aquino recogió del 
pensamiento árabe y un sentido interno tan difícil de conocer como lo es la 
imaginación. Solamente en notas recojo algunos aspectos que se refieren al 
papel de la cogitativa en la configuración del conocimiento del singular. 

La comunicación se estructura en cuatro acápites: 1º. La correlación 
alma-cuerpo e intelecto-imaginación. 2º. Lo he titulado de lo visible a lo 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1417-1429. 
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visible queriendo destacar cuäl es, a mi entender el origen y término del 
conocimiento. 3° Un entendimiento en el mundo, en el cual ahondo en las 
consideraciones del apartado 2. Y finalmente algunas precisiones finales 
acerca de la imaginaciön que son también la conclusiön de la comunicaciön. 


I. LA CORRELACION ALMA-CUERPO E INTELECTO-IMAGINACIÖN 


Un punto muy interesante para tratar en esta conexiön entendimiento- 
imaginaciön es el paralelismo de este vinculo en la uniön alma-cuerpo. 
Justamente por ser el entendimiento humano una facultad incorporada, se 
hace necesario establecer una via que relacione el entendimiento, cuyo 
objeto son las esencias de las cosas sensibles, con las cosas mismas, pues 
nuestra relaciön con las cosas es una relaciön con entidades individuales. 
No consideramos en la vida real sölo quididades, sino que vivimos, 
pensamos y nos relacionamos con las cosas mismas en su singularidad. La 
referencia indirecta del entendimiento a las cosas singulares es un aspecto 
que resuelve, en parte, la imaginaciön, pues tambien es necesario 
considerar la acción de la cogitativa, tema que abordaré sólo colateral- 
mente, como ya sefialé en la introducciön. : 

Gilson hace notar que «La naturaleza, que hizo el alma para conocer, 
no puede haberla unido a un cuerpo que le impediría conocer, más atin, la 
naturaleza debe haber dado un cuerpo a esta alma solamente para hacerle 
el conocimiento intelectual más fácil» (El Tomismo, p. 387). Esta 
afirmación de Gilson está apoyada por dos contundentes textos de la Suma 
Teológica que veré a continuación y que ratifican la unión alma-cuerpo en 
relación al punto concreto de la unión entre el conocimiento intelectual y 
el sensible, que es donde se inserta el tema de la imaginación: 

El primer texto es de la prima pars, cuestión 89, artículo 1, en el 
corpus: E] artículo trata el tema, difícil de resolver, del conocimiento que 
tendría el alma separada. Sabemos que para Aquino la condición del alma 
separada no es la perfecta, pues es parte de su ser intrínseco el que el alma 
informe a un cuerpo: «No es que la unión con el cuerpo sea para ella algo 
accidental, sino que se realiza por exigencia de su misma naturaleza»1. Sin 


1 «non ita quod uniri corpori sit ei accidentali, sed per rationem suae naturae 
corpori unitur» (Sum. Theol. Y, q.89, a. 1, corpus). 
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embargo es posible plantearse dos escenarios en el estado del alma 
separada: 1) El alma habria vuelto a su estado natural y conoceria mejor 
porque se encuentra desligada del cuerpo; 2) el alma sin la uniön con el 
cuerpo no podria conocer naturalmente, porque no tiene imägenes a las 
cuales recurrir2. 

Tomás resuelve la cuestión haciendo varias precisiones que para 
nosotros serän de gran valor operativo: 

1° El alma conoce mejor unida al cuerpo, porque en el orden de la 
naturaleza la materia se ordena a la forma y la forma se ordena a su 
actividad superior, que en este caso es el conocer. Luego, la unién del alma 
y del cuerpo, que como ya hemos visto es la natural para el hombre, le 
lleva a que las operaciones del cuerpo (materia) estén al servicio y 
perfección de las operaciones del alma (forma). Por lo tanto, la unión del 
alma con el cuerpo es para bien del alma misma; así su conocimiento es 
más perfecto unido al cuerpo que separado de éste. Como sefiala Tomás en 
el articulo 3° de la misma cuestiön, el alma separada no conoce 
perfectamente todas las sustancias separadas, ni todo lo material, sino con 
una cierta confusión (cfr. corpus y ad 4). Obviamente esta imperfección se 
supera en el conocimiento que tiene en la gloria, pero, en definitiva, lo que 
interesa es que su conocimiento natura] perfecto es en unión con el cuerpo. 

2? En su estado de alma separada no puede recurrir a Jas imágenes, 
porque éstas se las aportan los sentidos corporales. Pero cada ser obra en 
cuanto está en acto y su modo de obrar corresponde a su modo de ser. 
Separada del cuerpo el alma conoce de un modo semejante al de las demás 
sustancias separadas, esto es, por medio de una conversión hacia lo 
inteligible. Siendo éste el modo que le corresponde en cuanto alma 
separada, no deja de ser alma humana, conserva su naturaleza y el grado 
de perfección que le es propio, de ahí que, como sefialé en el punto 
anterior, su conocimiento de lo inteligible es genérico y confuso3. 


2 En este punto se ve que Tomás de Aquino es antiplatónico, a] menos, si se 
entiende desde la concepción del Fedón (donde se considera al cuerpo como obstáculo), y 
se afirmaría más el hilemorfismo de Aristóteles, pero la razón de fondo puede ser teológica 
(la resurrección de la carne, la Encarnación de Cristo). 

3 «Anima separata intelligit per species quas recipit ex influentia divini lumninis, 
sicut et angeli, cui iste modus cognoscendi est connaturalis, anima separata per huiusmodi 
species non accipit perfectam rerum cognitionem, sed quasi in communi et confusam» 
(Sum. Theol. I, q. 89, a.3,c.). 
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3° La cuestiön relevante en esta discusiön es que no cambia la 
naturaleza del alma al encontrarse separada del cuerpo, sino que se 
mantiene la misma, y ésta es claramente la de un alma creada en uniön con 
el cuerpo, cuyo conocimiento propio es a partir de imagenes: «Por lo tanto, 
el modo de entender volviéndose a las imágenes es natural al alma, como 
lo es su uniön al cuerpo. En cambio, estar separada de él y entender sin 
recurrir a las imagenes es algo que esta fuera de su naturaleza. Por eso se 
une al cuerpo: para existir y obrar conforme a su naturaleza»4. 

4° Esto no es obstäculo para decir que cuando se considera el 
conocimiento en si mismo, es decir, independiente del que realiza el 
hombre, es mas perfecto un conocimiento que no necesita recurrir a las 
imágenes. Dentro de la jerarquia de los seres cognoscentes racionales el 
hombre ocupa el infimo lugar. 

5° Pero el conocimiento perfecto para el hombre es éste que hemos 
sefialado, otro no le permitiria realizar algo que es propio de su ser: el tener 
un conocimiento adecuado de lo sensible. 

El corpus del articulo se concluye con un texto que no deja lugar a 
dudas: «Por lo tanto, resulta claro que el estar unido con el cuerpo y 
entender por medio de imagenes es mejor para el alma. Si bien puede 
existir separada y tener otro modo distinto de conocer». 

Aunque sea abundar en citas que quizäs sean conocidas para uds., me 
parece muy interesante una extraida de las Creaturas espirituales: 


Ninguna parte separada del todo tiene la perfección de la naturaleza. Por eso el alma, 
como es parte de la naturaleza humana, no tiene la perfección de su naturaleza sino 
en unión con el cuerpo. La prueba es que en virtud del alma misma fluyen de ésta 
ciertas potencias que no son actos de órganos corporales, porque exceden a la 
proporción del cuerpo; además de fluir de ella potencias que son actos de órganos en 
cuanto pueden ser abarcados por la materia corporal. Pues algo no es perfecto en su 
naturaleza si por su acto no pudiera ser explicado lo que está contenido en su 
potencialidad. De allí que el alma, aunque pueda existir y entender separada del 
cuerpo, sin embargo no tiene la perfección de su naturaleza cuando se halla separada 
de él, como dice Agustín en el L. XII de la Interpretación literal del Génesis» (C. 
única, art. II, Resolución de los argumentos, n.5). 


4 «Unde modus intelligendi per conversionem ad phantasmata est animae naturalis, 
sicut et corpori uniri: sed esse separatum a corpore est praeter rationem suae naturae, et 
similiter intelligere sine conversione ad phantasmata est ei praeter naturam. Et ideo ad hoc 
unitur corpori, ut sit operetur secundum naturam suam» (Sum. Theol. I, q. 89,a. 1, c). 

5  «Sicergo patet quod propter melius animae est ut corpori uniatur, et intelligat per 
conversionem phantasmata; et tamen esse potest separata, et alium modum intelligendi 
habere» (Sum. Theol. I, 89 1, c.). 


INTELECTO E IMAGINACION EN TOMAS DE AQUINO 1421 


El otro texto que sabiamente cita Gilson es el articulo 2 de la cuestiön 
55, también de la Prima pars de la de Summa en el que el punto de 
referencia para el análisis de nuestro conocimiento se sitúa en el modo de 
conocer angélico. En este artículo se pregunta si los Angeles conocen o no 
por las especies captadas de las cosas. Aqui se establece una diferencia 
muy importante entre el modo de conocer angélico y el humano que 
también ayuda a captar la importancia de la ligazón del entendimiento con 
la imaginaciön. Se dice en el corpus del articulo que los hombres no 
tenemos nuestra potencia intelectual completa, en el sentido de que no 
tenemos en nosotros todas las especies intelectuales, sino que tenemos que 
adquirirlas conforme captamos las especies inteligibles de las cosas. 
Recurriendo a la distinciön hecha a propösito del articulo que recién 
analizábamos, es más perfecto en si poseer todas las especies, pero la 
incompletud de la potencia intelectual humana es natural, dice Aquino, 
luego es la que le corresponde en la jerarquia de los existentes y la que 
conviene a su ser, que es un ser en el que alma y cuerpo conforman una 
unidad, siendo esta unidad la perfecciön de su ser, pues nada es en vano y 
la uniön del alma con el cuerpo no es en vano. Luego se puede concluir 
que es natural para el hombre adquirir, a partir de las imägenes, las 
especies inteligibles que le permiten conocer. 

Los dos textos que he mencionado enfatizan el caräcter natural de la 
conexiön del entendimiento con la imaginaciön, como una consecuencia 
lögica de la indisoluble uniön del alma con el cuerpo en el hombre. 


II. DE LO VISIBLE A LO VISIBLE 


Teniendo esto presente, podemos avanzar en nuestro tema especifico, 
a saber, el papel de la imaginaciön al servicio del entendimiento. 
Ciertamente un estudio completo del tema supone el anälisis del papel de 
todo el conocimiento sensible en el acto cognoscitivo humano, pero no 
quiero extenderme, sino llegar del modo mäs directo posible a la cuestiön 
planteada como objetivo de la exposiciön. 

Para esto analizaré el articulo 7 de la cuesti6n 84 de la Summa I pars. 
Se plantea aqui el tema de la necesidad de las imägenes para que el 
entendimiento pueda realmente penetrar la realidad singular o particular. 
Es éste un requerimiento del entendimiento, que al estar dirigido al 
conocimiento de las esencias de las cosas singulares debe conectarse con 
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éstas de un modo también cognoscitivo, y esto teniendo en cuenta que el 
intelecto conoce lo universal. El texto del De An. de Aristöteles que dice 
«He ahí cómo el alma jamás intelige sin el concurso de una imagen» (III, 
7, 431º 16), es ratificado en el comienzo del corpus del artículo que 
analizaré: «Es imposible que nuestro entendimiento, en el presente estado 
de vida, durante el que se encuentra unido a un cuerpo pasible, entienda en 
acto algo sin recurrir a las imagenes». Y este recurso a la imagen no es sölo 
necesario en el inicio del conocimiento, cuando el intelecto agente abstrae 
de la imagen la especie inteligible, «sino también en la posterior 
utilización del conocimiento adquirido, se precisa el acto de la 
imaginación y de las demás facultades»6. 

Las razones son muy semejantes a las expuestas en artículo 1 de la 
cuestión 89, en la que se explicaba la natural unión del alma con el cuerpo. 
EI entender, dice el Aquinate, se realiza con la cooperación de la imagen, 
porque el objeto propio del entendimiento humano es la esencia o 
naturaleza existente en la materia corporal; a través de la imagen de lo 
visible, se llega al conocimiento de lo invisible. Pero, agregaría, nunca 
conocemos lo invisible propiamente tal, es decir, la esencia qua esencia 
porque el constante recurso a la imagen, nos remite a lo individual que es 
tal esencia individuada e incorporada. (Un caso aparte resulta en el 
conocimiento de las esencias matemáticas, puramente abstractas, pero se 
trata de idealizaciones de la mente humana que son tratadas como tales, es 
decir, sin asignarles una existencia real.) Para el hombre, conocer de forma 
verdadera y completa quiere decir conocer al objeto en su existencia 
concreta, que sólo percibimos con la cooperación de los sentidos externos 
e internos. Una adecuada comprensión de cuál es el objeto propio del 
entendimiento, a saber, la esencia de las cosas sensibles, exige, segün mi 
parecer, la necesidad de individuar o contextualizar esta esencia en su 
realidad existencial. 

Este tema lo argumenta Tomás de Aquino al otorgar una gran 
importancia a la completud del conocimiento que le corresponde al 
hombre. Nuestro conocimiento de las cosas, dice, se completa cuando el 
entendimiento se hace cargo del modo esencial en que éstas existen, y le 


6 «Impossibile est intellectum nostrum, secundum praesentis vitae statum, quo 
possibili corpori coniungitur, aliquid intelligere in acto, nisi convertendo se ad 
phantasmata. (...) sed etiam utendo scientia iam adquisita, requiritur actus imaginationis et 
ceterarum virtutum» (Sum. Theol. I, q.84, a. 7, c.). 
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es esencial a las cosas existir en una naturaleza individual. Esto lo 
percibimos gracias a la conexiön del entendimiento con la imaginaciön y 
con la cogitativa. 

La importancia de este raciocinio es que no sélo atiende a la 
naturaleza corpöreo-espiritual del hombre, sino también a la naturaleza del 
objeto que se quiere conocer que también es corpérea, y, por lo tanto, 
individualizada: 


En cambio el objeto propio del entendimiento humano, que estä unido a un cuerpo, 
es la esencia o naturaleza existente en la materia corporal y, a través de la naturaleza 
de lo visible, llega al conocimiento de lo invisible. Es esencial a la naturaleza visible 
existir en un individuo que no es tal individuo sin materia corpérea, como es esencial 
a la naturaleza de la piedra existir en esta piedra, y a la naturaleza del caballo es 
esencial existir en este caballo. Por lo tanto, de forma verdadera y completa no se 
puede conocer la naturaleza de la piedra o la de cualquier otro objeto material si no 
se la conoce existente en forma concreta. Pero lo concreto lo percibimos por los 
sentidos y por la imaginaci6n. Consecuentemente, para que el entendimiento entienda 
en acto su objeto propio, es necesario que recurra a las imägenes para descubrir la 
naturaleza universal como presente en un objeto particular?. 


Aquino insiste en este texto en dos aspectos que son centrales en todo 
su pensamiento gnoseolögico y metafisico: 1° Por parte del objeto, 
tenemos la natural proporción de la potencia al objeto que la llevará al 
acto. Poseemos un entendimiento naturalmente ordenado a un objeto, a 
saber, la esencia o naturaleza existente en la materia corporal. Como no se 
da directamente esta proporciön que permite el acto, pues el entendimiento 
no capta en lo sensible directamente la quididad, porque el objeto sensible 
es sélo inteligible en potencia, se requiere la mediaciön de la imaginaciön 
que ofrece su objeto a la acción inmaterializadora del entendimiento 


7 «Intellectus autem humani, qui est coniunctus corpori, proprium obiectum est 
quidditas sive natura inmateria corporali existens; et per huiusmodi naturas visibilium 
rerum etiam in invisibilium rerum aliqualem cognitionem ascendit. De ratione autem huius 
naturae est, quod in aliquo individuo existat, quod non est absque materia corporali :sicut 
de ratione naturae lapidis est quod sit in hoc lapide, et de ratione naturae equi quod sit in 
hoc equo, et sic de aliis. Unde natura lapidis, vel cuiscumque materialis rei, cognosci non 
potest complete et vere, nisi secundum quod cognoscitur ut in particulari existens. 
Particulare autem apprehendimus per sensum et imaginationem. Et ideo necesse est ad 
hosc quod intellectus actu intelligat suum obiectum proprium, quod convertat se ad 
phantasmata, ut speculetur naturam universalem in particulari existentem» (Sum. Theol. I, 
q. 84, a.7, c). 
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agente8. 2° Por parte de la naturaleza del hombre: la sola inmaterialidad, 
considerada en la esencia o naturaleza de las cosas sensibles, tampoco 
satisface del todo al entendimiento que completa su conocimiento, cuando 
conoce estas esencias tal cual ellas existen, es decir, individualizadas, para 
lo que requiere de la mediaciön de la imaginaciön. Se puede afirmar, sin 
torcer la mano de Tomäs, que nuestro conocimiento va de lo visible a lo 
visible, aclarando, para ser fiel a su pensamiento, que este conocimiento 
de lo visible requiere la previa captaciön de lo invisible que estä, de algün 
modo, presente en lo visible. Es decir, sin dejar de lado que hemos 
conocido la esencia de las cosas sensibles, algo que es invisible, pero 
tambien, sin olvidar que eso invisible lo conocemos de un modo perfecto 
cuando lo vemos realizado en lo visible, cuando por asi decirlo, aplicamos 
adecuadamente esa captaciön esencial a lo visible. Estä claro que el objeto 
del entendimiento no son las formas separadas, como también que la 
naturaleza de las realidades sensibles no existe independientemente de lo 
concreto, de ahi que se haga evidente la necesidad del recurso a la 
imaginaciön para que efectivamente el entendimiento capte su objeto 
propio9. : 

También se puede argumentar en esta misma linea y utilizando la 
respuesta a la objeciön primera del articulo que comentamos, que el 
entendimiento no tiene como fin el sólo considerar las especies 
inteligibles, no acaba ahi su acto propio, sino que es necesario utilizar 
estas especies, que conservamos de un modo habitual y que podemos 
actualizar libremente, «en conformidad con lo que representan, esto es, 
con las naturalezas existentes en las cosas particulares»10, 

El argumento de que el entendimiento necesita de las imagenes para 
conocer, se demuestra también para Tomäs de Aquino de un modo 
empirico, porque hay lesiones corpöreas que impiden el buen uso del 


8 En este sentido es muy importante diferenciar el uso que Tomás de la noción de 
imaginaciön como producci6n de una imagen, del uso moderno habitual que enfatiza la 
ausencia del objeto. 

9 Cfr. Sum. Theol. I, q. 70, a. 3, c. Este texto refleja cómo este pensamiento del 
Aquinate está presente en toda su obra. (Texto citado por J. PENA VIAL, en Imaginación, 
símbolo y realidad, Ed. Universidad Católica de Chile, 1987, p. 102. También es muy 
pertinente la alusión a Zubiri, p. 102 y que se condice en forma muy perfecta con la cita n. 
12 de la p. 104). 

10 «secundum quod convenit rebus quarum sunt species, quae sunt naturae in 
particularibus existents» (Sum. Theol. Y, q. 84, a. 7, ad 1). 
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entendimiento, lo que no seria posible si no fuera porque el 
entendimiento se vale de alguna facultad corpörea, aunque él es de suyo 
inmaterial o incorpöreo. Si no estan en buenas condiciones los sentidos 
o la imaginación, el conocimiento intelectual se verá también afectadoll. 


III UN ENTENDIMIENTO EN EL MUNDO 


Un aspecto que quiero destacar en esta presentaciön es que la uniön 
intelecto-imaginaciön tiene mucho que ver con la consideraciön del 
mundo y del modo como el hombre está inserto en este mundo!2. Esa idea 
se sostiene también en el articulo 1 de la cuestiön 85 de la Summa en la 
primera parte. La cuestiön central que se discute en el corpus es la 
abstracción. Me fijaré particularmente en la afirmación de que la 
abstracciön de las imagenes es para conocer lo que estä en una materia 
individual. En realidad lo que Tomás de Aquino afirma es que el 
entendimiento conoce en la materia individual, pero no materialmente, que 
es como existe en la realidad la cosa. La abstracciön es necesaria para el 
entendimiento humano que está en esta situación intermedia entre un 
conocimiento exclusivamente sensible y un conocimiento puramente 
inmaterial. Pero el punto al que me dirijo con esta observaciön, a propésito 
del texto del artículo, es que siempre Tomás de Aquino insiste en que lo 
que queremos conocer y de hecho conocemos es la realidad material, 
aunque intelectualmente. Cito el texto completo para que lo podamos 
analizar con más objetividad y no resulte chocante lo que recién afirmé: 
«Y, por eso, le corresponde como propio (se refiere al conocimiento 


li Tal como señala C. FABRO es tarea de la imaginación , en un primer momento, 
proporcionar y reforzar en la conciencia la estructura constante de un objeto, de manera que 
éste no quede al socaire de las mudables impresiones sensoriales y pueda, al menos 
remotamente, ser susceptible de comprensión y desarrollo racional. Hace notar Fabro que 
Aristóteles anteriormente atribuy6 a la imaginación la sintesis sensorial primaria que 
posibilita la aprehensión del «continuo perceptivo» del espacio y del tiempo (cfr. De Mem., 
450º 10-12). Sobre todo este punto ver FABRO, Introducciön al problema del hombre, Rialp, 
Madrid, 1982, pp. 67-69. 

12 También Fabro en su obra Percepción y pensamiento, Eunsa, Pamplona, 1978, 
atribuye un papel importante a la cogitativa, en unión con la imaginación, a la situación del 
conocimiento humano en el mundo que le circunda. Cfr. pp. 219 ss. Es muy interesante al 
respecto la referencia que hace este autor al texto de Contra Gentiles II, 60. 
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humano que ha sido comparado con el conocimiento sensible y angélico) 
el conocimiento de la forma presente en la materia corporal individual, si 
bien no como está en la materia. Pero conocer lo que está en una materia 
individual y no como está en dicha materia, es abstraer la forma de la 
materia individual representada en las imágenes. De este modo, es 
necesario afirmar que nuestro entendimiento conoce las realidades 
materiales abstrayendo de las imágenes»13. Con el texto queda claro que 
el conocimiento es intelectual e inmaterial, porque es abstracto, es decir, 
se realiza después de que la forma, presente potencialmente en la imagen, 
ha sido iluminada por el intelecto agente. Pero, por lo que hemos visto, 
este momento de abstracción se completa con la aplicación a la realidad 
particular. Se da así una explicación muy adecuada de la conexión entre la 
sensibilidad y el entendimiento, pues por la mediación de la imaginación 
es posible la conceptualización de la imagen o de lo sensible, como 
también la «particularización», en la aplicación, del concepto. Esto sólo es 
posible captarlo en un análisis de la imaginación como facultad mediadora 
entre entendimiento y sentidos y no exclusivamenté como potencia 
creadora. 

Está aquí planteada la cuestión importantísima, según mi parecer, del 
conocimiento del singular, pues el conocimiento intelectual de la forma 
presente en la materia corporal es, por así decirlo, el objetivo de nuestro 
entendimiento y cuando se realiza la abstracción, no se pierde esta 
referencia a la individualidad, porque si así fuera, nuestro conocimiento 
sería falso: no sería conocimiento de aquello que es nuestro objeto, a saber, 
la forma de la cosa existente materialmente: «Por eso sería falso aquel 
entendimiento que abstrajera de la materia la especie de piedra de manera 
que entendiese que no está en la materia, como sostuvo Platón»14. Esta 
misma idea está claramente expresada en la respuesta a la objeción cinco: 
«Nuestro entendimiento abstrae las especies inteligibles de las imágenes 


13 «Et ideo proprium eius est cognoscere formam in materia quidem corporali 
individualiter existentem, non tamen prout est in tali material. Cognoscere vero id quod est 
inmateria individuali, non prout est in tali material, est abstrahere formam a material 
individuali, quam repraesentant phantasmata. Et ideo necesse est dicere quod intellectus 
noster intelligit materialia abstrahendo a phantasmatibus; et per materiali sic considerate in 
inmaterialium aliqualem cognitionem devenimus sicut e contra angeli per inmmaterialia 
materialia cognoscunt». (Sum. Theol. I, q. 85, a. 1, c). 

14 «Unde falsus esset intellectus, si sic abstraheret speciem lapidis a materia, ut 
intelligeret eam non esse in materia, ut Plato posuit» (Sum. Theol. I, q. 85, a. 1 ad 1). 
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en cuanto que considera de modo universal la naturaleza de las cosas. Sin 
embargo, las entiende en las imägenes, porque no puede entender nada, ni 
siquiera lo abstraido, a no ser recurriendo a las imägenes, como dijimos 
anteriormente (q. 84 a. 7)»15. Es decir, la consideraciön universal no le 
lleva al pleno entendimiento de la forma si no va acompafiada del recurso 
a la imagen que le presenta la especie sensible en sus principios 
individuales (cfr. ad 1). El conocimiento, considerado en si mismo, es mäs 
perfecto en la medida en que considera realidades mäs inmateriales, pero 
la perfecciön del conocimiento humano no se puede considerar desligada 
de su condiciön real, a saber, un entendimiento encarnado y, por eso 
mismo, existente en un mundo determinado por unas cualidades propias. 
Es a partir de estas realidades que le circundan que el entendimiento puede 
alcanzar también conocimientos inmateriales, pero siempre con una 
vinculación originaria en la realidad sensible: «Y por medio de las 
realidades materiales asi entendidas, llegamos al conocimiento de las 
inmateriales, pero de forma distinta a como lo hacen los ángeles, los cuales 
por lo inmaterial conocen lo material» (Ibíd. corpus). 

Es de la mayor importancia traer nuevamente a colaciön el tema del 
conocimiento que tendrá el alma separada del cuerpo, pues incluso en ésta 
se da una contextualización que concierne a la mayor perfección de su 
saber. Comparando el conocimiento humano en este estado y el de los 
ángeles, afirma Tomás de Aquino que el conocimiento que es general y 
confuso en el estado de separación del alma, se puede volver más perfecto 
cuando se refiere a aquellas cosas singulares con las que el alma tenga 
alguna relación: «Por un conocimiento anterior, por algün sentimiento, por 
una tendencia natural o por disposición divina;»16. Es decir no es 
igualmente confuso o general el conocimiento del alma separada, sino que 
influye su disposición subjetiva. Esta alusión, aunque se trate de un estado 
desconocido para nosotros, es significativa del realismo de Tomás y de los 
matices que este realismo lleva consigo. No se trata, en este caso de la 


15 «Intellectus noster et abstrahit species intelligibiles a phantasmatibus, inquantum 
considerat naturas rerum in universali; et tamen intelligit eas in phantasmatibus, quia non 
potest intelligere etiam ea quorum species abstrahit, nisi convertendo se ad phantasmata, ut 
supra (q. 84 a.7) dictum est» (Ibíd. ad. 5). 

16 «Vel per praecedentem cognitionem, vel per aliquam affectionem, vel per 
naturalem habitudinem, vel per divinam ordenationem» (Sum. Theol. Y, q. 89, a. 4, c.). 
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situaciön actual con respecto al mundo, sino mäs bien en las disposiciones 
del sujeto que son también determinantes de su modo propio de conocer. 


IV. PRECISIONES FINALES ACERCA DE LA IMAGINACION 


En los articulos o capitulos tanto de la Suma Teolögica como de la 
Contra Gentiles, en las que se explica, contra Averroes, que el 
entendimiento agente no es único para todos los hombres, hay interesantes 
alusiones a la imaginación que nos permiten precisar ciertas 
caracteristicas, aun sabiendo que no hay una definiciön exacta de esta 
facultad. Y quizäs esto es lo primero que haya que decir: la imaginaciön es 
una facultad. La mayor parte de las veces Tomas de Aquino la sittia entre 
las facultades sensibles, afirmando que tiene un órgano; otras veces el 
papel que se le asigna a la imaginaciön se comparte muy estrechamente 
con el entendimiento, particularmente cuando se la describe como facultad 
creativa. (Asi tenemos una diferenciación que hacen varios autores 
-Kenny entre ellos- entre fantasía e imaginación). Al comentar el De 
Anima de Aristóteles (cfr. IU, 3, 428b 10ss), Aquino afirma algo que es 
interesante y que refleja el papel singular que le cabe a la imaginación: 
Destaca la afinidad que tiene la imaginación con el sentido, porque sólo 
puede producirse por éste, ya que existe sólo en los seres que tienen 
sentido y sienten. No pertenecen, pues a la imaginación, aquellas cosas 
que sólo son inteligibles (cfr. n. 657). Al hablar de afinidad con el sentido, 
claramente no la identifica plenamente, pero hace notar su dependencia e 
imposibilidad de captar algo puramente inteligible. Esto sitüa a la 
imaginación en un lugar intermedio, una tercera facultad, más sensible que 
inteligible, pero que en algunos casos presenta al entendimiento imágenes 
muy cercanas a éste, como es el caso de las abstracciones matemáticas. 

Los fantasmas o imágenes nos dan una experiencia consciente de 
objetos extramentales y un acceso también consciente de los datos 
sensibles que configuran o caracterizan dichos objetos. Sin embargo, 
reconocer qué es lo que uno está percibiendo depende de un acto del 
entendimiento. Si yo pregunto a alguien ¿qué estás viendo? Y ese alguien 
contesta un gato, ciertamente esa respuesta no sólo se basa en un dato 
visual o en una configuración imaginativa, sino en ültimo término en un 
acto por el cual el entendimiento conoce la quididad del gato y la aplica a 
ese gato. Ni los sentidos solos, ni acompafiados de la imaginación, pueden 
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determinar qu& es lo que se estä percibiendo, los juicios perceptivos 
requieren del entendimiento. Los sentidos y la imaginaciön pueden ver, 
pero no ver qué. Esto no significa una acciön gradual o temporal, sino la 
perfecta unificaciön de estas facultades. La percepciön entendida como el 
acto por el que se reconoce algo como tal cosa, o ver qué, en el sentido de 
ser consciente de lo que ese algo es, es equivalente en Tomas de Aquino a 
la percepción más la primera operaciön del entendimiento: la simple 
aprehensión!7. 

Lo que aquí se pone de relieve es que el conocimiento no se divide en 
subsistemas, sino que comprende un todo unificado que es expresión de 
esta unidad básica del alma y del cuerpo de la que partíamos al comienzo 
de la exposición. Esto también lo explica muy claramente Eleonor Stump 
al decir que lo que nosotros llamamos percepción incluye la captación de 
aquello que una cosa es, como también la captación sensible e 
imaginativa. 

Considero esta permanente interrelación como la condición natural 
del entendimiento humano y en la cual debe buscar su perfección, 
desarrollando al máximo las virtualidades que ambas facultades entrafian, 
sin huir de las limitaciones que nuestra condición nos confiere, porque 
también en ellas o sólo en ellas está nuestra grandeza. 


Universidad de los Andes, Santiago de Chile 


17 Cfr. E. STUMP, «Aquinas on the Mechanism of Cognition: Sense and Phantasia», 
Medieval Analyses in Language and Cognition, Acts of the symposium The Copenhagen 
School of Medieval Philosophy, January 10-13, 1996, p. 392. 


HARM GORIS 


A REINTERPRETATION OF AQUINAS’ CORRESPONDENCE 
DEFINITION OF TRUTH 


I. INTRODUCTION 


Thomas Aquinas is considered to be the leading exponent of the 
classical definition of truth: truth is the adaequatio of intellect and reality. 
The usual interpretation of this so-called ‘correspondence’ formula is, 
roughly speaking, that a proposition (judgment, thought, statement, 
sentence) is true if it corresponds to the external reality (state of affairs, 
fact). That is to say, the two relata of the correspondence-relation are, on 
the one hand, the proposition as a whole, and, on the other, extramental 
reality. In this paper I want to propose a different reading of Aquinas’ 
definition. I shall argue that intellect and reality are related within the 
proposition itself. The two relata, intellect and reality, are represented by 
the two elements of the proposition, the subject and the predicate. The 
proposition, therefore, is not one of the two relata, but expresses the 
relation of correspondence itself. 

I shall try to substantiate the proposed reinterpretation by drawing 
upon two other topics Aquinas discusses. The first one is the logical 
analysis of the structure of a proposition and the related theory of 
predication. The other topic belongs to Aquinas’ philosophy of mind. It 
concerns the question if and how the human intellect may know the 
singular. Next, I shall examine three major texts in which Aquinas reflects 
on the notion of truth. I shall argue that he gradually succeeded in 
integrating the intramental character of truth with the correspondence 
definition. Finally, I shall indicate how my reading can meet some of the 
Criticisms raised against the correspondence theory of truth. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour I’ Etude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1431-1443. 
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U. LOGICAL ANALYSIS OF THE PROPOSITION 


When analysing the structure of the proposition, Aquinas adopts the 
classical tripartition into subject-term, copula, and predicate-term. Some 
Thomists prefer a twofold division in noun and verb, but this is not 
relevant here. What matters is Aquinas’ view that the subject-term (or 
noun) and the predicate-term (or verb) are not on a par. He often repeats 
the rule that the subject-term is taken materially (materialiter), while the 
predicate is taken formally (formaliter). What this rule conveys, is the 
distinction between supposition and signification. 

The theory of supposition is one of the innovations of terminist logic 
in the 12th and 13th centuries. Supposition is the property of a term, when 
used in a proposition, to stand for something. In most cases, the term 
stands for one or more concrete, extramental things, that is, it has ‘personal 
supposition’ (suppositio personalis). This has a direct effect on the truth- 
value of a proposition. When I say, for example, ‘a man is balding’ and ‘a 
man’ stands for me, the proposition is true. But when it stands for Gerhard 
Schröder, the proposition is false. What ‘a man’ stands for, its supposit, 
differs in both cases, but its signification remains the same. Each time, 
‘man’ signifies ‘rational being’. This medieval distinction between 
signification and supposition is like Frege’s distinction between sense and 
reference. 

Thomas holds that in a proposition only the subject-term has 
supposition, not the predicatel. The subject-term denotes a particular, 
individual thing or set of things, its supposit, while the predicate does not 
denote, but only signifies the universal nature that inheres in the supposit2. 
This view is called the “inherence theory of predication’. According to this 
theory, the primary function of the copula is to express the inherence of the 
form signified by the predicate in the thing denoted by the subject-term. 
So, ‘a man is bald’, is analysed as: baldness inheres in a man. The rival 
theory, called the ‘identity theory of predication’, holds that both the 


1 Some commentators have denied that Aquinas always adheres to this view. Cfr. 
H SCHOOT, Christ the ‘Name’ of God. Thomas Aquinas on Naming Christ, Louvain, 1993, 
p. 67. 

2 Cfr. eg. Thomas Aquinas, Su. Theol. Ill, q. 16, a. 7, ad 4: « ... terminus in 
subiecto positus tenetur materialiter, idest pro supposito; positus vero in praedicato, tenetur 
formaliter, idest pro natura significata». Cfr. also Su. Theol. I, q. 13, a. 12; In IX Meta. Ic. 
11, n. 1898; In Periherm. lc. 5, n. 59 (lines 108-113 in the 1989 Leonine edition). 
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subject-term and the predicate supposit for things, and the copula 
expresses the identity of both supposits. This view is more similar to the 
one we find in modern predicate calculus. Aquinas knows of this what he 
calls ‘predication by identity’, but he thinks that ‘predication by 
information’ is the more proper form of predication3. A consequence of the 
inherence theory is that usually the existence of the subject is presupposed 
when forming and verifying a proposition. So when I say ‘Harm Goris is 
bald’, my very existence is not directly at stake. What the proposition 
primarily expresses is that baldness inheres in me. 


III. INTELLECTUAL KNOWLEDGE OF THE SINGULAR 


If and how the human intellect may know the singular, that is the 
individual, material thing in its uniqueness as a here and now, is a question 
that originated from the theological problem how to account for God’s 
knowledge of singulars on the basis of an Aristotelian theory of 
knowledge. Latin Scholastics started to deal with the issue as of around 
1225, but it didn’t develop into an independent question, discussed for its 
own sake, until Aquinas. The predominant view among his predecessors 
was that the human intellect does not know the singular as such4. Thomas 
Aquinas developed a theory that distinguishes between direct and indirect 
knowledge, or between per se and accidental knowledge — a distinction 
lacking in the texts of his predecessors. The human intellect, Aquinas 
argues, can know the singular, but only in an indirect or accidental way. 

Aquinas’ basic explanation how the human intellect knows the 
singular remains the same throughout his career: it is the link or 
continuation between the intellective and the sensory cognitive faculties. 
In Aquinas’ view, the human intellect is a distinct, but not an autonomous, 
isolated faculty; it cooperates in one way or another with the sensory 
powers, which have the singular as their proper object. However, taking a 
closer look at the texts, one can distinguish three more detailed 
elaborations of the nature of this cooperation. We find two of them in 
works Aquinas wrote before 1266, and the third one in his later texts. 


3 In HT Sent. d. 5 exp. txt. 
4 Bérubé labelled this view as ‘intellection universelle du singulier’: C. BERUBE, 
La connaissance de l’individuel au Moyen Age, Montreal-Paris, 1964, p. 13. 
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3.1 Two early accounts 


Aquinas’ two early accounts of intellectual knowledge of the singular 
are juxtaposed in De Veritate q. 10, a. 5. In this text Aquinas discerns a 
twofold continuation between the intellective and sensitive part of the soul 
and he describes them in terms of two opposite movements between the 
. (outer) things and the (inner) soul. The first one starts from the external 
things, proceeds to the senses, and terminates in the intellect, and is 
associated with knowledge and truth. The second one goes the other way 
round and has to do with will and its formal object, the good5. The text 
runs as follows: 


But the mind concerns itself accidentally with singulars, in so far as it has continuity 
with the sensitive powers, which deal with particulars. This continuation is twofold. 
In one way it happens in so far the movement from the sensitive part terminates in the 
mind, as it happens in the movement from things to the soul. And in this way the mind 
knows the singular by a certain reflection, that is as when the mind, by knowing its 
object, which is some universal nature, returns to knowledge of its own act, and next 
to the species which is the principle of its act, and then to the phantasm from which 
the species is abstracted ... 

In the other way, as the movement which is from the soul to things, begins from the 
mind and proceeds to the sensitive part, in so far as the mind rules the lower powers. 
In this way, [the mind] concerns itself with the singulars by mediation of the ratio 
particularis, which is a certain power of the sensitive part, and composes and divides 
individual intentions, and is also called the cogitative [power] ... For the universal 
judgment the mind has about things to be done, cannot be applied to a particular act 
except through a mediating power that apprehends the singular, so that a syllogism is 
made whose major is universal, which is the judgment of the mind; the minor is 
singular, which is the apprehension of the ratio particularis; and the conclusion is the 
choice of the singular work, as is clear in the third book of De Anima. 


The first movement refers to theoretical knowledge, for which our 
intellect depends on the extramental things and the impression they make 
on the senses. While the intellect grasps only the universal directly and per 
se, it can have some knowledge of the singular as such per accidens. This, 


5 For these two opposite movements, cfr. De Pot. q. 9, a. 9: «Nos enim 
cognitionem intellectivam a rebus exterioribus accipimus; per voluntatem vero nostram in 
aliquid exterius tendimus tamquam in finem. Et ideo intelligere nostrum est secundum 
motum a rebus in animam; velle vero secundum motum ab anima ad res». Cfr. also De Ver. 
q. 1, a. 2. 

6 De Ver q. 10, a. 5. 
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Aquinas argues, happens by an elaborate act of self-reflection in which the 
intellect traces the movement back to its origin: from its ultimate object 
(the universal nature), to its act of knowing, next to the intelligible species, 
until it finally reaches the sensory phantasm, which represents the 
extramental thing in its individuality. 

The second movement stresses the active role of the intellect. It has to 
do with practical reasoning, by which our intellect applies a universal 
moral judgment to a concrete, particular action, and so directs the act of 
the will. In a practical syllogism, the intellect concludes from a universal 
moral rule (the maior; e.g. ‘a child should honour his parent’) and from a 
singular proposition (the minor; e.g. ‘I am a child and this is an honour’), 
to the particular action that should be taken (e.g. ‘I should now do this 
honour to my parent’)7. Aquinas attributes the formation of the singular 
proposition to a specific faculty of inner sense, the ratio particularis or vis 
cogitativa8. 

These two accounts of intellectual knowledge of the singular are also 
found in other texts9. However, it can be argued that both explanations are 
not very convincing. The first one assumes a long and complex conscious 
process of self-reflection by the intellect. It seems that such an intricate 
process of either introspection or philosophical analysis, can hardly be a 
plausible explanation how an ordinary human being knows the singular 
through his or her intellective faculty. As Bernard Lonergan remarks: «It 
explains how a Thomist metaphysician might account for intellectual 


7 Cfr. In III De An. lect. 16, nr. 845 (c. 10, lines 128-133 in the 1984 Leonine 
edition): «Ratio autem practica quedam est uniuersalis et quedam particularis (uniuersalis 
quidem sicut que dicit quod oportet talem tale agere, sicut quod oportet filium honorare 
parentem; ratio autem particularis, quod hoc quidem tale et ego talis, puta quod ego filius 
hunc honorem nunc debeo exhibere parenti)». 

8 Recently, Anthony Lisska offered an interesting interpretation of the role of the 
vis cogitativa in Aquinas’ philosophy of mind. His paper, entitled «Thomas Aquinas on 
Phantasia: Rooted in But Transcending Aristotle’s De Anima» can be found at: 
www.nd.edu/Departments/Maritain/ti00/lisska.htm. 

9 The first one occurs also in Jn IV Sent. d. 50, q. 1, a. 3 sol. and ad 2 in contr.; De 
Ver. q. 2, a. 6; Qu. Disp. De Anima q. 20, ad 1 in contr. As Bazän and Gauthier have argued, 
the Qu. Disp. De Anima was written around 1266 as a «preparatory exercise» (Gauthier) to 
the composition of qq. 75-89 of the Prima Pars: cfr. J.P. TORRELL, Saint Thomas Aquinas, 
vol. 1, The Person and His Work, transl. by R. RovAL, Washington, 1996, p. 162. The 
second account is also given in In IV Sent. d 50, q. 1, a. 3 ad 3 in contr. 
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knowledge of the singular; but it does not explain how the mass of 
mankind is capable of affirming that Socrates lived in Athens»10. 

The other account actually sidesteps the whole problem, for it 
attributes knowledge of the singular not to the intellect, but to a sensory 
faculty, viz. the cogitative power, without explaining the relation between 
the two faculties or the transition from one to the other. Furthermore, it 
seems not clear whether the formation of the singular proposition is 
attributed to the cogitative power (which seems strange, for the formation 
of propositions is an operation proper to the intellect) or to the intellect 
itself (which again is not an explanation but the very problem itself). In 
other texts, Aquinas himself seems to acknowledge that this account lacks 
explanatory powerll. 

In his later works Aquinas comes up with a an other, third account of 
the continuation between the intellect and the sensory powers. 


3.2 The third account 


Around 1267, Aquinas is working at the same time on his 
commentary on the De Anima and on the First Part of the Summa 
Theologiae, in particular the questions that deal with philosophy of mind 
and human knowledge (qq. 84 — 89). I think that dealing thoroughly and 
extensively with the whole matter, lead Aquinas to a better understanding 
of how the intellect knows the singular. 

In the first article of the Summa Theologiae I, question 86, it is said 
that «the intellect can know the singular indirectly and as it were by a 
certain reflection». But this is no longer the elaborate self-reflection of the 
intellect mentioned in earlier texts. It is a reflection, as Aquinas clarifies, 
that is based on the ‘conversion to the phantasms'12. In order to perform 


10 B. LONERGAN, Verbum. Word and Idea in Aquinas, ed. by D. BURRELL, Notre 
Dame, 1967, p. 171. 

U In Qu. Disp. De Anima q. 18 ad 8, Aquinas states that applying the universal to 
the singular is not the cause of knowing the singular, but its consequence. Dealing with the 
same objection in De Ver. q. 2 a. 6 ad 3, he answers that it is not the intellect as such, nor 
the senses, but the whole human person which is the subject of knowledge, albeit by 
different cognitive faculties. 

12 Su. Theo. I, q. 86 a. 1: «indirecte autem, et quasi per quandam reflexionem, 
potest cognoscere singulare, quia, sicut supra dictum est, etiam postquam species 
intelligibiles abstraxit, non potest secundum eas actu intelligere nisi convertendo se ad 
phantasmata, in quibus species intelligibiles intelligit, ut dicitur in III De Anima. Sic igitur 
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its proper operation, i.e. in order to actually understand, the intellect 
always has to turn to the sensory phantasms13. This conversion to the 
phantasms is, as Kretzmann puts it, «not something the intellect has to do 
over and over again, but is, rather, its essential cognitive orientation 
[italics by Kretzmann]»14. For while the agent intellect is said to abstract 
the intelligible species from the phantasms, this is not to be understood as 
if we can discard them as soon as the species has been abstracted. The 
phantasms are not, as Aquinas says elsewhere, like a ship that is necessary 
to cross the sea, but can be set aside as soon as one has arrived!5. The 
phantasms remain the necessary, permanent foundation of the intellectual 
act: in them the intellect sees, apprehends the species, without them it 
would be blind!6. While it always has to tum to (convertere) the 
phantasms, the intellect can also re-tum (redire) or reflect (reflectere) to 
them. 

I shall label the reflection that is based on the conversion to the 
phantasms, the ‘spontaneous’ reflection, in order to distinguish it from the 
intellect’s self-reflection mentioned in the first account. The spontaneous 
reflection means something like taking explicitly into account or resuming 
the sensory substrate, which represents the extramental thing in its 
singularity and in which the intelligible species, representing the 
extramental thing in its universality, is witnessed or seen. It explains, 
Aquinas continues, how the intellect forms a singular proposition like 
‘Socrates is a man’. 


ipsum universale per speciem intelligibilem directe intelligit; indirecte autem singularia, 
quorum sunt phantasmata. Et hoc modo format hanc propositionem, Socrates est homo». 

13 Cfr. Su. Theo. I, q. 84, a. 7. In Su. Theo. I, q. 85, a. 1, ad 3 the conversion is 
attributed more specifically to the agent intellect. È 

14 N. KRETZMANN, «Philosophy of Mind», in N. KRETZMANN and E. STUMP (eds.), 
The Cambridge Companion to Aquinas, Cambridge, 1993, pp. 128-159 (p. 142). 

15 Qu. Disp. De Anima q. 15. Aquinas may have coined the expression ‘conversio 
ad phantasmata’ as a polemical contrast to Avicenna’s view. Aquinas says: «Non enim 
possumus considerare etiam ea quorum scientiam habemus nisi conuertendo nos ad 
fantasmata; licet ipse [sc. Avicenna] contrarium dicat». The medieval Latin translation of 
Avicenna uses the expression ‘conversio animae ad principium dans intellectum'. Cfr. 
Avicenna, De Anima V c. 6 in Liber de Anima seu Sextus de Naturalibus, vol. 1, ed. S. van 
Riet, Louvain-Leiden, 1968, p. 149 (Avicenna Latinus, 1). 

16 In De Trin. q. 6 a 2 ad 5: «phantasma est principium nostre cognitionis [...] non 
sicut transiens, set sicut permanens ut quoddam fundamentum intellectualis operationis». 
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We find a similar reasoning in the commentary on some enigmatic 
lines of Aristotle in De Anima III, 4, 429b10-18, in a discussion on the 
distinction between knowing the universal and knowing the singular. We 
can discriminate, Aristotle says, between flesh and what it is to be flesh. 
This happens either by two different cognitive faculties, or by one and the 
same faculty in two different states. By means of the sensitive faculty we 
can know flesh (as singular). But «the essential character of flesh is 
apprehended by something different either wholly separate from the 
sensitive faculty or related to it as a bent line to the same line when it has 
been straightened out»17. In commenting on this text, Aquinas states: 


We cannot know the relation (comparatio) of the universal to the singular, unless 
there is one faculty that knows each of them. Therefore, the intellect knows both but 
in different ways. For it knows the nature or quiddity by directly extending itself to 
it, but it knows the singular by way of a certain reflection as it returns over (redit 
super) the phantasms from which the intelligible species are abstracted 18. 


In another text in the Summa Theologiae, Aquinas discusses the 
practical syllogism again. He does not attribute knowledge of the singular, 
that is the minor, to the cogitative power as he had done in De Ver. q. 10, 
but to the intellect itself: «the intellect extends itself to matter by a certain 
reflection, as is said in III De Anima»19. 

Summarizing Aquinas’ mature doctrine on how the human intellect 
may know the singular, we can say that it is based on a spontaneous return 
or reflection of the intellect to the phantasms, so that the intellect takes this 
sensory substrate, which represents the singular thing as such, into 
account. The connection of this discussion with the one in the previous 
section, is put in a nutshell by Anthony Kenny: «We might put Aquinas’s 
thought into Fregean mode by saying: Sense is a matter of intellect, 
reference is a matter of imagination»20. 


17 Aristotle, The Complete Works of Aristotle. The Revised Oxford Translation, vol. 
1, ed. by J. BARNES, Princeton-Oxford, 1984, p. 683. 

18 In III De An. lect. 8, nr. 712-13 (c. 2, lines 178-186 in the 1984 Leonine edition). 

19 Su.Theol. I-II, q. 47 a. 3, ad 1, The reference is to De Anima III, 4, 429b10ff. 

20 A. KENNY, «Body, Soul, and Intellect in Aquinas» in id, Essays on the 
Aristotelian Tradition, Oxford, 2001, pp. 76-91 (p. 80). 
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IV. THEORY OF TRUTH 


When we read Aquinas’ texts on truth, it is important to keep in mind 
that he is not doing epistemology in the modern sense. He is not looking 
for criteria, guarantees or foundations for the truth of beliefs. He is merely 
asking where truth, or falsehood, is formally to be found. It doesn’t really 
matter whether a proposition is true or false, what matters is why it is 
truth-functional, why it is the bearer of truth values. 

In his discussions on truth in its formal sense, Aquinas seeks to 
integrate two basic ideas or points of departure. The first one is the formal 
definition of truth, expressed in the famous formula that truth is the 
correspondence between reality and intellect: veritas est adaequatio 
(conformitas, aequalitas) rei et intellectus. The second one concerns the 
intramental nature of truth. 

Thomas is not the first one in the Latin West to use the 
correspondence formula. It was already known to William of Auxerre and 
Philip the Chancellor around 1225. William of Auvergne attributes it to 
Avicenna, and it is also mentioned by Alexander of Hales, Bonaventure, 
and Albert the Great21. But Aquinas turns it into the key definition of truth 
and he tries to account for it. 

Aquinas’ second basic idea is that truth resides in the intellect. Following 
Aristotle, Aquinas locates formal truth in the intellect, and more precisely, in 
what Aquinas calls the second operation of the intellect and its result, the 
proposition22. This of course matches our everyday linguistic practice: it 
doesn’t make sense to say ‘bald is true’, but ‘a man is bald is true’ does. 


21 Cfr. P. BOEHNER, «Ockham's Theory of Truth», in P. BOEHNER, Collected Articles 
on Ockham, ed. by E. BUYTAERT, St. Bonaventure-Louvain-Paderborn, 1958, pp. 174-200 
(in particular, pp. 175-189). Guilielmus Alvernus , De Universo I, 3, 26, in Opera Omnia, 
B. LE FERRON (ed.), Paris-Orleans 1674; reprint Minerva, Frankfurt a. M., 1963, 795aB. 
For Avicenna, see his Liber de philosophia prima, ed. S. van Biet, Louvain 1977, I c. 8, p. 
55 (Avicenna Latinus, 3). Averroes has the correspondence formula in the Tahafut-al- 
tahafut 103, 302, but this work was not translated into Latin until 1328. Also Peter of 
Ireland, one of Aquinas’ teachers at the Arts Faculty in Naples, mentions the 
correspondence definition: Petrus de Hibernia, Expositio et quaestiones in librum 
Aristotelis Peryermenias, M. DUNNE and C. BAEUMKER (ed.), Louvain-la-Neuve 1996, p. 
30 (however, the editors date this commentary between 1260-68). 

22 Aquinas states often that «verum et falsum sunt in anima, bonum et malum sunt 
in rebus» with reference to Meta. VI, 4 (1027b25). 
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In Aquinas’ works, we can, I think, find three different, subsequent 
views that explain why truth is found in the second operation of the 
intellect and how this relates to the correspondence definition of truth23. 


4.1. Two early accounts 


In the commentaries on Lombard’s Sentences and on Boethius’ De 
Trinitate, Aquinas does mention the correspondence-formula, but he does 
not yet make it the key definition of truth. He prefers Anselm’s definition 
of truth as ‘rectitudo sola mente perceptibilis”, the rectitude that can only 
be perceived by the mind. In these early texts Aquinas assumes a strict 
parallel between the two operations of the intellect and the two 
metaphysical components, essence or quiddity and existence (esse). The 
first operation of the intellect regards the quiddity of the extramental 
object, and the second operation its existence. Because truth, Aquinas goes 
on, has its foundation more in the esse of the thing than in its quiddity, 
truth is found in the second operation24. I think that in the background of 
this view is still an Avicennian, essentialist metaphysics. Moreover, we 
don’t find an integration of the two principles mentioned above. Using 
Anselm’s definition of truth, Aquinas stresses the intramental character of 
truth, but truth as correspondence only plays a secondary role. 

In the De Veritate q. 1, a. 3, Aquinas comes up with another 
explanation. Now he emphasizes the correspondence definition and gives 
a different reason why truth is in the second operation of the intellect. 
Correspondence, the argument goes, is by definition between two different 
things, for the same thing does not correspond to itself. Truth, therefore, 
presupposes that the intellect has something of its own which the 
extramental thing does not have. Aquinas claims that this only happens in 
what he now calls the ‘judgment’ of the intellect. He concludes: «If it 
corresponds to what is outside in reality, the judgment is said to be true»25. 


23 For a more general discussion of Aquinas’ development with regard to truth, cf. 
L. DEWAN, «St. Thomas’s Successive Discussions of the Nature of Truth», in D. OLs (ed.) 
Sanctus Thomas de Aquino. Doctor hodiernae humanitatis, Vatican City 1995, pp 153-168 
(Studi Tomistici, 58). 

24 Cfr. In Sent. d. 19, q. 5, a. 1 sol. and ad 7; d. 38, q. 1, a. 3; In De Trin. q. 5, a. 3. 

25 De Ver q. 1, a. 3: «Sed quando incipit iudicare de re apprehensa, tunc ipsum 
iudicium intellectus est quoddam proprium ei quod non invenitur extra in re; sed quando 
adaequatur ei quod est extra in re, dicitur iudicium verum». 
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There are several problematic aspects to this passage, but I want to 
focus on one. Aquinas’ argument does not make clear whether the 
judgment, being something proper to the intellect, is just one of the two 
relata of the correspondence relation or if it is the relation itself. One 
might argue that this apparent flaw is repaired in article 9 of De Veritate, 
where the intellect is said to know its conformity to reality by way ofa 
self-reflection on its own act and self-knowledge of its own nature26. But 
even if it is granted that this text bears upon first-order judgments and not 
on criteriological questions about truth, an objection remains similar to the 
one raised against Aquinas’ first account of intellectual knowledge of the 
singular: a complex, philosophical self-reflection of the intellect is hardly 
a plausible explanation for our everyday practice of making true (or false) 
statements. 

We may conclude that in De Veritate Aquinas again does not succeed 
in combining the correspondence definition with the location of truth in 
the intellect. In contrast with the earlier account in the Commentary on the 
Sentences, the balance now goes into the other direction: the intramental 
character of truth does not get enough weight. 


4.2. The third account 


The third and final stage of the development of Aquinas’ view on truth 
is found in his later texts, where he reaches a full and elegant integration 
of the intramental character of truth and the correspondence formula. In 
these texts we find two new elements. First, Aquinas stresses more than 
before that it is not the second operation as such which is true or false, but 
«that which the intellect says by this operation». This is the composed 
inner word, the verbum interius complexum, or what we would call the 
‘proposition’27. Secondly, he gives a new argument why the proposition is 
that which is formally true or false. 

In Summa contra Gentiles I, c. 59 Aquinas states that the single 
concept, which is the result of the first operation, does not by itself contain 


26 For a survey of the discussions on De Ver. q. 1, a. 9, see L. FONTANA, «Alcune 
interpretazioni del testo De Veritate q. 1 a. 9», in Atti del IX congresso tomistico 
internazionale vol. II, Vatican City 1991, 59-66 (Studi Tomistici, 41). 

27 Su. c. Gentiles I, c. 59, nr. 2: «ad illud in intellectu veritas pertinet quod intellectus 
dicit, non ad operationem qua illud dicit». 
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a comparison to the extramental object, although it is its likeness. 
Therefore, it is not the bearer of truth values. But the composed inner 
word, i.e. the proposition, «designates the comparison of the single 
concept to the extramental thing by way of the copula»28. We find a 
similar argument in Summa Theologiae I, q. 16, a.2 . The comparison 
between intellect and reality, is only known and said through the second 
operation of the intellect, because then «the intellect judges the thing so to 
be as the form is which it has apprehended about the thing [...] For in 
every proposition, the intellect applies some form, signified by the 
predicate to some thing, signified by the subject-term, or it removes it 
from that thing»29. 

We may summarize the argument as follows. The comparison 
between intellect and reality — which is the definition of truth — is found 
within the intellect itself, viz. in its ‘composed inner word’. For in the 
proposition, the intellect connects its understanding (signified by the 
predicate) of an extramental thing to that thing (denoted by the subject). 


V. CONCLUSION 


Aquinas gradually succeeds in integrating the two basic principles of 
his theory of truth, viz. the correspondence formula and the intramental 
character of truth. In the proposition the relation is made between reality, 
denoted by the subject, and what the intellect has understood about it, 
which is signified by the predicate. This interpretation of Aquinas’ view is 
corroborated by his logical analysis of the proposition, according to which 
the subject denotes a real thing and the predicate signifies an inhering 
universal form. It also coheres with Aquinas’ mature account how the 
human intellect may know the singular. By a spontaneous reflection the 


28 Su. c. Gentiles I, c. 59, nr. 3: «... aequalitas et inaequalitas secundum 
comparationem dicantur; incomplexum autem, quantum est de se, non continet aliquam 
comparationem vel applicationem ad rem. Unde de se nec verum nec falsum dici potest: 
sed tantum complexum, in quo designatur comparatio incomplexi ad rem per notam 
compositionis aut divisionis». 

29 Su. Theol. I, q. 16, a. 2: «quando iudicat rem ita se habere sicut est forma quam 
de re apprehendit, tunc primo cognoscit et dicit verum ... Nam in omni propositione 
aliquam formam significatam per praedicatum, vel applicat alicui rei significatae per 
subiectum, vel removet ab ea». 
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intellect can resume the sensory phantasms, which represent the 
extramental real thing as it exists in itself, that is, in its own individuality. 
Aquinas refers to this spontaneous reflection to explain the formation of 
singular propositions by the intellect. But couldn’t it be expanded to cover 
universal propositions as well? In particular if these have existential 
import and if we accept that only individual things subsist in reality. 

My reading of Aquinas can meet two objections raised against the 
correspondence theory. Frege claimed that normal usage of the word 
‘true’ does not imply a correspondence or relation30. I have tried to show 
that the relational character of truth does not deny its intramental nature. 
Next, it is often argued that we have no access to reality except through 
our mind. There is not an Archimedian point from which we can compare 
our thoughts with reality itself. Therefore, it is impossible to ascertain if 
our intellect corresponds with reality and, as a consequence, the 
correspondence theory results into scepticism31. To refute this objection 
completely requires extensive discussions in the field of philosophy of 
mind and metaphysics. But on my interpretation, the correspondence 
theory does not necessarily imply such a mind-independent access. The 
correspondence itself is a judgment of the intellect. Moreover, the 
epistemological question whether the correspondence in fact holds, is 
beyond Aquinas’ discussion of the definition of truth, which only seeks to 
explain the truth functionality of propositions. 


Thomas Institute / Catholic Theological University at Utrecht 


30 G. FREGE, «Der Gedanke: eine logische Untersuchung» in G. PATZIG (ed.), 
Gottlob Frege. Logische Untersuchungen, Göttingen, 1976, p. 32: «Eine Übereinstimmung 
ist eine Beziehung. Dem widerspricht aber die Gebrauchsweise des Wortes “wahr”, das 
kein Beziehungswort ist, keinen Hinweis auf etwas anderes enthält, mit dem etwas 
übereinstimmen solle». 

31 Cfr. M. Daum, «The Correspondence Theory of Truth», The Stanford 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2002 Edition), E. Zarra (ed.), p. 11, URL = 
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2002/entries/truth-correspondence/ 
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CELESTIAL MOVERS AND ANIMATION OF THE HEAVENS IN 
ONE COMMENTARY ON ARISTOTLE’S DE CAELO ASCRIBED 
TO PETER OF AUVERGNE 


The purpose of this paper is to consider how celestial movers are 
conceived in one medieval commentary on Aristotle’s De caelo which is 
transmitted by three manuscripts!. In two of these (namely Erlangen and 
Kassel) the text is anonymous, whereas in that of Cremona it is ascribed 
to Petrus de Alvernia (Peter of Auvergne), who was master of arts and 
theology in Paris during the last three decades of the thirteenth century2. 
Besides this text there are two other commentaries on De caelo attributed 
to Peter which are studied by Griet Galle in Leuven3. 

The commentary we are considering is per modum quaestionis, 
probably datable in the early 1270’s. At least two arguments make this 


1 Cremona, Biblioteca Governativa 80, f. 98ra-136ra; Erlangen, Universitäts 
bibliothek 213, f. 1ra-28rb ; Kassel, Stadt- und Landesbibliothek Phys. 2° 11, f. 35va-55rb. 

2 For a bio-bibliography concerning Peter of Auvergne you can see G. GALLE, «A 
Comprehensive Bibliography on Peter of Auvergne», Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale, 
42 (2000), pp. 53-79. 

3 See her contribution in this volume: «Peter of Auvergne’s Discussion 
Concerning the Animation of the Heavens», References to the manuscripts are also in Ead., 
«A Comprehensive ... cit.», pp. 60-61; more detailed informations on the texts: Ead., «The 
Set of Questions on De caelo in the Mss. Leipzig, Universitätsbibl. 1386, ff. 91va-102vb 
and Praha, Knihovny Metropolitní 1320 (L. LXXIV), ff. 43rb-52vb Attributed to Peter of 
Auvergne. Its Authorship, Date and Relation to Other Sets of Questions Attributed to Peter 
of Auvergne», in G. FIORAVANTI, C. LEONARDI e S. PERFETTI (eds.), II Commento Filosofico 
nell’Occidente Latino (secoli XII-XV), Atti del colloquio Firenze-Pisa, 19-22 Ottobre 
2000, Turnhout, Brepols, 2002, pp. 253-309 (Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale 10). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1447-1461. 
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dating reasonable. First, the book Lambda of the Metaphysics is quoted 
differently: up to the quaestio twenty-seven of the first book Lambda is 
mentioned as the eleventh book, while subsequently as the twelfth. As far 
as we know the book Kappa was translated into Latin for the first time by 
William of Moerbeke in 1271, and it is only afterwards that Lambda is 
quoted as the twelfth book. Therefore it is possible to suppose that these 
questions have been discussed while Lambda’s numeration was 
changing4. Second, the so-called Fragmentum Toletanum is probably used 
in this text, namely a short fragment of William of Moerbeke’s translation 
of Simplicius’s commentary on De caelo, which preceeds the complete 
translation achieved by Moerbeke himself in June 12715. Simplicius’s 
commentary is quoted in these questions explicitly only three times, and 
these quotations concern only passages included in the Fragmentum, so it 
is very probable that the whole translation was not yet available. 
Consequently, most of the neoplatonic views and discussions upon the 
celestial movers mentioned in Simplicius’s work were unknown to our 
author6, who refers only to Aristotle and Avicenna on this matter. 

With regard to celestial motion, in his treatise On the Heavens 
Aristotle does not assume an univocal attitude on this point. As correctly 


4 On this point you may refer to C.A. MUSATTI, «Le citazioni del libro Lambda 
della Metaphysica in un commento per questioni al De caelo di Aristotele», Bulletin de 
Philosophie Médiévale, 42 (2000), pp. 81-90. 

5 The Fragmentum was discovered by Fernand Bossier, and it is edited in his 
unpublished doctoral thesis: F. Bossier, Filologisch-historische navorsingen over de 
middeleeuwse en humanistische Latijnse vertalingen van de commentaren van Simplicius, 
Doctoraal proefschrift, Katholieke Universiteit te Leuven, 1975, t. IL pp. T. & D. 1-20. On 
the Fragmentum you can see also by the same author: «Une traduction fragmentaire du 
commentaire in De caelo de Simplicius et son influence sur le commentaire In 
Metaphysicam de Thomas d’ Aquin», in I. N. THEODORAKOPOULOS (ed.), Proceedings of the 
World Congress on Aristotle (Thessaloniki August 1978), Athens, 1981, pp. 168-172, and 
«Traductions latines et influences du commentaire In De caelo en Occident (XIIIe-XIVe 
s.)» in I. HADOT (ed.), Simplicius sa vie, son oeuvre, sa survie, Actes du Colloque 
International de Paris (28 Sept.-ler Oct. 1985), Berlin-New York, Walter de Gruyter, 1987, 
pp. 298-325. 

6 References to Simplicius's passages on this argument are in HA WOLFSON, 
«The Problem of the Souls of the Spheres from the Byzantine Commentaries on Aristotle 
through the Arabs and St. Thomas to Kepler», in I. TwerskY, G.H. WILLIAMS (eds.), 
Studies in the History of Philosophy and Religion, Cambridge (Mass.), Harvard University 
Press, 1973, pp. 24-29, 32-35, 38. 
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pointed out by Harry Austryn Wolfson in Aristotle’s text we find two sets 
of different statements, in which celestial motion is said to be caused both 
by nature and by soul?. Moreover, in the eighth book of the Physics and 
in the twelfth of the Metaphysics Aristotle speaks of external or separate 
movers that cause the circular motion of the heavens. However, in De 
caelo it lacks any reference to this kind of movers, and for this reason 
Greek, Arab and Latin commentators were forced to find a possible 
solution among these different views. 

In this commentary this argument is discussed in many questions. 
The first one is question number nine in the first book: Utrum celum 
moveatur a virtute inmateriali sive separata. The author’s response is that 
for Aristotle the heaven is moved by an immaterial and separate force, and 
this has been proved in the Physics and the Metaphysics: 


1) Lib. I, q. 9 : Utrum celum moveatur a virtute inmateriali sive8 separata 

Ad hoc dicitur secundum? intentionem Aristotilis quod celum movetur a virtute 
simpliciter inmaterialil0, et ad hoc Aristotiles inducit duas demonstrationes fine 
octavi Phisicorumil, quarum unam recipit in undecimo Methaphisicel2. 


The author refers to Aristotle’s intentio (secundum intentionem 
Aristotilis) ; that means he does not suggest a proper solution. As we shall 
see later, this is the author's common attitude dealing with this subject. 

It is interesting now to give a look at the two arguments quod sic. In 
the first one is said: 


2) Oppositum arguitur. Omne quod movetur ab intellectu, movetur a virtute separata: 
intellectus enim humanus inmixtus est et separatus, ut patet ex tertio De animal3, et 
multo magis intellectus!4 moventes!5 corporal6 superiora; celum autem movetur a 


7 HA WoLrsoN, «The Problem ... cit.», pp. 23-24. 
8 sive] om. K 
secundum] om. E 
10 a-inmateriali] simpliciter virtute inmateriali K 
11 Ar, Phys., VID, 10, passim. 
12 Ar, Met., XII, 7, 1073a5-11. 
13 Ar, De an., III 4, 429a24-27, 429b22-25. 
14 intellectus] om. C 
15 moventes] - tis mss. 
16 corpora] - ris K 
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virtute intellectiva, ut supponit Aristotiles secundo huius capitulo del7 duabus 
dubitationibus18. Quare etc.; 


whereas in the second: 


3) Item per Aristotilem secundo huiusl9, causa prima est que movet causatum 
primum; causa autem prima que movet «est» inmaterialis20, ut probatum est octavo 
Phisicorum et undecimo Methaphisice21. Quare etc. 


With regard to passage number two, is it correct to assert that in 
chapter twelve of De caelo (capitulo de duabus dubitationibus) Aristotle 
supposed that the heaven is moved by a separate, immaterial and 
intellectual force? There are two passages in that chapter the author could 
make reference to: 


4) Ar., De cael., II, 12, 292a18-21 : Sed nos ut de corporibus ipsis solis et solitariis, 
ordinem quidem habentibus, inanimatis autem omnino, perquirimus. Oportet autem 
tanquam participantia existimare actione et vita ... . 


5) Ar., De cael., II, 12, 292b1-2 : Propter quod oportet putare astrorum actionem esse 
talem, qualis quidem animalium et plantarum22. 


In both, Aristotle is only saying that the stars must be considered as 
partaking in action and life. That means, as has been stated explicitly in 
the second book chapter two, that the heaven is Éuyuxoc, it is animated 
and alive. But since the heaven is animated, and since Aristotle proved in 
the Physics and the Metaphysics that the first mover is immaterial, the 
author of this commentary makes use of De caelo II, 6, 288b1-2 (passage 
number 3: causa prima est que movet causatum primum) to argue that the 
heaven is moved by a separate and immaterial force. 


17 de] om K 

18 dubitationibus] diffinitionibus mss. 

19 Ar, De cael., II, 6, 288b1-2. 

20 que — inmaterialis] est que movet inmaterialis E: est que movet causatum 
inmateriale K 

21 For both references see notes 11 and 12. 

22 For both passages the Latin translation is that of William of Moerbeke included 
in the Editio Leonina of Thomas Aquinas's commentary on De caelo: Sancti Thomae 
Aquinatis In libros Aristotelis De caelo et mundo Expositio, tomus III, Romae, 1886, p. 
190. 
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We are pondering at length on this question because it deals, in our 
opinion, with the main views on this subject. For Peter of Auvergne, or 
whoever is the author of this commentary23, Aristotle in his works dealt 
with two kinds of celestial movers. In De caelo indeed, on the ground that 
the heaven is animated, Aristotle would have supposed not only that this 
soul is an intellective one, but even that it must be considered as the inner 
or internal mover of the heavens: 


6) Lib. II, q. 17: Utrum24 motor primus approprietur ad movendum orbem25 primum 
... sed pro tanto Aristoteles hic26 quasi appropriate dicit quod motor primus movet 
mobile primum, quia27 a motore28 coniuncto orbis primi maxime amatur et 
desideratur. 


On the contrary, in the Physics and the Metaphysics Aristotle proved 
the existence of another sort of mover, which must be regarded this time 
as the outer or external mover of the celestial bodies. From this point of 
view De caelo, Physics and Metaphysics far from being in disagreement 
are integrated with each other. In conclusion, according to the author 
Aristotle distinguished two different movers: a soul, which functions as an 
internal mover and is conjoined to its orb, and a separate intelligence as 
the external mover. Motion is due to the soul’s desire and love for the 
separate mover, which causes the soul to love and desire it29. 


23 For the problem related to the authorship of this text see G. GALLE, «The 
Authorship of One Sets of Questions on De caelo attributed to Peter of Auvergne (Mss 
Cremona, Bibl. Governativa 80 (7.5.15), fols. 98ra-136ra, Erlangen, Universitätsbibl. 213, 
fols. 1ra-28rb, and Kassel, Stadt- und Landesbibl., Phys. 2° 11, fols. 35va-55rb», Medioevo, 
27 (2002), pp. 191-260. | 

24 Utrum] unum E 

25 orbem] orbis E 

26 See note 19. 

27 quia] qui C 

28 a motore] amatore C : E = amatore: a matore K 

29 This interpretation of Aristotle probably derived from a Neoplatonic tradition 
transmitted also by Avicenna. On this point and for other information see the remarkable 
book of E. GRANT, Planets, Stars and Orbs. The Medieval Cosmos, 1200-1687, Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge, 1994, pp. 469-487, 514-568. On this topic see also G. 
ENDRESS, «Averroes’ De Caelo. Ibn Rushd's Cosmology in his Commentaries on 
Aristotle's On the Heavens», Arabic Sciences and Philosophy, 5 (1995), especially pp. 9- 
37. 
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By the assumption that celestial motion is due to a separate and 
immaterial mover, a new topic comes up: how is it possible to say that this 
motion is natural, since what moves in virtue of its own nature should 
have in itself the principle of motion? In the response to the question 
already mentioned (Utrum celum moveatur a virtute inmateriali sive 
separata), it is said that celestial motion can be considered natural only 
natura materiae: celestial motion is indeed natural because it owns a 
passive principle which enables it to be moved by a separate mover; it can 
not be conceived natural natura formae, because it lacks in itself an active 
principle of motion. 


7) Dicitur30 autem motus31 celi naturalis natura materie32, ita videlicet quod in 
natura sua principium passivum habet ut movetur a virtute inmateriali33 et separata; 
non autem34 dicitur naturalis natura35 forme, ita quod habeat principium activum 
sui36 motus. Et37 ita bene sequitur quod in celo sit natura illa qua habet potentiam 
passivam ut ab alio movetur, et ex hoc non sequitur quod in se habeat naturam que 
est principium movens ipsius. 


Quoting a notable passage of the second book of the Physics (II, 2, 
193a27-30) where the term ‘nature’ is assumed to signify both matter and 
form, in the following question the author repeats his own view: celestial 
motion can be said natural only in the sense that it is predisposed to be 
moved by an extrinsic principle. This attitude is caused by a passive 
principle, which must be identified with matter. Hence, heavens possess 
matter: of a different kind from that of the sublunar regions and with 
distinctive features (the medieval controversy over celestial matter 
involves even our questions). Therefore it is here confirmed that celestial 
motion is natural only natura materiae and not natura formae: 


30 Dicitur] om. C 

31 motus] iter. C 

32 matura materie] materie? C : nec ratione materie K 
33 inmateriali] materiali CK 

34 autem] + ? et del. K 

35 naturalis natura] nisi K 

36 sui] + actus CE 

37 Et] om. K 
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8) Lib. I, q. 10: Utrum motus celi sit naturalis 

... et ideo motus potest dupliciter esse38 naturalis. Natura forme, scilicet quando in 
eo quod movetur est principium motus activum, et sic motus animalium dicitur39 
naturalis: anima enim que in ipsis est, est principium motus40 activum4! ipsorum42. 
Alio autem modo dicitur motus esse naturalis natura materie43, quando44 scilicet 
mobile ex natura sua natum est moveri tali45 motu (non tamen in ipso46 est 
principium activum motus) ... Cum ergo queritur utrum motus celi sit naturalis, 
dicendum quod naturalis non est47 natura forme, quoniam in se ipso non habet 
principium activum sui motus; naturalis tamen est natura materie, quoniam in ipsa48 
natura sua natum est moveri circulariter motu continuo et eterno a virtute separata. 


Since the passive principle of celestial motion is beyond our subject 
of discussion, we need to focus our attention on the meaning of the active 
one. In the second book, question number eight, the most important view 
on that principle is explained. Celestial motion is said to be due to a 
twofold mover: one that produces motion inasmuch as it is loved and 
desired (amatum et desideratum), and the other that produces motion 
inasmuch as it loves and desires (amans et desiderans). The former is the 
first mover, having an infinite force in intensity, whereas the latter is the 
appropriate mover, having a finite force. 


9) Lib. II, q. 8: Utrum celum in motu suo indigeat aliquo fixo circa quod movetur 

... dicendum quod in motu celi duplex est motor: quidam «qui movet» in ratione 
amati et desiderati, et hoc est motor primus qui est virtutis infinite secundum 
vigorem; alius est motor eius appropriatus, qui movet in ratione amantis et 


desiderantis, et hoc est virtutis finite49. 


Because in the same question, the mover which causes motion 
inasmuch as it loves and desires is also called conjoined mover (motor 


38 dupliciter esse] dici EK 
39 dicitur] + ? et exp. K 

40 motus] motum C 

4l activum] actus mss. 

42 ipsorum] principiorum K 
43 materie] om. E 

44 quando] qua K 

45 tali] cum K. 

46 ipso]? K. 

47 naturalis non est] non est naturalis K. 
48 ipsa] ipso C. 

49 est virtutis finite] om. K. 
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coniunctus), conjoined and appropriate must be considered here as 
synonymous. 

The twofold mover’s view is also repeated in the fifteenth question 
with some important additions. We all know that the heaven has different 
motions. Since the celestial motion is due to a mover (the conjoined one, 
amans et desiderans) which is moved by another mover which causes 
motion inasmuch as it is loved and desired, to explain different motions 
we have to conceive with Avicenna different movers that produce motions 
inasmuch as they are amata et desiderata: 


10) Lib. IL q. 15: Utrum celum naturaliter moveatur ad plagam determinatam, 
scilicet ab oriente in occidentem50 per partem celi anteriorem 

Quia igitur celum ex natura sua natum est moveri ad partem eandem ad quam 
movens in ratione amantis natum est ipsum movere, et51 movens in ratione amantis 
ex appetibili, quod est movens in52 ratione amati et desiderati, determinatur ad 
movendum celum ad plagam determinatam, ideo necesse est celum movere ad 
plagam determinatam, et hec est intentio Avicenne in53 Methaphisica sua54: ex hoc 
enim quod orbes inferiores ad plagas diversas moventur, concludit cuiuslibet orbis 
inferioris esse aliquid proprium amatum et desideratum. Cum enim moveantur ab 
intellectu, qui quidem intellectus non movet nisi in quantum movetur ab appetibili, 
secundum diversitatem appetibilium55 propriorum diversificantur56 motus ipsorum. 
Quia etiam unum est57 appetibile universale movens in ratione amati et desiderati, 
ideo58 universaliter omnes orbes uno motu participant, ut59 motu diurno. 


On the ground that the diurnal motion from east to west is common 
to each sphere, the first mover will move all the spheres in that 
direction60. However, besides the diurnal motion, celestial bodies have 
other motions, which require different movers, and hence there are 


50 occidentem] occidente E 

51 movere et] om. E 

52 in] om. E 

53 in] interl. E 

54 Avicenna, Liber de philosophia prima sive Scientia divina, IX, 2, S. VAN RIET 
(ed.), E. Peeters-E. J. Brill, Leuven-Leiden, 1980, pp. 462-464, lines 49-86 ; IX, 3, pp. 475- 
476, lines 20-36. 

55 appetibilium] + diversorum et exp. C 

56 diversificantur] diversi autem E 

57 Quia-est] quare unum est etiam E 

58 ideo] + ut K 

59 ut] + cum K 

60 See passage 16. 
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different movers which produce motion inasmuch as they are loved and 
desired. Probably the author is here assuming that every celestial soul, 
except the soul of the outermost sphere, has two objects of desire. One is 
the mover of the outermost sphere (the diurnal one), which causes the soul 
of the sphere to move its orb by diurnal motion, while the second is the 
mover that causes the soul to produce the sphere’s own particular 
motion61. Concerning the number of these movers, Avicenna’s doctrine of 
ten separate intelligences is mentioned only once throughout the 
commentary. On the contrary, Aristotle’s statement that there are as many 
movers as there are celestial motions is quoted several times. Considering 
this brings us to a second remark, which we present in the form of a 
question. In this passage is the author proposing his own solution? Is he 
only explaining that of Avicenna (et hec est intentio Avicenne in 
Methaphysica sua)? Or maybe both of them? As we shall see, only in the 
question 21 the author explicitly holds this position, otherwise he prefers 
to make reference to Avicenna. That probably means some difficulty and 
hesitation in dealing with such a matter as it appears throughout the text. 
Describing the twofold mover’s view, Edward Grant affirms literally : «But 
while this opinion was frequently reported, it was rarely, if ever, held by 
scholastic authors»62. We can add that this commentary is probably one of 
the few cases where this opinion is accepted, even though not in a real 
explicit way. Another text where this doctrine is also accepted is the 
commentary on the Physics edited by Philippe Delhaye and ascribed to 
Siger of Brabant63: 


11) Lib. VII, q. 24: Utrum motor caeli sit motor immobilis 
Dico quod primus motor duplex est. Quidam enim est qui movet in ratione amati et 
desiderati, et sic dicimus quod primum movens movet caelum, sicut apparet ex 


61 We point out that a similar doctrine seems to be formulated by Averroes in his 
Tahafut al-Tahafut. See H.A. DAVIDSON, Alfarabi, Avicenna, and Averroes on Intellect, 
Oxford University Press, New York-Oxford, 1992, p. 226, note 33. 

62 E. GRANT, Planets, Stars ... op. cit., p. 528. 

63 Ph. DELHAYE, Siger de Brabant. Questions sur la Physique d’Aristote, Les 
Philosophes Belges, Louvain, 1941. The attribution to Siger has been questioned by 
scholars, and Peter of Auvergne himself has been considered as the probable author. For 
bibliographical references concerning the authorship of this work, which is dated by 
Delhaye between 1271 and 1277 (pp. 14-17 of his edition), see G. GALLE, «A 
Comprehensive ... cit.», p. 59, note 23. 
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Duodecimo Metaphysicae. Et quia amatum et desideratum non movet nisi quia est 
aliquid movens in ratione amantis et desiderantis, ideo necesse est esse aliud movens 
quod movet quia amans et desiderans, et hoc dicit Simplicius. ... Secundum autem 
movens quod movet quia amans et desiderans movet per appetitum et cognitionem, 
et, quia semper appetit et intelligit, ideo continue movet et semper ... Et illud movens 
est coniunctum et intrinsecum ipsi mobili, et ideo aliquo modo movetur motu sui 
mobilis, scilicet motu caeli64. 


Third and last remark: the celestial orbs are said to be moved by an 
intellect which produces motion inasmuch as it is moved by its object of 
desire. That means that both the celestial movers (the appropriate- 
conjoined mover and the outer-external one) are an intellect. Summing up, 
each sphere moves in that specific direction its conjoined mover leads to; 
the conjoined mover moves the sphere inasmuch as it loves and desires its 
amatum et desideratum. 

In one of the arguments quod non of the same question it is assumed 
that motion caused by the soul is in all directions, and that celestial motion 
is caused by the soul, and therefore celestial motion is in all directions. In 
the response, it is claimed that this argument is well-grounded only for the 
animal’s soul, whose object of desire inasmuch as it is located in different 
places produces motions to different places: 


12) Si etiam nunc possit65 apprehendere66 appetibile in uno loco, nunc vero in alio, 
nunc quidem potest movere ad unum locum, nunc vero ad alium, et hoc universaliter 
accidit de anima animalium. Anima igitur illa que semper et67 continue idem 
appetibile apprehendit, et semper sub eadem ratione, penitus semper68 uniformem 
motum causabit ... Cum enim ex ipso appetibili determinetur ad movendum$9 ad 


64 Ph. DELHAYE, Siger de Brabant ... op. cit., p. 229. Considering the reference to 
Simplicius, does the author know the latin translation of Simplicius’s commentary on De 
caelo? As correctly pointed out by the editor (introduction, p. 15, note 65), the quotation is 
not literal. Furthermore, throughout the text there is only one another explicit reference to 
Simplicius (p. 155 of the edition), but related to his commentary on the Categories. That 
means that the reference that we have in this passage does not prove a definite knowledge 
of Simplicius’s commentary on De caelo. It is interesting the similarity with our Questions 
on De caelo, whose knowledge of Simplicius’s text is also incomplete (see p. 2 of this 
paper). 

65 possit] posset K 

66° apprehendere] comprehendere E 

67 et]om.C 

68 semper sub eadem ratione penitus semper] penitus semper sub eadem ratione K 
(penitus semper] penitus super E) 

69 movendum] modum E 
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partem determinatarn, et70 semper uniformiter se habeat ad illud appetibile, semper 
causabit motum unum et7! ad eandem partem. 


However, what is desired by the celestial orb (the mover in quantum 
amatum et desideratum) is always in the same place, so the soul (namely 
the conjoined mover) moves the celestial orb with a single and uniform 
motion. Hence, the celestial orb is endowed with an intellective soul 
which is its inner mover. On this point it is interesting to note that, despite 
the several references to Avicenna, in this work no mention is made of the 
well-known Avicennian theory that includes imagination among the 
faculties of the celestial soul72. 

Question number seventeen of the second book is probably the most 
important in dealing with such a topic. Even here the master does not 
assert explicitly his own opinion: the response is indeed opened quoting 
Avicenna: 


13) Lib. II, q. 17: Utrum?73 motor74 primus approprietur ad movendum orbem75 
primum 

Ad hoc dicitur, secundum Avicennam76, quod motus celi non est violentus ... nec 
etiam est proprie naturalis ... ; relinquitur igitur quod motus celi est ab anima. 


Concerning the relation between the celestial orb and the conjoined 
mover, the motor coniunctus is said to be inherent to the sphere it moves: 


14) In celo igitur sunt duo motores, scilicet qui inest in ratione amantis et 
desiderantis, et hic est efficiens motum, qui secundum Avicennam est anima celi, 


70 et] sed mss. 

7 et] om. E 

72 See Avicenna, Liber de philosophia prima, IX, 2, ed. cit., pp. 449-455. 

73 Utrum] unum E 

74 motor] motorum E 

75 orbem] orbis E 

76 Avicenna, Liber de philosophia prima, IX, 2, ed. cit., p. 449, lines 96-98: «Si autem 
vocaveris hanc intentionem naturam, poteris dicere quod caelum movetur per naturam, sed 
natura eius est fluxus ab anima qui renovatur secundum imaginationem ipsius animae»; IX, 2, 
P. 454, lines 86-88: «Si autem ita fuerit in re, tunc caelum movetur per animam et anima est 
propinquum principium sui motus, et in illa anima renovatur imaginatio et voluntas. . .»; IX,3, 
p. 475, lines 18-19: « ... igitur iam nosti quod motus caelestis est animalis proveniens ab 
anima eligente, renovata electionibus continue suarum partium». 
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cuius proportio ad77 ipsum celum est secundum ipsum, sicut proportio intellectus 
humani ad hominem?8. Est etiam in celo79 ponere alium80 motorem qui movet81 in 
ratione amati et desiderati: amans enim et desiderans non movet nisi propter amatum 
et desideratum; et hic movet in ratione finis, nec est efficiens motum nisi in quantum 
movet efficientem. 


Therefore, inesse, appropriare and coniungere are the verbs used to 
explain this relationship, which is compared to that between the man and 
his intellect82. Finally, it is remarked that the conjoined mover produces 
motion as efficient cause, while the external one as final cause. Avicenna’s 
view was mentioned in the beginning, and again in the conclusion: 


15) Cum igitur omnes orbes moveantur uno motu, ut motu diurno, necesse est quod 
moveantur propter unum amatum et desideratum, quod est motor primus. Cum tamen 
orbes inferiores motibus propriis moveantur, et isti motus diversi sunt ad invicem, 
quia ad plagas diversas secundum etiam velocitates diversas, necesse est istorum 
esse83 amata et desiderata propria diversa, et hec est intentio Avicenne84. 


Unfortunately, nothing more is said throughout the text about the 
relation between the soul and the celestial body. Avicenna’s opinion that 
the celestial soul is the perfection and form of its body is never quoted 
explicitly85. 


77 adj om. E 

78 Cfr. Avicenna, Liber de philosophia prima, IX, 2, ed. cit., pp. 454-455, lines 97- 
04: «Anima vero quae movet caelum est, sicut iam notum est tibi, corporalis, convertibilis, 
variabilis, nec est spoliata a materia; cuius comparatio ad caelum est sicut comparatio 
animae animalis ad nos, cui est ut intelligat aliquo modo intelligibilitate scilicet commixta 
materiae; et omnino suae aestimationes vel qui videntur aestimationes sunt certae, et eius 
imaginationes et quae videntur imaginationes sunt <...>, sicut est intellectus activus in 
nobis, qui omnino innititur corpori». 

79 celo] celum mss. 

80 alium] autem K 

81 movet] moveat K 

82 A similar comparison is made by Avicenna between the separate mover 
(intelligence) and the internal mover (soul): Liber de philosophia prima, IX, 3, ed. cit., p. 
475, lines 9-13: «Unicuique autem caelo est intelligentia quae est principium sibi proprium 
et propinquum, scilicet principium separatum, cuius comparatio ad eius animam est sicut 
comparatio intelligentiae agentis ad nostras animas, et hoc est exemplum universale 
intelligibile speciei suae actionis, et huic assimilatur ipsum». i 

83 istorum esse] inv. K 

84 See note 54. 

85 Avicenna, Liber de philosophia prima, IX, 2, ed. cit., p. 454, lines 86-90: « ... 
tune caelum movetur per animam et anima est propinquum principium sui motus, et in illa 
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The answer to the first argument ad oppositum is also interesting86: 


16) Ad primam rationem in oppositum dicitur quod motor primus non simpliciter 
appropriatur ad movendum orbem87 primum in ratione amati et desiderati, cum 
moveat orbes inferiores sub ista ratione, sed pro tanto Aristoteles hic88 quasi 
appropriate dicit quod motor primus movet mobile primum, quia89 a motore90 
coniuncto orbis primi maxime amatur et desideratur. 


According to the author, Aristotle here quasi appropriate affirms that 
the prime mover moves the prime movable inasmuch as it is desired and 
loved by its conjoined mover. The quotation is taken from the sixth chapter 
of the second book of De caelo (288b1-2), where, after claiming that if the 
object of the movement is primary, simple etc., then the mover has far 
better reason to be so, Aristotle argues that what is primary can move the 
primary, what is simple the simple and so on. «What is primary can move 
the primary»: that is the passage the author is referring to, probably using 
Gerard of Cremona’s translation: Causa enim prima est quae movet 
causatum primum91. Nothing more is said in this context by Aristotle, who 
makes no mention at all concerning the manner in which what is primary 
can move the primary. But as pointed out above, the author’s purpose is to 
show how Aristotle’s view expressed in the Physics and the Metaphysics 
is in some way already presupposed in De caelo. Thus, internal and 
external, lovers and loved, conjoined and separate movers are all concepts 
somehow linked with De caelo itself92. 


anima renovatur imaginatio et voluntas, et ipsa aestimat se habere apprehensionem rerum 
particularium et voluntatem essendi ipsas res particulares, et ipsa est perfectio corporis 
caeli et eius forma» ; IX, 4, p.483, lines 87-88: « ... et in quantum intelligit seipsam, 
sequitur ex ea [sc. intelligentia] forma caeli ultimi et eius perfectio et haec est anima, ... » ; 
IX, 4, p. 484, lines 15-16: « ... nos enim iam ostendimus quod anima cuiusque caeli est eius 
perfectio et eius forma». 

86 See also passage number 6. 

87 orbem] orbis E 

88 Ar, De cael., II, 6, 288b1-2. 

89 quia] qui C 

90 a motore] amatore C (f. 121ra): E = amatore (f. 18rb): a matore K (f. 47va). 

91 The Latin translation of Gerard of Cremona is included in the edition of Albertus 
Magnus's commentary on De caelo: Albertus Magnus, De caelo et mundo, P. HOSSFELD 
(ed.), Monasterii Westfalorum in Aedibus Aschendorff, 1971, p. 138. 

92  Asimilar attitude reconciling Aristotle's different statements concerning celestial 
motion is well expressed by Avicenna (Liber de philosophia prima, IX, 2, ed. cit., p. 462, 
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The twofold mover’s view is repeated in question twenty-one where, 
without quoting Avicenna, the master this time clearly holds this view: 


17) Lib. II, q. 21: Utrum orbes inferiores in motu suo proprio retardantur per motum 
orbis primi 
Ad hoc93 intelligendum quod orbes inferiores moventur motu diurno ab oriente in 
occidentem, quod apparet ad sensum. Et huius causa est quia anime orbium istorum 
appetunt94 motorem primi mobilis, et ideo moventur motu primi mobilis95, ita quod 
motor orbis primi movet omnes alios orbes inferiores sicut amatum et desideratum; 
anime autem orbium illorum inferiorum movent illos sicut amantes et desiderantes: 
in quantum desiderant motorem primum, movent corpora motu apto ad hunc finem. 
Sunt autem alia amata et desiderata determinata orbibus inferioribus, et ideo96 anima 
cuiuslibet orbis inferioris in quantum appetit motorem appropriatum movet uno 
motu; in hoc autem quod appetit alium motorem97, movet alio motu. 


But some problems arise when it is said (last line but one): et ideo 
anima cuiuslibet orbis inferioris in quantum appetit motorem 
appropriatum movet uno motu; in hoc autem quod appetit alium motorem, 
movet alio motu. Indeed, up to this point the expression motor 
appropriatus was always linked with the soul of the sphere, whereas here 
it relates to the separate and external mover; furthermore, it seems that not 
every external mover can be considered the motor appropriatus of 
celestial bodies's souls: in quantum appetit motorem appropriatum movet 
uno motu; in hoc autem quod appetit alium motorem, movet alio motu. At 
the moment we are unable to give an explanation of that. Further research 
should go deep into this issue. 

In conclusion, only a brief hint at the Condemnation of 1277 in Paris, 
where the opinion of the animation of the heavens was condemned in at 
least five articles98. If we compare these articles with the attitude of our 


lines 43-48): «Ex his igitur omnibus iam manifestum est tibi etiam quod magister primus, 
cum dixit caelum moveri per suam naturam, quid voluit intelligi, et cum dixit moveri per 
animam, quid etiam voluit intelligi, et cum dixit etiam moveri illud per virtutem infinitam 
vel moveri sicut amans movetur ab amato, quid voluit intelligi, nec est in verbis eius 
contrarietas». 

93 hoc] om. K 

94 appetunt] + et K 

95 primi mobilis] inv. CE 

96 et ideo] non K 

97 motorem] motum mss. 

98 According to the classification used by David Piché in his recent edition of the 
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text, we see that the latter is undoubtly rejected by the bishop. It is 
important to remark that some of these articles could have been referred 
to Avicenna99. Furthermore Aegidius Romanus in his Zrrores 
philosophorum, a work that is probably contemporary with this 
commentary, and which in many manuscripts is presented beside the 
Condemnation text of 1277100, attributed the thesis of the animation of the 
heavens to Avicenna and not to Aristotle101. This means that because 
Avicenna’s opinion was strictly linked with such thesis, and since we have 
to consider this commentary as at least an important but not exhaustive 
vehicle of Avicenna’s view, these questions on De caelo could be included 
among those texts of the Masters of Arts which gave rise to the 
Condemnation on this specific subject. 


Universita degli Studi di Roma “La Sapienza” 


Condemnation text these five articles are : 92, 94, 95, 102 and 110. Cfr. D. PICHE, La 
Condamnation Parisienne de 1277, Vrin, Paris, 1999, pp. 106-113. 

99 "That is the case of the articles 92 and 102. On this see R. HISSETTE, Enquéte sur 
les 219 Articles Condamnés à Paris le 7 Mars 1277, Louvain-Paris, 1977, p. 130 and 136, 
where the two articles have a different classification (73 and 75). 

100 I got this information from the book of L. BIANCHI, I! Vescovo e i Filosofi. La 
Condanna Parigina del 1277 e l'Evoluzione dell'Aristotelismo Scolastico, Pierluigi 
Lubrina Editore, Bergamo, 1990, p. 48, note 80. 

101 Giles of Rome, Errores philosophorum, J. KocH (ed.), English Translation by 
J.O. RiEDLE, Marquette University Press, Milwaukee, 1944, VI, 10, p. 30: «Ulterius erravit 
[sc. Avicenna] circa animationem caeli. Posuit enim caelum animatum. Cuius animam non 
solum dicit motorem appropriatum, secundum quod Philosophus et Commentator nisi sunt 
dicere, sed quod fieret unum ex anima caeli et caelo sicut ex anima nostra et corpore 
nostro». The attribution of the Errores philosophorum to Aegidius has been questioned. In 
this regard see S. DONATI, «Studi per una cronologia delle opere di Egidio Romano. I: Le 
opere prima del 1285. I commenti aristotelici», Documenti e Studi sulla tradizione 
filosofica medievale 1 (1990), pp. 19-21 and 28-30; C. Luna, «La Reportatio della lettura 
di Egidio Romano sul libro III delle Sentenze e il problema dell’ autenticità dell’ Ordinatio», 
Documenti e Studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 1 (1990), pp. 165-166; F. DEL 
PUNTA, S. DONATI, C. Luna, «Egidio Romano», in Dizionario Biografico degli Italiani, 
Istituto della Enciclopedia Italiana, volume 42, Roma, 1993, p. 320, 337 and 331. 
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PETER OF AUVERGNE’S DISCUSSION CONCERNING THE 
ANIMATION OF THE HEAVENS 


Three sets of quaestiones on De Caelo are attributed to Petrus de 
Alvernial. A first set of 102 questions (the «CEK-questions») is preserved 
in the MSS Cremona, Biblioteca Governativa, 80 (7.5.15), ff. 98ra-136ra (= 
C), Erlangen, Universitätsbibliothek, 213, ff. 1ra-28rb (= E), and Kassel, 
Stadt- und Landesbibliothek, Phys. 2° 11, ff. 35va-55rb (= KO Peter of 
Auvergne is most probably the author of these questions3, which have 
probably been composed around 1271-12724. A second set of 94 questions 


1 For a bio-bibliography concerning Peter of Auvergne, cfr. G. GALLE, «A 
Comprehensive Bibliography on Peter of Auvergne», Bulletin de philosophie médiévale 42 
(2000) 53-79. 

2 Edition: C. Musarr, Pietro d'Alvernia e le Quaestiones super librum De caelo 
et mundo contenute nei manoscritti di Cremona, Erlangen e Kassel: edizione del testo e 
analisi dottrinale, diss. Catania, 2000 (unpublished). 

3 Donati argues that the author of these questions probably cannot be identified as 
Peter of Auvergne, cfr. S. DONATI, «An Anonymous Commentary on the De Generatione et 
Corruptione From the Years Before the Paris Condemnations of 1277 (Mss Erlangen, UB, 
213, Kassel, Stadt- und Landesbibl., Phys. 2? 11)», Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie 
médiévales 65, 2 (1998) 194-247, esp. 204-241. I have argued that the questions have most 
probably been composed by Peter, cfr. G. GALLE, «The Authorship of One of the Sets of 
Questions on De Caelo Attributed to Peter of Auvergne (MSS Cremona, Bibl. Governativa 
80 (7.5.15), fols. 98ra-136ra, Erlangen, Universitätsbibl. 213, fols. 1ra-28rb, and Kassel, 
Stadt- und Landesbibl., Phys. 2? 11, fols. 35va-55rb)», Medioevo 28 (2002) 191-260. 

4 Onthe dating of these questions, cfr. introduction in: C. MUSATTI, Il primo ciclo 
di lezioni di Pietro d'Alvernia sul de Caelo di Aristotele, tesi di laurea, Roma, 1995 
(unpublished); introduction in: ID., Pietro d'Alvernia e le Quaestiones..., chap. 4a & 7; ID., 
«Le citazioni del libro Lambda della Metaphysica in un commento per questioni al De 
caelo di Aristotele», Bulletin de philosophie médiévale 42 (2000), 81-90, esp. 90 and note 
63; S. DONATI, art. cit., 200-203; Ead., «A New Witness to the Radical Aristotelianism», in 
J.A. AERTSEN & A. SPEER (eds.), Was ist Philosophie im Mittelalter?, Berlin - New York, 
de Gruyter, 1998, pp. 371-382, esp. pp. 371-378 (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 26). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I. E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1463-1475. 
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(the «WP-questions»), which can with certainty be attributed to Peter, is 
contained in the MSS Vienna, Dominikanerkonvent, 150/120, ff. 47ra-68vb 
(= W) and Paris, Bibliothèque Mazarine, 3493, ff. 95ra-136rb (= P) 5. It is 
most likely that they are a reportatio of lectures taught by Peter and that 
they have been composed after the condemnations of 1277 and before 
1296 or 12896. A third set of 81 questions on De Caelo (the «LR- 
questions») is preserved in the MSS Leipzig, Universitätsbibliothek, 1386, 
ff. 9lva-102vb (= L) and Prague, Knihovny Metropolitní, 1320 (L. 
LXXIV), ff. 43rb-52vb (= R)7. These questions were most probably 
composed by an anonymous compiler who mainly based his text on 
another reportatio of the same or of similar lectures, taught by Peter, as the 
lectures reported in the WP-questions, and added some passages from 
Albert the Great’s commentary on De Caelo, which he slightly adapted®. 
One ofthe WP- and one of the LR-questions investigates whether the 
celestial bodies or the heavens are animated9. The author of the CEK- 
questions does not devote a separate question to this topic, but his opinion 
can be deduced from several questions that deal with the motion and the 
movers of the heavens!0. My presentation of Peter’s discussion is based on 
the WP-question concerning the animation of the heavens. Peter raises this 
question in relation to a passage in De Caelo II, 12, in which Aristotle 
holds that we investigate the celestial bodies as if they were inanimate, but 


5 Peter of Auvergne, Questions on Aristotle's De Caelo. A Critical Edition with an 
Interpretative Essay by G. GALLE, Leuven, Leuven University Press, 2003. pp. 5-376. 

6 For the dating of these questions and the arguments for the thesis that they are a 
reportatio, cfr. Ibid., pp. 60-67. 

7 Edition: Ibid., pp. 377-559. 

8 On the relation between the LR-questions and the other sets of questions 
attributed to Peter, cfr. G. GALLE, «The Set of Questions on De Caelo in the MSS Leipzig, 
Universitätsbibl. 1386, ff. 91va-102vb and Praha, Knihovny Metropolitni 1320 (L. LXXIV), 
ff. 43rb-52vb Attributed to Peter of Auvergne. Its Authorship, Date and Relation to Other 
Sets of Questions Attributed to Peter of Auvergne», in G. FIORAVANTI, C. LEONARDI, S. 
PERFETTI (eds.), I! commento filosofico nell'occidente latino (secoli XII-XV). The 
Philosophical Commentary in the Latin West (13-15th centuries). Atti del colloquio 
Firenze-Pisa, 19-22 ottobre 2000, organizzato dalla SISMEL e dalla SISPM sotto l’egida 
della SIEPM, Turnhout, Brepols, 2001, pp. 253-309. 

9 WP, Lib. II, q. 31: «utrum corpora superiora sint animata vel ipsum caelum sit 
animatum»; LR, Lib. II, q. 23: «utrum caelum sit animatum». 

10 For a discussion of the animation of the heavens Cfr. C. MusaTTI, «Celestial 
Movers and Animation of the Heavens in one Commentary on Aristotle's De caelo 
Ascribed to Peter of Auvergne» in this volume. 
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that we must consider them as participating in action and life and that we 
must think their action as similar to that of animals and plants!!. 

In De Caelo Aristotle defends the thesis that the heavens are moved 
by an internal principle, but there is a tension between the idea that the 
celestial motion is due to the inner nature of the ether and the thesis that 
the heavens are moved by an immanent soul. In De Caelo I, 2 the heavens 
are said to be moved according to their own nature, just like the other 
simple bodies12. In the aforementioned passage of De Caelo II, 12 and in 
De Caelo Il, 2, however, he writes that the heavens are animated and have 
a principle of motion13. The statement in De Caelo II, 1 that the motion of 
the heavens is not eternal by the compelling force of a rational soull4 does 
not necessarily deny that the heavens are ensouled; it could mean that their 
soul does not constrain them to a motion contrary to their natural 
motion15. Whereas in De Caelo Aristotle holds that the heavens are moved 
by an internal principle, in Metaphysica XII, 7-8 (cfr. Physica VII) he 
states that the celestial spheres do not move themselves, but that each 


1 Arist, DC IL 12, 292a18-21; b1-2: «Sed nos ut de corporibus ipsis solis et 
solitariis, ordinem quidem habentibus, inanimatis autem omnino perquirimus; oportet 
autem tanquam participantibus existimare actione et vita; ... Propter quod oportet putare et 
actionem astrorum esse talem qualis quidem animalium et plantarum». The quotations 
from the translatio nova (university tradition) of De Caelo are based on: Aristoteles 
Latinus, VII. 2. De Caelo. Translatio Guillelmi de Morbeka, F. Bossier (ed.), in 
preparation. 

12 Arist., DCI, 2, 269a5-7: «necessarium esse aliquod corpus simplex, quod natum 
est ferri circulari motu secundum sui ipsius naturam». 

13 Arist., DC II, 2, 285a29-30: «... est autem celum animatum et habet motus 
principium ...». 

14 Arist, DC II, 1, 284227-28: «Sed adhuc neque ab anima rationabile cogente 
manere [sc. motum] sempiternum;». 

15 For an interpretation of Aristotle's statements in De Caelo conceming the 
principle of celestial motions, cfr. introduction by Ross in: Aristotle, Metaphysics. A 
Revised Text with Introduction and Commentary by WD Ross, L Oxford, Clarendon 
Press, 1970 (1st ed. 1924), pp. cxxxvi-cxxxvii; Aristotle’s Physics. A Revised Text with 
Introduction and Commentary by W.D. Ross, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1936 (repr. 1966), 
pp. 96-98; W.K.C. GUTHRIE, «The Development of Aristotle's Theology — I», Classical 
Quarterly 27 (1933), 162-171. Introduction by Guthrie in: Aristotle, On the Heavens, 
W.K.C. GUTHRIE (ed.), London, William Heinemann LTD, 1939, pp. xxix-xxxvi; 
Introduction by Moraux in: Aristote, Du ciel, P. Moraux (ed.), Paris, Les Belles Lettres, 
1965, pp. LXXXVII-LXXXIX; ML. GLL, «Aristotle on Self-Motion», in M.L. GILL & 
J.G. Lennox (eds.), Self-Motion. From Aristotle to Newton, Princeton, Princeton 
University Press, 1994, pp. 15-34, esp. pp. 28-34; L. Jupson, «Heavenly Motion and the 
Unmoved Mover», in Ibid., pp. 155-171, esp. pp. 157-161. 
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sphere has its own external, transcendent immovable mover which moves 
as a final cause by being loved and desired. He does not explain how an 
immaterial mover can move the celestial body. According to the traditional 
20th century interpretation, his view implies the thesis that each sphere has 
its own inherent soul, which has the. capacity of love and desire. Because 
of the seemingly contradictory doctrines expounded in De Caelo and 
Metaphysica - Physical6, commentators on Aristotle had to defend their 
own interpretation of the texts: did Aristotle hold that the heavens are 
moved by immanent souls? Moreover, they had to decide whether they 
could agree with Aristotle's opinion!7. On March 7, 1277 Stephen Tempier 
condemned some propositions that include the thesis that the heavens are 
alivel8. 


16 For a discussion of the seemingly contradictory statements concerning the mover 
of the heavens in De Caelo on the one hand and in Metaph. — Ph. on the other hand, cfr. 
W.K.C. GUTHRIE, «The development of Aristotle’s theology — I»; Ip., «The development of 
Aristotle's theology — II», Classical Quarterly 28 (1934) 90-98; Introduction by Ross in: 
Aristotle's Physics, pp. 95-102; S. BROADIE, «Que fait le premier moteur d’Aristote?», 
Revue philosophique de la France et de l'Étranger 118 (1993), pp. 375-411; A. KOSMAN, 
«Aristotle's Prime Mover», in: M.L. GILL & J.G. LENNOX (eds.), op. cit., pp. 135-153; LM. 
BopNÁR, «Movers and Elemental Motions in Aristotle», Oxford Studies in Ancient 
Philosophy 15 (1997) 81-117. 

17 On the problem of the animation of the heavens in the Middle Ages, cfr. J.A. 
WEISHEIPL, «The Celestial Movers in Medieval Physics», in ID., Nature and Motion in the 
Middle Ages, W.E. CARROLL (ed.), Washington D.C., Catholic University of America Press 
Washington D.C., 1985, pp. 143-175, esp. pp. 158-175 (Studies in Philosophy and the 
History of Philosophy, 11); H.A. WoLFson, «The Problem of the Souls of the Spheres from 
the Byzantine Commentaries on Aristotle through the Arabs and St. Thomas to Kepler», in 
Ip., Studies in the History of Philosophy of Religion, I, Cambridge (Mass.), Harvard 
University Cambridge (Mass.), 1973, pp. 1-21; R.C. DALES, «The De-animation of the 
Heavens in the Middle Ages», Journal of the History of Ideas 41 (1980), 531-550; E. 
GRANT, Planets, Stars, and Orbs. The Medieval Cosmos, 1200-1687, Cambridge, 
Cambridge University Press, 1994, pp. 469-487; pp. 526-535; pp. 545-548; T.S. NANI, Les 
anges et la philosophie. Subjectivité et fonction cosmologique des substances séparées à la 
fin du XIIe siècle, Paris, Vrin, 2002 (Études de philosophie médiévale, LXXXII). 

18 La condamnation Parisienne de 1277. Nouvelle édition du texte latin, 
traduction, introduction et commentaire par D. PICHÉ avec la collaboration de C. LAFLEUR, 
Paris, Vrin, 1999, p. 106, art. 92: Quod corpora celestia mouentur a principio intrinseco, 
quod est anima; et quod mouentur per animam et per uirtutem appetitiuam, sicut animal. 
Sicut enim animal appetens mouetur, ita et celum»; p. 108, art. 94: «Quod duo sunt 
principia eterna, scilicet corpus celi et anima eius»; art. 95: «Quod tria sunt principia in 
celestibus: subiectum motus eterni, anima corporis celestis et primum mouens «ut» 
desideratum. - Error est quoad duo prima»; p. 110, art. 102: «Quod anima celi est 
intelligentia, et orbes celestes non sunt instrumenta intelligentiarum set organa, sicut auris 
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Peter refutes several arguments for the animation of the heavens, four 
of which I will discuss. (1) The first argument is based on the principle of 
Physica VII according to which everything that is moved by something 
else must necessarily be traced back to what is moved by itself19. Because 
the motions of the sublunary bodies are caused by something else, they are 
traced back to the circular motion of the celestial bodies, as to that which 
is moved by itself. Because the heavens are moved by themselves, they are 
animated. Peter mentions two possible objections to this argument. (a) He 
agrees that the motion of the sublunary bodies must be traced back to the 
motion of the heavens, but he denies that the heavens are moved by. 
themselves on the basis of a form which is intrinsically connected with 
them. (b) He refers to Plato’s opinion that what is first moved by itself is 
the first mover, which is an intellect. Hence, all motions are traced back to 
the first mover20. Peter adds that there is not a proper difference of opinion 
among Plato, who holds that the intellect what is first moved by itself, and 
Aristotle, who states that the heavens are what is first moved by itself. (2) 
The second argument for the thesis that the heavens are animated is based 
on Aristotle and his «expositor», Thomas Aquinas. Since the first mover 
moves as a final cause because it is loved and desired (sicut amatum et 
desideratum), there must be another mover (i.e., the proper mover of each 
celestial sphere) that moves (its sphere) because it loves and desires the 
first mover (sicut amans et desiderans)21. Since the heavens are moved by 


et oculus sunt organa uirtutis sensitiue»; p. 112, art. 110: «Quod motus celi sunt propter 
animam intellectiuam; et anima intellectiua siue intellectus non potest educi, nisi mediante 
corpore»; p. 144, art. 213: «Quod natura que est principium motus in corporibus celestibus, ` 
est intelligentia mouens. - Error, si intelligatur de natura intrinseca, que est actus uel 
forma». For a discussion of these propositions, cf. R. HISSETTE, Enquéte sur les 219 articles 
condamnés à Paris le 7 Mars 1277, Louvain, Publications universitaires de Louvain, 1977, 
pp. 67-70; pp. 130-133; p. 136; pp. 194-195 (Philosophes Médiévaux, 22). 

19 Cfr. Arist., Ph. VIII, 5, 256a13-21; 26-b3; 257a27-31. 

20 Cfr. Simplicius, In Aristotelis De Caelo Commentaria, LL. HEIBERG (ed.), 
Berolini, Georgius Reimerus, 1894, III, 2, p. 585, Il. 1-3, (Commentaria in Aristototelem 
Graeca, 7); Plato, Laws X, 894e-898d. Peter did not know Plato's Laws. 

21 "The thesis that Aristotle holds in Metaph. XII that the heavens have a soul that 
desires and thinks is derived from Thomas Aquinas' commentary on De Caelo, cfr. Thomas 
Aquinas, Opera Omnia UL Commentaria in libros Aristotelis De Caelo et Mundo. De 
Generatione et Corruptione et Meteorologicorum (ed. Leonina), Roma, 1886, II, 2, lect. II, 
p. 130, n. 2. However, in Metaph. XII Aristotle does not explicitly state that the heavens 
are animated (cfr. supra). 


1468 GRIET GALLE 


striving and desire, which belong to the soul, one could conclude that they 
are animated and that their proper movers are not separated from them. 
Peter refutes this argument by pointing out that, just as someone can be 
moved by the desire of his comrade, the heavens can be moved by a desire 
which does not come from a soul that is connected with them. (3) The third 
argument in favour of the animation of the heavens which Peter discusses, 
refers to Averroes’ commentary on De Caelo II, 12. As the celestial bodies 
are incorruptible, they are nobler than the sublunary bodies, which are 
corruptible. Since the sublunary beings are animated, and animated beings 
are nobler than inanimate beings, the celestial bodies must a fortiori be 
animated22. Peter remarks that it is true that in generable and perishable 
beings the animated beings are nobler than the inanimate beings. But 
although celestial beings do not have a soul that is connected with them 
and although they do not have particular senses, they are nobler than 
sublunary beings, because they are imperishable23 and participate in 


-intellect, but not in the other potentialities of the soul. (4) A fourth 


argument in favour of the animation of the heavens starts from the premise 
that beings that possess the positional differences right and left are 
animated. Peter has argued in Lib. II, q. 4 that right and left are present in 
the heavens. Hence, one could conclude that the heavens are animated?4. 
Peter refutes this argument by referring to the fact that in Lib. U, q. 5 he 
has shown that right and left are not said to be in the heavens in an absolute 
sense, but in comparison to the separate mover. He has argued that the 
eastern part of the heavens is the part that is first impelled by the separate 
mover of the heavens; the part where the power of the separate mover 
appears most powerfully and rapidly. This eastern part is called the right 


22 Cfr. Aristotelis Opera cum Averrois Commentariis, V. De Coelo etc., Venetiis 
apud Junctas, 1562 (Nachdruck Frankfurt am Main, Minerva, 1962), II, com. 61, fol. 140A. 

23 For Peter’s proof that the heavens are imperishable in the proper sense, cf. G. 
GALLE, «Peter of Auvergne’s Question as to Whether or Not the Heaven is Generated and 
Perishable», in J.A. AERTSEN, K. EMERY & A. SPEER (eds.), Nach der Verurteilung von 
1277. Philosophie und Theologie an der Universität von Paris im letzten Viertel des 13. 
Jahrhunderts. Studien und Texte, Berlin - New York, W. de Gruyter, 2001, pp. 535-576 
(Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 28). 

24 Whereas in Lib. I, q. 4 Peter proves, in accordance with De Caelo U, 2, that the 
heavens possess the positional differences because they are animated Oe, moved by a 
soul), he refers here to the reverse argument, viz. that the heavens are animated because 
they have right and left. 
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part, its opposite the left. However, there is no determined part in the 
heavens that is right or left. (It is not the case that a certain part of the 
moving heavens (for example the part with the constellation of Aries) is 
always the right part. Since the heavens are moved, there is always another 
part of the heavens that is situated in the east, which is right). Thus the 
eastern part is right in the improper sense, the western part is left in the 
improper sense. In beings in which right and left are present in an 
improper sense, the soul is present in an improper sense too. Hence the 
heavens have a soul in a metaphorical and equivocal sense only. 

Peter discusses different theories concerning the animation of the 
heavens25. His survey is classified according to the power that is attributed 
to the celestial soul by a particular theory: (A) sense perception, (B) 
imagination and (C) thinking. (A) He explains that Simplicius holds, on 
the basis of two arguments, that the celestial bodies have the exterior 
senses of touch, sight and hearing26. (1) Simplicius argues that the senses 
belong to the perfection of animated beings. Since the celestial bodies are 
more perfect than the sublunary bodies, they possess senses. (2) The 
celestial bodies are tangible, visible and make noise. Since they have the 
objects of the senses of touch, sight and hearing, they must possess the 
power to distinguish these sensible objects, viz. the particular senses27. 
Peter refutes Simplicius’ opinion in the following manner. (1) The sense of 
touch is an intermediate proportion of tangible qualities (viz., warm — cold, 
dry — humid). Because the heavens are a simple body and therefore have 
no intermediate proportion of tangible qualities, they do not possess the 
sense of touch. Hence the heavens do not possess the posterior senses 
(sight, hearing) either, for all senses are reduced to the sense of touch, 
which is first according to generation. (2) What possesses the sense of 
touch, receives nourishment, and what is nourished, is perishable. Since 
the heavens are imperishable, they do not possess the sense of touch. (3) 


25 Petrus de Alvernia, Quaestiones supra librum De Caelo et Mundo, Lib. II, q. 31: 
«Sed est intelligendum quod inter eos qui posuerunt caelum esse animatum, diversi 
diversimode posuerunt». 

26 Ibid.: «Quidam enim dixerunt in superioribus esse sensus exteriores, et huius 
opinionis fuit Simplicius, (...)». 

27 My presentation of Peter's explanation of Simplicius’ opinion is partly based on 
the LR-question concerning the animation of the heavens. Cfr. Simpl., In Aristotelis De 
Caelo Commentaria II, 8, p. 463, ll. 6-12. 
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It is not true that, if the sublunary bodies possess senses, the celestial 
bodies must possess them too, for the senses are in the sublunary and in 
the celestial bodies by a different ratio. They are in the sublunary bodies 
formally, but they are in the celestial bodies in a more eminent way, viz. 
in the sense of the producing cause (effective) or according to power 
(virtualiter). (4) Finally, Peter expresses his disagreement with some 
thinkers (i.e., Simplicius) who hold that the celestial bodies touch one 
another in a sensible way28, and he adds Aristotle’s thesis that they do not 
cause sound29. i 

(B) Peter next deals with the opinion of Avicenna concerning the 
animation of the heavens. He explains that Avicenna and his followers 
hold that the heavens possess an interior sense, i.e., an imaginative power. 
Avicenna argues that the heavens cannot be moved by an intellect only, 
because the intellect knows the universal and the universal does not move. 
The heavens are moved by an imaginative power that comprehends the 
renewal (renovationes) of a particular motion (i.e., the imaginative power 
comprehends particular places, which are renewed according to the 
celestial motion)30. Because this power passes from one to another 
concept of a particular revolution, the heavens are moved to different 
places31. Peter objects two arguments to the opinion that the heavens 
possess imaginative power. (1) Imaginative power is a kind of phantasia. 
Phantasia is a motion made on the basis of the act of sense perception32. 


28 Cfr. Simpl., In Aristotelis De Caelo Commentaria YI, 8, p. 463, 11. 6-12. 

29 Cfr. Arist., DC II, 9, 290b12-291a6. 

30 This interpretation of the «renovationes motus particularis» is based on Thomas 
Aquinas, Commentaria in libros Aristotelis De Caelo et Mundo II, 8, lect. XIII, p. 172, n. 8. : 

31 Petrus de Alvernia, loc. cit.: «Alii autem, sicut Avicenna et sui sequaces, dixerunt 
in caelo esse sensum interiorem vel virtutem imaginativam. Voluit enim quod moveretur ab 
intellectu. Intellectus autem cognoscit universale. Universale autem non movet, [...]. Ideo 
dicebat per imaginationem particularem caelum moveri; quae imaginatio renovationes 
motus particularis comprehendit. Et quia ista virtus transit a conceptione revolutionis 
particularis, ideo, cum moveat caelum, primo movet «ad» primam partem, secundo autem 
«ad» secundam, et hinc est quod corpus caeleste movetur ad diversa ubi; quare et cetera». 
Cfr. Avicenna Latinus, Liber de philosophia prima sive scientia divina V-X, ed. S. VAN 
Rer, Louvain - Leiden, Peeters, 1980, IX, 2, p. 454, 11. 86-90; p. 474, 1. 03 - p. 475,1. 7; 
11. 17-19. 

32 Phantasia is used as a generic term which refers to those faculties of the inner 
sense that use phantasms. One of these faculties is the imagination which retains and 
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Since the heavens do not possess exterior senses, they do not have an 
image or phantasia and they do not have an imaginative power. (2) The 
imaginative power is not the cause of celestial motion, for it is not possible 
to indicate a cause of the renewal of the imaginative power. The circular 
motion of the heavens cannot be the cause of this renewal, for then the 
cause and what is caused would be the same. 

(C) Peter finally discusses the opinions of philosophers who claim 
that the heavens are moved by an intellective soul and desire33. He states 
that, whereas in perishable beings the intellective soul cannot exist without 
the vegetative and sensitive soul, in eternal beings an intellect can exist 
without a vegetative and sensitive soul. Peter refutes the views of (1) 
Alexander of Aphrodisias and of (2) Averroes and (3) he presents his own 
opinion. (1) He explains that according to Alexander the soul or intellect 
is the material form or power of the heavens and is connected with and 
planted in the heavens as their act and perfection. Alexander claims that 
the soul and the nature of the heavens move in the same way, since they 
are identical34. Peter refutes Alexander’s view, which he knows from 
Simplicius’ commentary, by means of three arguments. (a) Alexander’s 
opinion that the mover of the heavens is a material form connected with 
the heavens as their perfection implies that the heavens are moved by a 
power in a body. This is partly against Aristotle who proves in Physica 
VIII that the heavens are moved by an incorporeal power35. (b) If the 
mover of the heavens were some material and individuated form 
connected with the heavens as their perfection, all intellectual forms (viz. 
all thoughts of this mover) would be particular and none of them would be 


preserves forms acquired through the external sense and conjoined by means of the sensus 
communis. Concerning Aquinas’ use of phantasia as a generic concept, cfr. A.J. Lisska, «A 
Note: Aquinas’s Use of Phantasia», The Thomist 40 (1976) 294-302. 

33 Petrus de Alvernia, loc. cit.: «Propter quod alii dixerunt caelum moveri ab 
intellectu et appetitu». 

34 Ibid.: «Sed quidam dixerunt quod iste intellectus coniungitur caelo ut actus et 
perfectio, et istius opinionis fuit Alexander, sicut recitat Simplicius in capitulo de dextro et 
sinistro. Et cum quaerebatur ab Alexandro quomodo diversimode movet anima et natura, 
dixit quod uno motu moventur, quia natura una est. Motus autem sequitur naturam et ideo 
motus unus. Cum igitur uniatur ei, unitur virtus materialis ut eius actus et perfectio». Cfr. 
Alex. apud Simpl., In Aristotelis De Caelo Commentaria II, 1, p. 380, ll. 13-14; 1. 29 — p. 
381,1. 2. 

35 Cfr. Arist., Ph. VIII, 10, 266a10-11; 266b25-27; 267b18-26. 
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universal, and this is impossible. Peter does not explain this refutation 
further, but he probably means that the thoughts of the celestial intellects 
cannot be particular, because the intellects contain the universal notions or 
causes of the sublunary effects36. (c) Peter adds that all arguments which 
Averroes gives to prove that the human intellect is not the perfection of the 
body37 could also be used to refute Alexander’s view. 

Peter disagrees with Alexander’s view, but he states that Alexander’s 
opinion is the opinion that is most in agreement with Aristotle’s. Aristotle 
must consider the celestial bodies as possessing intellect and desire which is 
connected with them as a form, for they can only think through an intellect 
that is connected with them. To this interpretation of Aristotle’s position one 
could object, as Peter did, that Aristotle actually says that the movers are 
immaterial substances. Peter now answers that, on Aristotle’s view, there are 
some immaterial substances which are not connected with the celestial 
bodies according to existence and which move as an end. From this thesis it 
could be deduced that Peter holds that according to Aristotle each orb has a 
separate substance (which moves as a final cause, by being loved and 
desired) and an intrinsic soul (which moves as an efficient cause by thinking, 
loving and desiring its proper separate substance). 

(2) Peter further discusses an opinion he attributes to Averroes. He 
states that according to Averroes the heavens are moved by an intellective 
soul that is separate from them according to existence, but connected to 
them in order to think38. Averroes indeed argues in De Substantia Orbis 
that the celestial body is moved by a separate principle that is in it, not by 
a principle that is a part of it. However, he does not hold that the intellect 


36 This interpretation is based on a passage in the commentary on De Caelo by 
Thomas Aquinas, where the idea that the celestial bodies have a sensitive potency is 
refuted. Cfr. Thomas Aquinas, Commentaria in libros Aristotelis De Caelo et Mundo 11, 8, 
lect. XIII, p. 172, n. 7: «Tertio quia corpora caelestia sunt quasi universales causae 
inferiorum effectuum: et ita effectus sensibiles sunt in corporibus caelestibus non 
secundum particularem, sed secundum universalem rationem, sicut in causis 
universalibus». 

37 Cfr. Averroes, Commentarium Magnum in Aristotelis De Anima Libros, FS. 
CRAWFORD (ed.), Cambridge (Mass.), Medieval Academy of America, 1953, III, com. 4, p. 
383, 11. 8-9 (Corpus Commentariorum Averrois in Aristotelem, 6, 1). 

38 Petrus de Alvemia, loc. cit.: «Et ideo Commentator dicit caelum moveri ab 
anima intellectiva ab eo separata secundum esse, coniuncta tamen secundum 
considerationem, nec in esse indiget ipso separato». 


PETER OF AUVERGNE’S DISCUSSION ON THE ANIMATION OF THE HEAVENS 1473 


is connected with the celestial body in order to think, but that the celestial 
body thinks by a separate principle39. Peter refutes this position, which he 
attributes to Averroes. He argues that it is impossible that the heavens 
think through an intellect that is not connected to them as their act. If the 
intellect is not connected to the heavens according to its first act (viz. 
existing), its second act (viz. thinking) cannot be attributed to the heavens 
either, and hence the heavens could not be moved by the intellect. Peter 
continues by referring to the arguments which are usually cited against 
Averroes’ opinion that the human soul is separate from the body according 
to being, but connected according to act and operation40. 

(3) Finally, Peter presents his own thesis concerning the animation of 
the heavens. He argues that intellects or immaterial separate substances are 
the proper movers of the celestial bodies and are related to the celestial 
bodies as movers to mobile bodies. They are not related to them as their 
forms or as the act and perfection to what is perfectible. They move the 
celestial bodies as an efficient cause because they love and desire the first 
mover4l, Someone may call these movers ‘souls’ in an equivocal sense, 
for equivocation cannot be abolished. The celestial spheres do not think by 
means of the separate movers, but the aggregate of intellect and sphere 
thinks accidentally because the intellect thinks42. 


39 Cfr. Aristotelis Opera cum Averrois Commentariis, IX. Sermo de Substantia Orbis, 
Venetiis apud Junctas, 1562 (Nachdruck Frankfurt am Main, Minerva, 1962), I, fol. 5H-K. 

40 For this opinion of Averroes, cfr. Les Auctoritates Aristotelis. Un florilege 
médiéval. Etude historique et édition critique, J. HAMESSE (ed.), Louvain, Publications 
universitaires, 1974, Averroes, De An. III (219), p. 192 (Philosophes Médiévaux, 17); 
Averroes, Commentarium Magnum in Aristotelis De Anima Libros III, com. 5, p. 387, ll. 
22-26. For arguments against Averroes’ thesis, cfr. Thomas Aquinas, Opera Omnia V. Pars 
Prima Summae Theologiae a quaestione L ad quaestionem LXIX (ed. Leonina), Romae, 
1889, I, q. 71, art. 1, pp. 208b-209b, art. 2, p. 216b. 

41 Petrus de Alvernia, op. cit., Lib. U, q. 18: «Sed in caelo est duplex motor. Unus 
scilicet movens in ratione amati et desiderati et alius in ratione amantis et desiderantis, 
(...). Movens autem in ratione amati et desiderati non est motor appropriatus, sed est sicut 
finis. (...) alios motores diversos habent qui movent active in ratione amantis et 
desiderantis». 

42 Petrus de Alvemia, op. cit., Lib. II, q. 31: «Et ideo dicitur quod corpora superiora 
referuntur ad intellectum, sicut mobilia ad motorem, non autem sicut actus et perfectio ad 
perfectibile. Si enim dicamus quod separatum non coniungitur ut actus et perfectio ipsi 
caelo et istae substantiae immateriales sunt separatae, ideo non sunt formae 
supracaelestium corporum; tamen motores sunt appropriati, quia non nati alia movere nec 
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Peter’s view that the heavens are moved by an intellect is in 
agreement with the thesis Aquinas defends in his commentary on De 
Caelo II, 8. Aquinas refutes the opinions of Simplicius and Avicenna and 
argues that the heavens are moved by an intellect, which is free of the 
senses and the imagination43. Peter’s thesis that the mover of the celestial 
bodies is only related to them as their mover, but not in order to think, is 
similar to Aquinas’ exposition in the Summa Theologiae. Aquinas argues 
that the celestial soul is not united with the heavenly body as the form of 
the heavens, or for the sake of the intellectual act of the soul, but that it is 
united with the celestial body for the sake of the motion of the heavens, 
just as a mover is united with the mobile44. Peter’s claim that the movers 
can only be called souls in an equivocal sense goes back to Alexander, who 
holds, according to Simplicius’ and Aquinas’ commentary on De Caelo, 
that the celestial bodies, which have no nutritive and sensitive soul, are 
animated beings in an equivocal sense only45. 

Peter’s refutation of the theory that the heavens are moved by an 
intrinsic principle is in accordance with the condemnations of March 7, 
1277. His thesis that the movers of the heavens can be called ‘souls’ in an 
equivocal sense only is one of the indications that his questions have 
probably been composed after the condemnations. When he defends in his 
WP-questions on philosophical grounds a position that was condemned (in 
this case: the position that the heavens are moved by souls), he usually 
adds a sentence which seems to be meant to protect himself against the 
accusation of holding a heterodox opinion (in this case: he protects himself 
by stressing that the movers of the heavens can be called souls in an 
equivocal sense only). The author of the CEK - questions calls the movers 


illa corpora nata sunt ab aliis moveri. Et si quis dicit illum motorem animam caeli, 
aequivoce eam nuncupabit; nullus enim aequivocationem tollere potest. Nec ponimus quod 
orbes caelestes intelligant per motorem separatum, sicut nec per separatum intellectum 
intelligit<ur> ab eo totaliter, sed totum aggregatum per alteram partem intelligit per 
accidens». 

43 Cfr. Thomas Aquinas, Commentaria in libros Aristotelis De Caelo et Mundo II, 
8, lect. XII, p. 170, n. 4 - p. 172, n. 9. 

44 Cfr. Thomas Aquinas, S.T. I, qu. 70, art. 3, p. 180. 

45 Cfr. Alex. apud Simpl., In Aristotelis De Caelo Commentaria IL 8, p. 463, 11. 5- 
6; Thomas Aquinas, Commentaria in libros Aristotelis De Caelo et Mundo II, 8, lect. XIII, 
p. 171, n. 4. 
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of the celestial orbs «souls»46. If this author is Peter of Auvergne, which 
is most probably the case, the shift from the statement that «the heavens 
are moved by souls» to the statement that «the heavens are moved by 
souls in an equivocal sense only» shows an evolution in Peter of 


Auvergne’s doctrine, probably under the influence of the condemnations 
of 1277. 


Katholieke Universiteit, Leuven47 


46 Cfr. C. MUSATTI, (ed.) Pietro d'Alvernia e le Quaestiones..., Lib. II, q. 17 «(...) 
Relinquitur igitur quod motus celi est ab anima: anima autem non movet nisi per 
voluntatem, vel appetitum voluntatis; (...)»; q. 21 «(...) Et huius causa est quia anime 
orbium istorum appetunt motorem primi mobilis, et ideo moventur motu mobilis primi, ita 
quod motor orbis primi movet omnes alios orbes inferiores sicut amatum et desideratum; 
anime autem orbium illorum inferiorum movent illos sicut amantes et desiderantes (...)». 

47 The author is Postdoctoral Fellow of the Fund for Scientific Research — Flanders. 
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PETER OF AUVERGNE ON THE QUESTION «UTRUM 
INTELLECTUS SIT MOVENS ANIMALIA» 


INTRODUCTION 


The relation between intellect and motion in Aristotle is a subject that 
has been frequently studied, from different points of view (ethical, 
physiological, psychological, ...). Many of these studies take their point of 
departure from either Aristotle's De anima (esp. book III) or from the 
Ethica Nicomachea. Aristotle’s De motu animalium has also been 
involved in the discussion, especially since the publication of Martha 
Nussbaum's work on this treatisel. 

The primary intention of this paper is to draw attention to a corpus of 
texts that - to my knowledge - has rarely been used for research: the 
medieval commentaries, especially per modum questionis, on De motu 
animalium. 'This corpus, whose existence has sometimes been denied, 
certainly has a contribution to make, not least concerning the questions 
about animal motivation (as the title of the treatise already suggests). To 
illustrate its relevance, I will focus on one set of Questiones, which I have 
attributed to Thomas Aquinas' so-called «most faithful disciple», Peter of 
Auvergne. More concretely, I will present here the twelfth question of this 
set: whether the intellect causes animals to move («Utrum intellectus sit 
movens animalia?»). 

This paper consists of three parts. First, I will offer a short overview 
of the reception of De motu animalium in the Middle Ages, and stress 
Peter of Auvergne's role in this process. Secondly, I will present 


1 M.C. NUSSBAUM, Aristotle’s De Motu Animalium, Princeton2, 1985. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1477-1489. 
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descriptively Peter’s answer to the question of whether the intellect causes 
animals to move. Thirdly, I will focus on two aspects of this answer that 
require further explanation. 


I. THE RECEPTION OF ARISTOTLE’S DE MOTU ANIMALIUM IN THE 
MIDDLE AGES 


Despite the fact that the twelfth century was a time of Aristotelian 
revival, with translations both from Arabic and Greek, Western 
philosophers did not know De motu animalium until the middle of the 
thirteenth century. At that time, finally, two independent translations 
introduced the text for discussion. One of these is known only indirectly, 
through Albert the Great’s De principiis motus processivi. Saint Albert 
based this paraphrase on a translation that he found «in Campania iuxta 
Graeciam»2. This translation has since been lost, and Albert was probably 
the only person who used it. 

The other translation, made ca. 1260, was much more influential. Its 
author was the well-known Dominican William of Moerbeke. His 
translation became standard at the university in Paris, and continued to be 
used until the middle of the seventeenth century. It was this translation 
which provided the basis for quite a few commentaries, both per modum 
scripti and per modum questionis3. 

Only one literal commentary per modum scripti was really influential, 
viz., Peter of Auvergne’s Sententia super de motibus animalium. Three 
versions of this work are extant. One of these appears to have been the 
«recensio communis». Not only is it conserved in fifteen manuscripts; it 
was also printed several times from the late fifteenth until the middle of 
the seventeenth century. The other versions are conserved in respectively 
two and three manuscripts. The predominance of Peter’s Sententia above 


2 Cfr. P. DE LEEMANS, «The Discovery and Use of Aristotle's De motu animalium 
by Albert the Great» in J.A. AERTSEN, A. SPEER (eds.), Geistesleben im 13. Jahrhundert, 
Berlin-New York, 2000, 170-188 (Miscellanea Mediaevalia Band 27). 

3 For a survey of these commentaries, see: DE LEEMANS, «Medieval 
Commentaries on De motu animalium. A Contribution to the Corpus Commentariorum 
Medii Aevi in Aristotelem Latinorum», Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie médiévales 
LXVII,2 (2000), 272-360. This article consists of three chapters, dealing respectively with 
the commentaries per modum scripti, the questiones, and the reception of De motu 
animalium in the fifteenth century. 
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the other commentaries is illustrated by, among other things, the fact that 
Walter Burley’s commentary is for the most part an abbreviated and 
slightly rewritten «Peter». 

The commentaries per modum questionis (both ascribed and 
anonymous) are characterised by a remarkable feature. They scarcely vary 
in the topics they discuss, and contain more or less the same set of 
questions. These questions always occur in the same order and follow 
closely the train of thought in Aristotle’s text. The origin of this standard 
set and the way the different commentaries relate to one another need 
further research, and promise to be extremely complex. 

One of these commentaries per modum questionis is conserved in its 
most complete form (20 qq.) in one manuscript, the ms. Oxford, Merton 
College, 275. The last part of it (qq. 10-20) occurs also in the ms. Roma, 
Biblioteca Angelica 549. In these manuscripts no author is mentioned. Yet, 
on the basis of internal and external evidence, I am convinced that we deal 
here with another commentary written by Peter of Auvergne4. From the 
twelfth Question of this commentary (which is thus present in both 
manuscripts), I have borrowed the Latin formulation in the title of this 
paper, «utrum intellectus sit movens animalia»5. The argumentation of this 
question now follows. 


II. «UTRUM INTELLECTUS SIT MOVENS ANIMALIA» 
2.1. Introduction 
The first paragraph of Questio 12 reads as follows: 


Queritur circa partem illam: Quoniam autem inanimata omnia, in qua PHILOSOPHUS 
incipit determinare de principiis moventibus ipsum animal. Tangit autem quatuor 
moventia principalia, scilicet intellectum, appetitum, intelligibile et appetibile. De 
istis autem quatuor queratur per ordinem, et primo queritur utrum intellectus sit 
movens animalia. 


4 Cfr. P. DE LEEMANS, art. cit. (nt. 3), 322-330. See also: P. DE LEEMANS, 
Aristotle's De incessu animalium and De motu animalium in the Middle Ages, Vol. 2. 
Medieval Commentaries, Leuven, 2001, 98-149 (unpublished dissertation; P. DE 
LEEMANS, Peter of Auvergne on Aristotle's De motu animalium and the ms. Oxford, 
Merton College, 275» , AHDLMA 71 (2004), 129-202. 

5 Q.12is found on f. 228ra-vb of the Oxford manuscript, and f. 116vb-117va of the 
Rome manuscript. All texts are quoted according to the edition that I am preparing of this text. 
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As on other occasions, Peter clearly situates his question in the 
broader context of De motu animalium. He quotes some words of 
Moerbeke’s translation — «Quoniam autem inanimata omnia» — and 
summarizes the content of the text. There are four main principles of an 
animal’s motion, he says: «intellectus» and «appetitus», and their relatives 
«intelligibile» and «appetibile». Peter announces that he will deal with 
these four «per ordinem», and he does so in qq. 12, 13, 14 and 15. 

The lemma «Quoniam autem inanimata omnia» refers to the second 
sentence of Chapter 6 of De motu animalium (viz., 700b6). In this chapter, 
Aristotle asks how the soul moves the body, and what the origin of animal 
movement is. He observes that «we see that the movers of the animal are 
reasoning and phantasia and choice and wish and appetite. And all of these 
can be reduced to thought and desire. For both phantasia and sense- 
perception hold the same place as thought, since all are concerned with 
making distinctions»6. All movers can thus be reduced to two generic 
faculties, thought (votc - «intellectus») and desire (0peé1c - «appetitus») 
— cfr. qq. 12 & 13. The first movers will thus be the objects of thought 
and of desire, TO Stavontov and TO ÓpekTOV («quod appetibile») — cf. 
qq. 14 &15. 

Quite remarkably Moerbeke’s translation gives «quod intellectuale» 
as the equivalent for tò Suavontov, and not «quod intelligibile», which 
is the term used by Peter. This is not an isolated case in Moerbeke’s 
translations. In his translation of the Metaphysics, William renders both 
Suavontikóc and ôLavontóG with «intellectualis», whereas he reserves 
«intelligibilis» for the translation of vontóc7. Yet, in the fragment quoted 
above Peter considers not the «intellectuale», but the «intelligibile», as one 
of the main principles of motion. Also in his Sententia super de motibus 
animalium he uses «intelligibile»: 


Dictum est quod intellectus et appetitus sunt moventia animal. Ista autem moventur 
ab appetibili et intelligibili que non moventur ab alio. Manifestum est quod prima 
moventia animal sunt intelligibile et appetibile. 


6 Translation by NUSSBAUM, op. cit. (nt. 1), 38. 

7 Cfr. Aristoteles Latinus XXV 3.2 Metaphysica Lib. I-XIV. Recensio et Translatio 
Guillelmi de Moerbeka, G. VUILLEMIN-DIEM (ed.), Leiden-New York-Köln, 1995, 368 and 
395. 
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Peter’s use of «intelligibile» could be explained by reference to the 
copy that he used of Moerbeke’s translation. In this case his copy read 
«intelligibile» instead of «intellectuale». Yet, I think it is more probable 
that we are dealing here with an interpretative emendation by Peter 
himself. He may have drawn inspiration from parallel passages in De 
anima, and from the relevant passage in Albert’s De principiis motus 
processivi, based on the anonymous translation which appears to have 
contained «intelligibile»: 


Non est autem omne intelligibile prohaereticum sed solum intelligibile prohaereticum 
est quod est de numero practicorum et est practicorum finis8. 


2.2. Peter’s answer 


Let us now turn to the actual argumentation in q. 12. Its structure is 
quite common. First come two arguments that answer the question in a 
negative way, then one positive argument. Peter’s own opinion follows, 
and the refutation of the two counter-arguments. I will present here only 
Peter’s answer. As we will see, Peter tries to solve the question by refining 
the definitions of «soul» and «intellect» and establishing in what sense the 
intellect can be said to impart movement. 


<A> Peter first states that animals are self-movers, a topic he 
discussed previously in the introduction, before the actual questions, and 
then again in q. 2 «utrum animalia possunt moveri ex se?». It is typical for 
self-movers that they move themselves, i.e., that they have within 
themselves both an active and a passive principle of motion. The postulate 
of an intrinsic active principle is then reformulated such that animals move 
themselves per se, i.e., by their nature or by something that arises from 
their nature: 


Intelligendum quod animalia moventur a se per se, et ideo oportet quod animal 
moveatur ab aliquo 

<1> quod pertinet ad naturam animalis 

<2> vel quod naturam animalis consequitur per se. 


8 Albertus Magnus, Liber de principiis motus processivi, B. GEYER (ed.), Köln, 
1955, 48 (Alberti Magni Opera Omnia XII,2). 
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Now, what moves must be in act: this cannot be matter which is in 
potency, and thus will be form. From the fact that an animals form is its 
soul follows that animals move themselves by their soul or by something 
that arises «per se» from their soul: 


Quare animalia se ipsa movent 
<1> per animam 
<2> vel per aliquid consequens animam per se. 


<B> But in what way can the soul be said to move animals? In the 
soul, Peter continues, three things must be considered. 


In anima vero ipsorum animalium est considerare tria, scilicet 

«]» substantiam anime, per quam anima est actu id quod est, 

<2> item potentiam anime, que est aliquid consequens substantiam anime 
<3> et actum qui est perfectio potentie. 


Peter says that the substance of the soul (that is, the first aspect of 
«anima») is the animal’s essence and perfection. If it were a sufficient 
principle of motion, then the animal would always move, both in motion 
and in rest. This is considered an inconvenient conclusion. 

Neither can a potency of the soul (the second meaning of «anima») be 
said to impart movement. Peter here distinguishes between two sorts of 
potencies, active and passive. Passive are the «potentie cognoscitive» 
(among which are the «potentie sensitive»); active are the vegetative and 
augmentative potencies, as well as the «potentia intellectiva quantum ad 
aliquam sui differentiam». Peter does not discuss the active potencies - «de 
talibus potentiis non loquimur nunc» - and states that nothing that is in a 
passive potency is a principle of movement?. 

Thus the soul considered in the third way must impart movement. 
«Soul» must then be understood as the actualisation, the perfection of the 
aforementioned «potentia cognoscitiva» of the soul. But what is the 
«actualisation of the cognitive potency»? This actualisation is, according to 
Peter, the form of something apprehended by means of a cognitive potency: 


9 The Questiones in De motu animalium, found in the ms. Oxford, Oriel College, 
33, also discuss the question «Utrum intellectus sit principium motus animalium» (q. 12, f. 
327va-b). The author (who is unknown) follows the same line of reasoning as Peter, but 
also offers a reason why the vegetative and augmentative potencies cannot be a principle 
of motion: if they were so, then also plants would move, which is false. 
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Iste autem actus potentie cognoscitive est forma aliqua apprehensa mediante tali 
potentia, et ideo forma apprehensa de aliquo mediante aliqua virtute cognoscitiva est 
principium motus in animali. 


<C> This cognitive potency that apprehends the form of something 
cannot be the power of exterior sense. The exterior sense is unable to 
determine whether something is convenient or inconvenient. Since the 
ability to do so is indispensable for imparting motion, the exterior sense is 
considered an insufficient principle. The cognitive power that does 
determine what is convenient is «fantasia», the power that understands the 
«intentiones non sensatas». Peter then says that «fantasia» is commonly 
called intellect. As a consequence, he can easily conclude that «fantasia» 
and «intellect» impart movement in a certain way: 


Quod autem aliquid dicit de convenienti vel disconvenienti est fantasia communiter 
appellando fantasiam, secundum quod fantasia communi nomine dicitur intellectus. 
Hoc enim modo fantasia et intellectus aliquid dicunt de conventienti et 
disconvenienti. Unde et dicitur fantasia virtus illa que comprehendit intentiones non 
sensatas, ut amicum et inimicum, nocivum et proficuum. Sic ergo fantasia et 
intellectus aliquo modo sunt principia motus. 


<D> Now that he has established that the intellect is indeed a 
principle of motion, Peter determines which «intellect» is meant, and 
distinguishes between the speculative and the practical intellect. The 
speculative intellect is said not to impart movement, since it only involves 
reasoning about universal and eternal things. The practical intellect, on the 
other hand, syllogizes about particular things. It is able to formulate an 
end, and the way to reach this end. By apprehending the form of 
something pleasant or worth pursuing, the practical intellect - alias 
«fantasia» - is thus able to impart motion. 


Intellectus autem practicus, qui est ipsorum particularium, est proportionalis mobili, 
et ideo potest movere mediante apprehensione delectabilis vel persequibilis. Forma 
ergo apprehensa per fantasiam extendendo nomen et per intellectum practicum, 
principium est motus in mobili. (...) Potest ergo dici communiter appellando 
intellectum quod intellectus per formam apprehensam principium est motus in 
animali. 
This cannot happen, of course, without sensation. As Peter says in the 
following passage of his Sententia super De motibus animalium, the 


exterior sense is the principle of imagination. Note that also in this context 
he brackets «fantasia» and «intellectus» together: 
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Verumptamen sensus exterior non movet, quia non comprehendit rem sub ratione 
convenientis. Non enim comprehendit intentiones individuales sensibiles, sed hoc 
pertinet ad alium sensum, ut ad fantasiam. Tamen sensus exterior principium est 
huius. Ideo PHILOSOPHUS hic nominavit sensum. Fantasia autem movet, et quia 
fantasia communi nomine nominatur intellectus, ideo ista causa ad intellectum 
reducitur. 


<E> Yet the practical intellect is not a sufficient principle of 
movement. The form apprehended by the practical intellect is indifferent 
to the thing of which it is the form; it makes no difference whether the 
practical intellect perceives this form or its contrary. This is where desire 
enters the game. Since the form apprehended by the intellect alone would 
not cause movement, a surplus is added - namely «appetitus», desire. 
Desire determines the practical intellect in which the apprehended form is 
present, in such a way that the apprehended form causes an inclination 
towards operation. 

In the next question (q. 13), on whether desire causes animals to move 
(«utrum appetitus sit movens animalia»), Peter will specify that this 
inclination is a «cognitive desire» («appetitus cognoscitiva») and must be 
distinguished from natural desire. It can result from a form apprehended 
either by the intellect - «voluntas et appetitus absoluto nomine» or by 
perception - «appetitus sensitivus»: 


Similiter et inclinatio que sequitur naturam materie, que est ad formam, appetitus 
naturalis dicitur. Inclinatio autem que sequitur formam apprehensam, dicitur appetitus 
cognoscitivus, immo appetitus simpliciter, quia appetitus naturalis absoluto nomine 
non dicitur appetitus; immo inclinatio que sequitur formam apprehensam per 
intellectum, dicitur voluntas et appetitus absoluto nomine. Inclinatio autem que 
sequitur formam apprehensam per sensum, dicitur appetitus sensitivus. 


Peter's answer to the question «utrum intellectus sit movens 
animalia» is now finished, except for one aspect which he deals with rather 
implicitly and which is still necessary to complete the picture Peter - 
following Aristotle - has in mind. The form apprehended by the practical 
intellect is not the moving principle without specification, it is only the 
«proximum movens», not the «primum movens». The first mover, so Peter 
argues in q. 15 «utrum appetibile sit movens animalia», must be identified 
with the «desirable», the «appetibile». 
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II. Two REMARKS 


The most remarkable feature of Peter’s theory is the way in which he 
defines and restricts «intellectus». Let us summarize his line of thought. 
From the definition of animals as self-movers it follows that they must 
have within themselves an active, moving principle. This moving principle 
is the soul - more concretely, the actualisation of a cognitive power 
(«virtus cognoscitiva») of the soul. This cognitive power is to be identified 
with «fantasia», which in its tum must be identified with the «practical 
intellect» («intellectus practicus»). The actualisation of «fantasia», alias 
«practical intellect», is then the form of the thing that it apprehends. This 
apprehended form as such can also be called «intellectus». 

I will now focus on two topics from this summary — the equating of 
«fantasia» and «intellectus», on the one hand, and the quite fundamental 
question of whether animals in fact have «intellect». 


3.1. The equating of «intellectus» and «fantasia» 


In order to equate «fantasia» and «intellectus», Peter refers to 
Aristotle himself: 


Fantasia autem aliquando intellectus dicitur, ut patet per PHILOSOPHUM in multis locis. 
Unde et dicit tertio De anima quod intellectus passibilis [possibilis ms. R) corrumpitur 
quodam interius corrupto, intelligens nomine intellectus ipsam fantasiam. 


Several times he stresses that this is not the technical meaning of 
«intellect»: 


- ... communiter appellando fantasiam, secundum quod fantasia communi nomine 
dicitur intellectus... (q. 12); 

- .. forma apprehensa per fantasiam extendendo nomen et per intellectum 
practicum... (q. 12); 

- Potest ergo dici communiter appellando intellectum quod intellectus per formam 
apprehensam principium est motus in animali. (q. 12); 

- ... obiectum intellectus practici et etiam fantasie, sicut intellectus communi nomine 
dicitur de intellectu practico et de fantasia... (q. 14). 


Is Aristotle indeed the source of this broad meaning of «intellectus»? 
Peter does say so, and refers to De anima, III. Yet this quotation as such is 
not found in that place, nor in the other books of this text. The formulation 
that most resembles the above, in which — res maximi momenti — a 
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connection with «fantasia» is established, is found in the influential 
Auctoritates Aristotelis, among the quotations from De anima, I: 


Intelligere nostrum corrumpitur aliquo interius corrupto, scilicet phantasial0. 


For this proposition, the compiler of the anthology probably draws 
inspiration from various sources. The formulation reminds us of De 
anima, I, 408b24-25, but the idea behind the formulation — that the 
intellect is corrupted — reminds us more of De anima, IIL, 5, where 
Aristotle argues that the passive intellect is indeed corruptible. What then 
of the connection suggested by Peter and in the Auctoritates, between 
«intellectus» and «fantasia»? Some commentators, like Averroes and 
(sometimes) Thomas Aquinas, had identified the passive intellect with 
«fantasia» or with the «virtus cogitativa»11. Peter thus appears to situate 
himself within this interpretative tradition which considers the passive 
intellect as an equivalent of «fantasia» or the «virtus cogitativa». 
Additional evidence can be found in the task Peter ascribes to «fantasia», 
namely determining what is convenient and inconvenient. The «virtus 
cogitativa» is indeed the sense faculty of perceiving the goodness or 
harmfulness of an object12, 

The identification of «intellectus» and «fantasia» was undoubtedly 
facilitated by some remarks by Aristotle himself. The opening lines of De 
anima, III, 10 (433a10-11) prove to be instructive in this respect. Aristotle 
discusses the causes of movement and says: 


These two then, appetite and mind <votc / «intellectus»>, are clearly capable of 
causing movement, if, that is, one regards imagination as some sort of thinking 
process; for men often follow their imaginations contrary to knowledge and in living 
creatures <£@o1ic> other than man there is neither thinking, but only imagination13. 


10 Cfr J. HAMESSE, Les Auctoritates Aristotelis. Un florilège médiéval. Étude 
historique et édition critique, Leuven-Paris, 1974, 175 (Philosophes Médiévaux Tome 
XVID. 

11 Cfr Thomas Aquinas, Sentencia libri de anima, cura et studio fratrum 
Praedicatorum, R.-A. GAUTHIER (ed.), Roma, 1984, 223 (Sancti Thomae de Aquino Opera 
Omnia XLV,1). 

12 Cfr. Thomas Aquinas, Sentencia libri de anima (nt. 11), 121. 

13 Translation taken from: Aristotle, On the soul. Parva Naturalia. On breath, with 
an English translation by W.S. Herr, Cambridge Massachusetts, 1964, 187. 
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In these lines, «phantasia» is called «a sort of thinking», which 
reminds us of the formulations in our texts, quoted above. In his 
commentary ad locum, Thomas Aquinas observes that: 


Sub intellectu comprehendatur etiam fantasia, que habet aliquid simile intellectui, in 
quantum movet ad absenciam sensibilium sicut et intellectus14. 


3.2. Animal’s intellect 


Against this background, let us now turn to De motu animalium. As is 
already clear from the title, De motu animalium (not «hominum»!), 
Aristotle wants to explain animal motion, not human, in the case of which 
one might expect more moral observations. Yet in this text, Aristotle calls 
«appetitus» and «intellectus» the two generic faculties, under which all the 
faculties we call movers of the animal can be grouped, and comes very 
close to conceding inference or reasoning to animals!5. What then must 
Peter have thought when he read this text and commented on it? 

Peter would undoubtedly have answered negatively the question 
whether animals have an intellect stricto sensu. Here we must remember 
his repeated emphasis that it is the intellect «communi nomine» about 
which he speaks. Peter, then, had two possibilities: giving a negative 
answer to the question «utrum intellectus sit movens animalia»; or trying 
to save Aristotle's statement. He chose the latter option. 

In an attempt to respect the text of Aristotle's De motu animalium, he 
sought for an «alternative» intellect, and found it in «fantasia». The 
elements for this solution were offered him by Aristotle, who groups three 
subspecies under the generic faculty of «intellectus», viz., «sensus», 
«phantasia» and «intellectus»: 


Hec autem omnia reducuntur in intellectum et appetitum. Et enim fantasia et sensus 
intellectui eundem locum habent: iudicativa enim omnia (De motu animalium, VI, 
700b18-21)16. 


14 Thomas Aquinas, Sentencia libri de anima (nt. 11), 245. 

15 Cfr. R. SORABJI, Animal Minds & Human Morals. The Origins of the Western 
Debate, London, 1993, who argues that «the closest Aristotle comes to allowing reasoning 
to animals is perhaps in his discussion of practical syllogisms, (syllogizesthai literally 
means reasoning) in the de Motu animalium» (p. 16). 

16 Cfr. Aristoteles Latinus XVII 1-2.IIL De motu animalium. Fragmenta 
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Peter interpreted this passage by equating «sensus» — to be 
understood as «sensus interior» — «fantasia», and «intellectus». Other 
philosophers before him had already equated «fantasia» with the passive 
intellect. Moreover, Aristotle himself had gifted most animals with 
«fantasia». Granted that intellect in the given context must be understood 
as «fantasia» and that most — if not all — animals have «fantasia», Peter 
could easily conclude that the intellect moves animals, and so save 
Aristotle’s statement. 

It is clear that Peter’s argumentation was also inspired by the wish to 
explain the movement of the more primitive animals and not — or not only 
— of man. If he had wished to write about man, he could simply have 
spoken about intellect in the strict sense as a moving principle, instead of 
making a whole detour about cognitive power which is an internal sense, 
which is imagination, which is intellect, which is practical intellect. This 
would have been even more correct, as one can hardly assume that 
«fantasia» is sufficient to explain human movement. 

In this context, I would like to turn to an observation put forward by 
Jean-Louis Labarrière, namely that animal and human «fantasia» differ!7. ` 
For humans, «fantasia» is something between mere sensation, on the one 
hand, and intellect on the other. When a human is led by «fantasia», it is 
contrary to knowledge. For an animal, there is no such «between»; 
«fantasia» is — as Aristotle also says — something that acts like «some kind 
of» intellect, but is certainly not equivalent with intellect per se. Yet, it is 
the highest degree of «thinking» animals can reach. 

This train of thought reminds me of an earlier section of the 
commentary, in which Peter related sense perception to locomotion. On 
that occasion, he discussed only the sense of touch, which can indeed 
serve to explain the most basic type of locomotion - «in loco» - but is 
largely insufficient to explain why the more advanced animals move to 
another place - «ad locum»18. It thus seems to me that Peter made a well- 


Translationis Anonymae. Translatio Guillelmi de Morbeka, P. De LEEMANS (ed.), in 
preparation. 

17 Cfr JL. LABARRIERE, «Imagination humaine et imagination animale chez 
Aristote», Phronesis. A Journal for Ancient Philosophy XXIX (1984), 17-49. 

18 For an analysis of this paragraph, found in the introduction of the commentary, 
see: DE LEEMANS, Aristotle's De incessu animalium ... (nt. 4), 121-124. 
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defined choice in interpreting «intellectus» as he did. He chose an 
interpretation that he could apply to the movement of the more primitive 
animals, but that is not (or not necessarily) sufficient to explain the 
movement of the higher animals. 


EW.O.-Vlaanderen / K.U. Leuven” 


* The author gratefully acknowledges Prof. dr. T. Köhler, Prof. dr. J. Brams(+), Dr. 
G. Galle and Dr. G. Guldentops for their helpful criticism and remarks. 
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SCOTUS ON INTELLECT, INTELLIGIBLE SPECIES, AND 
IMAGINATION AND SCOTUS’S QUAESTIONES SUPER LIBROS 
DE ANIMA: A COMPARISON WITH HIS OXFORD 
THEOLOGICAL COMMENTARIES 


The Quaestiones super libros De anima Aristotelis (hereafter simply 
QQ De anima) traditionally attributed to Duns Scotus have had their 
authenticity called into question frequently by scholars conducting studies 
upon the thought of the Subtle Doctorl. Because the critical edition of the 
QQ De anima, which is now reaching its point of completion, will provide 
firm evidence that the work is authentic, I do not intend to engage the 
matter of authenticity here at any length. Rather the present study will 
procede on the hypothesis that the QQ De anima are authentic and its 
conclusions are conditional to that extent. One should note, however, that 


1 The most recent expression of doubts is to be found in the French translation of 
the prologue of the Ordinatio; see Jean Duns Scot, Prologue de l’Ordinatio, trad. annotée 
[par] G. SONDAG, Presses Universitaires de France, Paris 1999, p. 10. For earlier doubts, 
see C. BERUBE, «La connaissance intellectuelle du singulier materiel chez Duns Scot», 
Franciscan Studies 13 (1953), 46, note 47. As Bérubé notes, the Scotus Commission in the 
1950s maintained the work’s authenticity, but suggested that the work in its present state 
was compiled by Antonius Andreae or Jacobus de Turbio; see Ioannes Duns Scotus, 
Ordinatio, ed. Commissio Scotistica, Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, Civitas Vaticana, 1950, 
*152, note. All references to the works of John Duns Scotus will be made in accordance 
with the following abbreviations: Vives, WADDING (eds.) = Opera omnia, O.F.M LUKE 
WADDING (ed.), Lyon, 1639, and reprinted in Opera omnia, Vivès, Paris, 1891; Vaticana 
(ed.) = Opera omnia, C. BALIG et al. (eds.), Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, Civitas Vaticana, 
1950-; OP = Opera philosophica, vol. I; II-IV, G. ETZKORN et al. (eds.) Franciscan 
Institute, St. Bonaventure, N.Y., 1997- . References to the Quaestiones super libros De 
anima will be both to the paragraphs of the forthcoming edition: The Catholic University 
of America-Franciscan Institute, Washington-St. Bonaventure, N.Y., 2003 and to sections 
of Vivès-Wadding. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1493-1506. 
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the doctrinal reconstruction contained herein does provide some 
corroboration for the authenticity of the work inasmuch as it suggests a 
plausible line of development from the OO De anima to the theological 
commentaries. | 

In his QQ De anima, Scotus raises a number of issues concerning the 
intellect beginning at q. 12 and following. His first set of questions on the 
intellect focus upon philosophical psychology, treating issues conceming the 
qualities and functions of the cognitive powers (qq. 12-17); his second set of 
questions on the intellect (qq. 18-22) attempt to describe the proper object of 
the human intellect and thus deal more with the ontology or metaphysics of 
knowledge than with philosophical psychology, though Scotus returns to the 
subject of philosophical psychology in the final question, q. 23. What I 
propose to do here is to take some of the former questions, namely q. 12 and 
q. 17 and describe in detail the ways in which those questions present 
elements of Scotus's philosophical psychology found in the Oxford 
theological commentaries, while simultaneously lacking certain key features. 
As a result of our examination of these parallels, we shall see that the gist of 
Scotus's views on intellectual cognition is not found so much in its critiques 
of earlier theories, many of which are shared with earlier authors, as in his 
efforts to synthesize the endorsement of intelligible species with the view of 
possible mind as active; in the theological writings, this approach will result 
in the carefully reasoned thesis that intellect, intelligible species, and the 
phantasms of the imagination are partial, ordered causes in the production of 
the act of knowledge. 


STRUCTURE OF TEXTS COMPARED 


In many ways, the themes treated in the QQ De anima are similar to 
those familiar to us from the Lectura, Ordinatio, and Reportatio 
Parisiensis; in all of these texts Scotus is concerned to address the issue of 
impressed intelligible species, the broader issue of whether cognitive 
powers are active or passive, and to determine precisely the roles of 
possible intellect and object in the activity of understanding. The questions 
asked in these works, however, do differ substantially. In the theological 
writings, the questions bear upon the knowability of God in terms of the 
human being's status as imago Dei in contrast to the lower though 
concomitant status enjoyed by all creatures as vestigia Dei. In the 
LecturalOrdinatio, the relevant questions ask whether the intelligible 
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species is found in the memoria prior to the act of understanding, while 
adding a question having no parallel in the Reportatio Parisiensis, namely, 
whether the principal cause of the act of understanding is the object 
present in its own right or in its proxy, the species, or instead the soul or 
one of its faculties2. The relevant questions in the QQ De anima are: 
question 12, whether the powers of the soul, that is the understanding and 
sensitive powers, are merely passive, (utrum potentiae animae, scilicet, 
intellectiva et sensitiva, sint tantum passivae); q. 17, whether there are in 
our minds intelligible species prior to the act of understanding (utrum in 
intellectu nostro sint species intelligibiles priores naturaliter actu 
intelligendi). Also of interest to our concern, though much more slightly, 
will be q. 23, whether in eliciting the act of understanding the intellect is 
a moved mover or the intellect and the object found in the species 
contribute to the act of understanding (utrum in elictione actus intelligendi 
intellectus sit movens motum vel quod intellectus et obiectum relucens in 
specie concurrant ad actum intelligendi). 

If we turn our attention to the two first questions ie ntonea q. 12 and 
q. 17, we find materials comparable to them in two different sections of 
the Lectura/Ordinatio: I d. 3 p. 3 q. 1 and q. 2 (i.e. the first part of qq. 2-3 
in the Lectura). In the case of both of these theological writings, moreover, 
the parallels occur in the same relative order and this makes comparison 
fairly straightforward. But there is a rearrangement of material, if one 
approaches the comparison from the viewpoint of the Oxford writings. In 
d. 3. p. 3. q. 1, we find the discussion of the need of the intelligible species 
first, followed by treatment of the issue of whether or not the intellectual 
power is active in the production of its knowledge. The order is exactly 
reversed in the QO De anima: first Scotus asks (q. 12) about the activity 
of the cognitive powers, including sense as well as intellect in his purview; 
then he asks (q. 17) about the need for impressed intelligible species. In 
the Reportatio Parisiensis, the issue of the need to posit intelligible 
species prior to the act of understanding is treated extensively in the fourth 
question of distinction three and likewise the issue of intellectual memory, 
treated in QQ De anima in q. 16, is explored thoroughly in the fifth 
question of that same distinction. But inasmuch as there is little discussion 


2 Ioannes Duns Scotus, Lectura I p. 3 q. 1; q. 2-3 (Vaticana (ed.), XVI 325-395); 
idem, Ordinatio, I d.3 p. 3 qq. 1-2; q. 3 (Vaticana (ed.), III, 201-338); Ioannes Duns Scotus, 
Reportatio Parisiensis I-A d. 3 qq. 4-5 (Oxford, Merton College, ff. 34v-37r). 
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in the Reportatio Parisiensis I-A of the activity of cognitive powers, the 
comparisons here will focus on the Oxford theological commentaries, 
though we should note in passing that the parallels to OO De anima q. 17 
in the Reportatio Parisiensis LA at times rival those found in the Oxford 
works. 


TEXTUAL PARALLELS 


Let us begin our comparison with q. 12 of the 00 De anima. In the 
two Oxford theological writings the parallel discussion is one involving 
the activity of the intellectual part of the soul in producing the act of 
knowledge. Here Scotus lists six opinions3. The first two are the extremes 
in reference to which Scotus will propose a synthetic via media: 1) the 
view associated with Peter John Olivi, John Peckham, and Matthew of 
Aquasparta — the schola Franciscana if you will — according to which 
the soul or one of its powers is the cause of cognition with the object 
serving merely as the term of awareness; 2) the opposite extreme, the view 
of Godfrey of Fontaines, that claims that the intellect is entirely passive 
and the object active in yielding cognition. The next two opinions belong 
to Henry of Ghent who advances two views that represent his effort at a 
via media: the first of these two, opinion 3, coming out of Quodlibet V q. 
25, claims that the object shining the in the phantasm moves the possible 
intellect, but the latter once actualized digs beneath the surface (suffodere) 
of the confused whole presented to it initially so as to attain distinctive 
knowledge; the second of these two, opinion 4, deriving from Quodlibet 
IX q. 5 maintains that both sense and intellect are vital principles of 
operation and as such active in the production of cognition. The final two 
opinions are those of St. Thomas Aquinas and Giles of Rome, or at least 
the mature Giles of Rome, and it is here that we encounter the parallels 
with q. 12 of the QQ De anima. 

The fifth opinion, explicitly identified with St. Thomas Aquinas in a 
marginal notation in the primary hand of the A manuscript of the 
Ordinatio4 is, indeed, that of Thomas Aquinas and paraphrased quite 


3 Scotus, Lectura I d. 3 p. 3 qq. 2-3 n. 313-359 (Vaticana (ed.), XVI 350-366); 
Idem, Ordinatio I d. 3 p. 3 q. 2 n. 407-485 (Vaticana (ed.), III 247-288). 

4 Scotus, Ordinatio I d. 3 p. 3 q. 2 n. 456 (Vaticana (ed.), III 225, apparatus criticus 
for line 12). 
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closely from the Summa theologiae, I, q. 56, art. 1 and I q. 79 art. 2. 
Though this opinion is shared early in his career by Giles of Rome, in his 
mature writings, such as the De cognitione angelorum, Giles rejects the 
view proposed by Aquinas. What is that view exactly? It is characterized 
by Scotus in QQ De anima q. 12 n. 6-8 as holding that the total unit of the 
power and the species is the principle eliciting the act of cognition, but the 
species is the principal agent and the power the passive and secondary 
principles. Furthermore, one of the chief considerations advanced on 
behalf of the opinion is that the power is indeterminate in its own right, 
requiring something to be impressed upon it so as to cause it to function 
properly. Much the same description is given in the Ordinatio and Lectura, 
save that in the case of the OO De anima Scotus even introduces Aquinas’s 
example of fire and its form (or species) heat. 


ILLUSTRATIVE PARALLELS BETWEEN SCOTUS’S QQ DE ANIMA AND THE 
OXFORD THEOLOGICAL COMMENTARIES: 


Example #1: 
Scotus, 00 De anima q. 12 n. 7-8; Vivés-Wadding n. 2, 538b-539a: 


Ponitur exemplum de igne qui, secundum eos, non est principium activum 
calefaciendi, sed compositum ex igne et calore, ratione tamen caloris est principium 
calefaciendi... 

Praeterea, indeterminatum ad plura non potest determinari ad unum nisi per aliquid 
impressum sibi determinans; potentiae praedictae sunt indeterminatae, quantum 
[sunt] de se, ad actus diversos; igitur in eis est species impressa ipsas determinans ad 
agendum; tale autem sic determinatum ab alio est tantum in potentia passiva; igitur, 
etc. 


Scotus, Lectura, I d. 3 p. 3 q. 2-3, n. 348 (ed. Vaticana, XVI, 362-3): 


Item, species, ut dicunt, requiritur etiam in intellectu propter determinationem 
potentiae ad actum, quia quod est indeterminatum ad multa, non determinatur ex nisi 
per aliquid quod de novo sibi adveniat; igitur cum intellectus antequam intellexit sit 
indifferens ad intelligendum quodcumque intelligibile, non intelliget antequam 
determinetur per aliquid; sed illud sic determinans intellectum non potest esse nisi 
species. 


5 Scotus, QQ De anima q. 12 n. 6-8; Vivès, WADDING (eds.) n. 2-3, III 538b-539b. 
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Scotus, Ordinatio, I d. 3 p. 3 q. 2 n. 458 (ed. Vaticana, IU, 277): 


Ad hoc etiam additur quod agens indeterminatum non potest agere actionem 
determinatam, vel circa obiectum determinatum, nisi determinetur; intellectus de se 
est indeterminatus ad omne intelligibile et ad omnem intellectionem; ergo ad hoc 
quod intelligat, requiritur determinatio aliqua; illa non est nisi per speciem aliquam, 
— ergo species intelligibilis est principium determinativum. 


The sixth and final opinion found in the parallel text in the Oxford 
theological writings is that of the mature Giles of Rome who holds that the 
potentiality of the power is even greater than Aquinas thought; the species 
is really identical to the act of cognition: 


Example #2 
Scotus, 00 De anima, q. 12, n. 13; Vivès-Wadding n. 5, 539b-540a: 


Alii ponunt quod sunt sic passivae, scilicet non distinguendo speciem ab actu 
cognoscendi nisi secundum rationem tantum, quia species est illud quo aliquid ab 
obiecto imprimitur in potentia, sed illud idem est actus cognoscendi, causatus ab 
obiecto tantum effective, Et quia potentia cognitiva est tantum receptiva speciei, ideo 
est tantum receptiva actus intelligendi, non elicitiva. 


Scotus, Lectura, I d. 3 p. 3 q. 2-3 n. 349 (ed. Vaticana, XVI, 363): 


Alia est opinio aliquorum qui sequuntur primam opinionem et dicta eadem opinantur, 
sed superaddunt quod non solum species requiritur propter actum intelligendi et quod 
intellectus de se non elicit actum intelligendi, sed species recepta in potentia 
intellectiva est eadem cum actu suo qui est ‘intelligere’. Unde dicunt quod notitia 
genita est species intelligibilis, si obiectum non sit praesens secundum se nisi in 
specie; si autem obiectum sit prasens secundum se, tunc actus intelligendi est idem 
cum obiecto. 


Scotus, Ordinatio, I d. 3 p. 3 q. 2 n. 460 (ed. Vaticana, II, 277-8): 


. Sexta opinio — quae redit in idem quantum ad conclusionem huius quaestionis — est 
quod ipsa notitia actualis genita, sive in sensu sive in intellectu, est species; et tunc 
sicut formalis ratio gignendi ‘speciem actualem quae dicitur notitia actualis' est ratio 
obiecti vel species obiecti in memoria, ita sequitur, quoad propositum, quod ratio 
formalis gignendi notitiam actualem est ipsum obiectum vel aliqua species in virtute 
obiecti: et hoc ita, quod quando obiectum est in se praesens, ab eo generatur species 
quae est intellectio, quando autem non est in se praesens sed per speciem in memoria, 
tunc ab ista specie vel virtute istius speciei gignetur alia, quae erit intellectio. 
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Now, despite the fact that the QQ De anima isolates these two 
opinions for consideration in q. 12, what follows in the way of critique of 
these two opinions is practically the same in the QQ De anima and the 
Ordinatio text with slight variations in the Lectura. (I have introduced 
these examples only so that you might gain some idea of how close in 
meaning, if not always in wording, the three works presently under 
consideration are). In QO De anima and Ordinatio, Scotus claims that the 
Thomistic view would entail that the species, as the principal cause of 
intellectual cognition, would be the act of understanding if through divine 
power the species could be separated from the medium and the power$; in 
all three works, he argues, against the same view, that because X cannot 
be essentially ordered to Y if it is in the potency of contradiction to Y, the 
power of understanding is only accidentally ordered to the act of 
understanding, just as a piece of wood is in the potency of contradiction to 
heat and heat is with respect to it an incidental, and not an essential, 
perfection’; and, finally, also against Aquinas, he argues, in all three works 
that any theory that makes of the cognitive powers something so passive 
cannot reconcile itself to the experience of more and less intense exercise 
of those powers, what Olivi called vital attention8. 

A similar pattern occurs with the critiques advanced against Giles of 
Rome in all three works. There is an argument to the effect that, because 
Giles insists that the cognitive act just is the species as received, the 
Augustinian friar would have to allow that the medium and the organ see 
or hear since they receive the species just as much as the power does9. 
Scotus also introduces, in each of the works, an argument claiming that 
Giles should allow that blind people, sleeping people, and mentally 
distracted people all perceive on par with ordinary perceivers inasmuch as 


6 Scotus, QQ De anima q. 12 n. 10, VivEs-WADDING (eds.) n. 3, III 539a; Idem, 
Ordinatio I d. 3 p. 3 q. 2 n. 465 (Vaticana (ed.), III 280). 

7 Scotus, QQ De anima q. 12 n. 12, VivEs-WADDING (eds.) n. 4, III 539b; Idem, 
Lectura I d. 3 p. 3 qq. 2-3 n. 332-333; n. 356 (Vaticana (ed.), XVI 358; 365); Idem, 
Ordinatio I d. 3 p. 3 q. 2 n. 466 (Vaticana (ed.), III 280-281). 

8 Scotus, QQ De anima q. 12 n. 11, VivÈs-WADDING (eds.) n. 3, III 529a-b; Idem, 
Lectura I d. 3 p. 3 qq. 2-3 n. 358 (Vaticana (ed.), XVI 365); Idem, Ordinatio I d. 3 p. 3 qa. 
2-3 n. 467 (Vaticana (ed.), III 281). 

9 Scotus, QQ De anima q. 12 n. 16, VivEs-WADDING (eds.) n. 5, III 540a; Idem, 
Lectura d. 3 p. 3 qq. 2-3 n. 356 (Vaticana (ed.), XVI 365); Idem, Ordinatio I d. 3 p. 3 q. 2 
n. 47] (Vaticana (ed.), III 282-283). 
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they, too, have physiological and psychological apparatus to receive 
species; for Giles, after all, the reception of the species is identical to the 
act of perception!0. Finally, in all three works, we have texts in which 
Scotus complains that Giles is guilty of advancing a theory to explain 
ordinary cognition in the present life that is discordant with the views he 
holds regarding the beatific vision because Giles does allow that the 
beatific vision is a case of vision without species, something that should 
prove impossible if the reception of species were entirely identical with 
the act of understandingll. 

The pattern that we have just witnessed repeats itself in the case of q. 
17, save that here the comparisons are much more difficult to make 
because the order of presentation in the QQ De anima is so jumbled. A 
rough overview of q. 17 is: part I: opening arguments derived mainly from 
Henry of Ghent’s Quodlibet V q. 14, the presentation of the common 
opinion endorsing intelligible species, the disproofs of the common 
opinion advanced by Henry, rejoinders to the disproofs advanced by Henry ` 
on the part of those holding to the common opinion, followed by replies to 
the opening arguments according to the outlook of the common opinion; 
part II, introduction of the view held by Olivi, Marston, Aquasparta, and 
others that the intellect receives nothing in the way of species from the 
object with interspersed objections to anything approaching an activist 
interpretation of mind deriving from the writings of Godfrey; Giles of 
Rome’s view (shared by Richard of Mediavilla and the Parisian Thomist 
Bernard of Trillia) that the agent intellect is the principal cause acting on 
the possible intellect with the phantasm functioning as an instrumental 
cause; rational arguments adduced on behalf of the denial of intelligible 
species; authorities advanced on behalf of the same view; final objections 
to the theory denying intelligible species; final rejoinders from those 
denying intelligible species; replies to opening arguments according to the 
view of those denying intelligible species; then a subquestion is broached, 
namely, how it would be possible for the intellect to be affected at all by 


10 Scotus, OO De anima q. 12 n. 16, VivEs-WADDING (eds.) n. 5, III 540a; Idem, 
Lectura d. 3 p. 3 qq. 2-3 n. 354-356 (Vaticana (ed.), XVI 364-365); Idem, Ordinatio I d. 3 
p. 3 q. 2 n. 473 (Vaticana (ed.), III 283-284) 

11 Scotus, QQ De anima q. 12 n. 19, VivEs-WADDING (eds.) n. 5, III 540a; Idem, 
Lectura I d. 3 p. 3 qq. 2-3 n. 359 (Vaticana (ed.), XVI 365-366); Idem, Ordinatio I d. 3 p. 
3 q. 2 n. 474 (Vaticana (ed.), III 284-285). 
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the intelligible without positing intelligible species along with some 
efforts at addressing this issue; and, at long last, an epilogus by Scotus: 
«Teneas quam partem volueris. Prima tamen videtur communior et verior 
et ‘qui potest capere, capiat’»12, 

Yet despite the convoluted, even labyrinthine, order of the materials, 
q. 17 has numerous parallels with the Oxford theological writings as well 
as the Reportatio Parisiensis. In all four of these works, the same basic 
critiques are advanced of Henry of Ghent, Godfrey of Fontaines, Giles of 
Rome, Thomas Aquinas, and Peter John Olivi. Structurally, the theological 
works are distinctive in their binding together Henry and Godfrey through 
their common denial of intelligible species, whereas in the 00 De anima 
the two authors are treated more or less independently with the emphasis 
being placed instead upon the extent to which Godfrey’s views are 
diametrically opposed to Olivi and the earlier Franciscan tradition on the 
issue of the activity or passivity of the mind. 


SOURCES 


The chief sources throughout the 23 questions of the QQ De anima are 
the commentaries upon Aristotle’s De anima of Averroes, Thomas 
Aquinas, and Giles of Rome and the sections of Peter John Olivi’s Summa 
(a revised commentary on the second book of Lombard’s Sentences) that 
deal with sensation and intellection, mainly questions 58 and 72. 

The sources, however, become much more similar to those of the 
theological writings and much more complex once Scotus reaches the 
questions on intellect and will: q. 11 and following. In fact, the questions 
themselves undergo a metamorphosis at just that point. They are suddenly 
transformed from relatively brief questions that occasion few digressions 
and even fewer discussions of alternative views to questions containing 
long digressions, interspersed with complicated sequences of arguments 
and counterarguments on behalf of divergent opinions, a style of approach 
reminiscent of Scotus’s QQ in Metaph and, doubtless, one pointing to the 
origins of the work in the classroom. In this second and more 
philosophically interesting section of the work, Scotus is heavily indebted 
to the following sources: Thomas Aquinas’s Summa theologiae and 


12 Scotus, QQ De anima q. 12 n. 1-45, VIVÈS-WADDING (eds.), III 575b-582a. 
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Summa contra gentiles, Giles of Rome’s Quodlibeta and Quaestiones 
disputatae de cognitione angelorum, Henry of Ghent’s Quodlibeta and 
Summa, Godfrey of Fontaines’s Quodlibeta and Quaestiones disputatae, 
Peter John Olivi’s Summa, Roger Marston’s Quodlibeta, Matthew of 
Aquasparta’s Quaestiones disputatae de cognitione, John Peckham’s 
Quodlibeta and Tractatus de anima, Richard of Mediavilla’s Commentaria 
in libros Sententiarum, John of Paris’s Quaestiones in libros Sententiarum, 
and possibly the first of James of Viterbo’s Quodlibeta. 

Of these sources, the one to which I would like to draw our attention 
is Giles of Rome’s De cognitione angelorum. A little read work, Giles’s De 
cognitione is actually a masterful summary of commonly held as well as 
distinctly Aegidian views on human psychology. Indeed, Giles carefully 
distinguishes in his text the more common interpretations of Aristotelian 
psychological principles from his own opinions, even while arguing 
forcibly. for the preferability of the latter. Furthermore, he reviews in 
considerable detail Henry of Ghent’s Quodlibet V q. 14 and the related 
texts by the Belgian master that deny intelligible species. So carefully does 
Giles do this that, practically speaking, one could gain a complete account 
of Henry’s views just from reading the first two or three questions of the 
De cognitione. One is not surprised, then, to discover that many teachers 
and scholars at the close of the thirteenth century turned to Giles’s work 
on the angels for aid when preparing their own lectures on human and 
angelic psychology; in my readings for the sources of the OO De anima, I 
have found the following authors exhibiting a considerable degree of 
dependence upon Giles’s De cognitione angelorum: in Paris, James of 
Viterbo, John of Paris, Vital du Four, and Gonsalvus Hispanus; at Oxford, 
Thomas Sutton and William Ware. To this list, we must add the name of 
John Duns Scotus. 

Now, before leaving the topic of sources, let me show just how 
confusing and potentially misleading some of the Scotistic texts can be if 
one is unaware of the texts of Giles of Rome in particular. Many readers 
might think that the distinction Scotus introduces between the intelligible 
species as a singular thing and as a representational entity is a distinction 
arising from the thought of the Scottish master. But, in fact, though Scotus 
has his own twist on the distinction, it is a distinction that originates 
directly from Giles of Rome’s De cognitione angelorum: 


SCOTUS ON INTELLECT, INTELLIGIBLE SPECIES, AND IMAGINATION 1503 


Scotus, QQ De anima q. 17 n. 16, ed.. Vivés-Wadding n. 6 578a: 


Ad primum in oppositum, moderni dicunt quod differt ratio agendi et ratio agentis. 
Verum est autem quod species repraesentat obiectum in illa ratione agendi sub qua 
nata est imprimi; hoc autem est sub ratione naturae absolute consideratae, non autem 
sub ratione agentis, quod est particulare, et ideo species repraesentat universale. 
Scotus, Ordinatio I d. 3 p. 3 q.1 n. 380 (ed. Vaticana, III, 231): 


Ideo respondeo quod aliqua potest esse ‘ratio agendi’, et aliqua ‘ratio agentis'. 
Singularitas est condicio agentis, non ratio agendi, sed ratio agendi est ipsa forma in 
singulari, secundum quam singulare agit. — Cum ergo accipitur quod ‘quaecumque 
species giginitur ab aliquo, repraesentat ipsum secundum illam rationem secundum 
quam gignitur ab eo’, si intelligatur, de ‘ratione gignentis', falsa est, si de ‘ratione 
gignendi' concedi potest, — et tunc non sequitur quod repraesentat ipsum sub ratione 
singularis, sed sub ratione naturae, quia ‘ratio naturae' est ratio gignendi. 


Giles of Rome, De cognitione angelorum q. 5 (ed. Venice, 1503, f. 
88ra-b): 


Tertia autem via [ostendendi quomodo species intelligibilis possit movere intellectum 
angelicum] sumitur, prout illa species comparatur ad obiectum quod repraesentat. 
Nam illa species non agit [ita] quod ei attribuatur actio, sed agit quia est ratio agendi, 
sicut nec calor calefacit, sed est ratio calefaciendi. Nunc autem inter causas agendi 
videmus hanc distinctionem quod aliquid principaliter agit et aliquid agit in virtute 
alterius. Et hanc distinctionem quam videmus inter ipsas rationes actionum, nam 
aliquid est ratio agendi secundum se, aliquid vero est ratio agendi in virtute alterius. 
Dupliciter ergo in talibus potest esse defectus: primo, si non agat, sed sit solum ratio 
agendi; secundo, si non sit ratio agendi secundum se sed sit ratio agendi in virtute 
alterius. Utrumque defectum habet species intelligibilis. Primo non agit sed solum est 
ratio agendi...Secundo deficit huiusmodi species intelligibilis quia non solum non est 
agens, sed est ratio agendi; sed non est ratio agendi secundum se, sed magis est ratio 
agendi, ut est repraesentativa obiecti. 


Now, to be sure, Scotus gives his own intepretation of the Aegidian 
distinction, subsuming it under his own firm distinction between an 
incommunicable singular suppositum and the nature that is capable of 
multiple instantiations and is thus communicable. But, despite the 
Scotistic gloss, the distinction remains one from Giles of Rome. 
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THE BEARING OF THE COMPARISONS UPON OUR UNDERSTANDING OF 
SCOTUS’S DOCTRINE OF INTELLECT, INTELLIGIBLE SPECIES, AND THE 
IMAGINATION 


Yet if so much is the same in QQ De anima and the theological 
writings, what is different and distinctive? First, in the OO De anima, all 
Scotus clearly advances apropos of q. 12 is that the cognitive powers have 
to be active lest they be debased of their proper dignity, but he does not 
sketch out precisely how that activity is to be reconciled with the equally 
pressing need for the cognitive powers to receive the specificity for their 
activities from the object by intermediation of the species. By contrast, just 
after announcing the solution to question 12, he raises several doubts about 
the manner in which the cognitive powers may be said to be active and 
what roles their status as active powers gives them. 

A similar point can be made, of course, about q. 17. The form and 
structure of the question reminds one of the rough-and-tumble nature of 
classroom exercises and that is largely what q. 17 must be. Yet it is curious 
that Scotus has sketched out the direction of his thinking on the 
controversial matter of positing intelligible species without advancing any 
detailed theory of his own: the question simply ends with the affirmation 
of the need for intelligible species. 

If one turns to the last question of the QQ De anima, q. 23, one finds 
a confusing discussion reminiscent of q. 17 apropos of the question 
whether the intellect is a moved mover in causing the act of understanding 
or a partial cooperative cause along with the object present in the 
phantasm. The solution offered is one favoring that in some sense the 
intellect is a moved mover, but it is introduced by ‘dicitur’ and is 
immediately subjected to devastating critiques.13 By the end, one has the 
firm impression that the author really meant to acquaint the audience with 
the first solution as a received opinion and that his own thinking favors the 
alternative position of intellect and object operating as co-causes. 

Now, bearing what we have just observed about qq. 12 and 17 as well 
as the ambiguous signals found in q. 23, we find what is really missing 
from the QQ De anima is the position that Scotus offers in the theological 
writings as his personal opinion and solution for the questions dealing with 


13 Scotus, OO De anima q. 23 n. 1-13, VivÈs-WADDING (eds.) n. 2-3, III 640a-641a. 
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the intelligible species and the act of understanding. There is no steady and 
studied insistence that the fundamental reason why we must posit 
intelligible species is that the human intellect needs the object present to 
itself and in a universal manner, though there are regular hints that that is 
why intelligible species are needed. Above all, there is no trace in the QO 
De anima of the kind of elegant synthesis of the active and passive 
principles of cognition along with the positing of the intelligible species 
evidenced in the following passage of the Ordinatio: 


Regarding the objects, however, that we naturally are aware of, the first reply seems 
the truer one. For it seems that the species of the objects with which we are naturally 
acquainted is in the intellect as if they were its instrument; not that the species is an 
item moved by the intellect to act (that is to say, as if it received something from the 
intellect), but rather it is something the intellect uses for its own activity: namely, 
when the intellect acts, that species functions as a co-agent, though less principally, 
ordered towards the common effect. 

To the first argument, I say that there is a twofold act of the intellect with regard to 
objects that are not present in themselves, but are the ones with which we are 
naturally acquainted: 1) the first act is the species whereby the object is present as an 
object that is actually intelligible; 2) the second act is the actual activity of 
understanding . And the intellect functions as an active cause for each of these acts, 
but is not something moved by the other partial cause that concurrently acts in these 
activities, despite the fact that the motion of the intellect towards one of the activities 
is the precondition for the other act of the intellect. But for the first act, the agent 
intellect acts along with the phantasm, and there the agent intellect is the more 
principal cause than the phantasm and the two of them constitute (integrant) one total 
cause in regard to the intelligible species. For the second act of the intellect, the 
intellectual part acts (whether that part is the agent or the possible intellect is not my 
present concern) and the intelligible species does, too, like two partial causes; and, in 
that case, the intellectual part acts without being moved by the species, but rather 
functions as the prior mover, that is, it is a coagent, as it were, as the species acts 
along with it14. 


14 «De obiectis tamen quae modo naturaliter cognoscimus, prima pars responsionis 
videtur esse vera. Videtur enim intelligibilium a nobis naturaliter intellectorum species in 
intellectu esse quasi instrumentum ipsius intellectus, non motum ab intellectu ut agat, quasi 
scilicet aliquid recipiat ab intellectu, sed quo intellectus utitur ad suam actionem: utpote 
quando intellectus agit, species illa tamquam minus principale agens coagit ad idem ut ad 
effectum communem. 

Ad primum argumentum dico quod duplex est actus intellectus respectu obiectorum 
quae non sunt praesentia in se, qualia sunt illa quae modo naturaliter intelligimus: primus 
actus est species, qua obiectum est praesens ut obiectum actu intelligibile, secundus actus 
est ipsa intellectio actualis, — et ad utrumque actum agit intellectus, non motus ab eo quod 
est causa partialis secum concurrens ad illam actionem, licet unum actum intellectus 
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There are at least two conclusions that may legitimately be drawn 
from the material presented here. First, a historical point: from the 
evidence of overwhelming overlap of sources combined with a lack of 
doctrinally well formulated positions, we should probably assign an early 
date to the OO De anima. It would be difficult to imagine Scotus’s having 
worked out his more elaborate theory of how the agent and possible 
intellects interact and failing to introduce it at precisely those junctures 
where he does in his other writings. How early, of course, is another 
matter, but certainly we would expect it to be at least a year prior to the 
Lectura, a work traditionally dated around 1298. Second, a systematic 
point: the elements that are missing in the OO De anima are the ones that 
are both the most advanced and the most crucial in Scotus’s views on the 
intellect, the intelligible species, and the imagination. We may be surprised 
to learn as much, but the simple fact is that many of the criticisms made of 
Henry of Ghent’s denial of intelligible species in Scotus’s writings are 
anticipated in Giles of Rome and others. Scotus may add his own touch to 
these criticisms, but they are hardly original and would have been known 
to be such by any contemporary reader. His explanation of how intellect 
and phantasm and intellect(s) and the intelligible species cooperate as 
partial causes to produce their effects, however, is not just what gets added 
to his account after the QQ De anima; it is essential to his theory. If 
nothing else, reading the QQ De anima allows one to appreciate the 
features that make the achievement of the Subtle Doctor so remarkable. 
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praecedat motio eius ad alium actum. Ad primum autem actum agit intellectus agens cum 
phantasmate, et ibi intellectus agens est principalior causa quam phantasma, et ambo 
integrant unam totalem causam respectu speciei intelligibilis. Ad secundum actum agit pars 
intellectiva (sive intellectus agens sive possibilis, non curo modo) et species intelligibilis 
sicut duae partiales causae, — et ibi agit pars intellectiva non mota a specie, sed prius 
movens, id est quasi agens ut species sibi coagat». Scotus, Ordinatio I d. 3 p. 3 q. 3 n. 562- 
3 (Vaticana (ed.), III 334-5). 


ANTONIO PEREZ-ESTEVEZ 


ENTENDIMIENTO Y UNIVERSALIDAD EN DUNS ESCOTO 


Este trabajo tiene como objetivos: I. sefialar la triple manera de ser 
universal, para Duns Escoto; II. explicar el papel del entendimiento 
-activo y pasivo- en la formaciön del universal en su doble momento de 
universal metafisico y de universal lögico; III. ubicar el pensamiento 
escotista sobre el universal dentro del contexto de la época . 


I. EL UNIVERSAL EN DUNS ESCOTO 
Comencemos por entender lo universal como 


aquello mismo que en razón de alguna identidad es predicable de cualquier individuo 
de tal manera que cada individuo sea eso mismo, ipsum idem aliqua identitate est 
praedicabile de quolibet individuo ita ut quodlibet sit ipsum. 


La universalidad consiste en que 'algo mismo en razón del alguna 
identidad” sea predicable de cualquier individuo que, por su parte, ‘sea eso 
mismo'. Lo predicable de cualquier individuo es un concepto que se 
encuentra obviamente en el entendimiento humano. Pero, a la vez, cada 
individuo del que se predique ese concepto es, en razón de alguna 
identidad, eso mismo. Dicho en términos sencillos el universal, de distinta 
manera, se encuentra tanto en los individuos de los que se predica un 
concepto como en el concepto mismo predicado de esos individuos. Se da 
el universal, aunque de distinta manera, tanto en la realidad individual 
extra-mental como en los nombres y conceptos elaborados por el 
entendimiento y predicables de los individuos que conforman esa realidad 
extra-mental. 


1 Duns Scotus, Opera Omnia. Ordinatio II, Ed. Vaticana, 1954, dist. 3, q. 1, 
nr. 9. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp.1507-1521. 
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De hecho, Duns Escoto va a distinguir tres modos de ser universal o 
tres tipos de universales en un texto dificil, que traducimos ajustados a su 
sentido. Veamos: 


El universal se toma o puede tomarse en tres sentidos distintos: como intención 
segunda, la cual es una cierta relación de razón en un predicable y, en este sentido, 
significa este nombre universal concreto así como la universalidad en abstracto. En 
otro sentido, se toma el universal como aquello que es una cosa de primera intención 
y es denominada por esa intenciön, pues las segundas intenciones se aplican a las 
primeras; en este sentido, se puede tomar de dos maneras: de una manera, aquello 
denominado por esta intenci6n (primera) que es como un sujeto remoto y, de otra 
manera, el sujeto pröximo. De la primera manera, se dice de la naturaleza 
absolutamente considerada como ‘universal’, debido a que en si misma no es ésta y 
a la que no le repugna, en si misma, ser dicha de muchos; de la segunda manera, no 
es universal a no ser indeterminado en acto, de manera que un inteligible en nümero 
pueda ser dicho de todo supuesto2. 


Si descomponemos el texto en los tres sentidos que puede encerrar el 
universal, tenemos: 

1. El universal se toma, en un primer sentido, como un nombre 
universal concreto que encierra una universalidad en abstracto y es una 
segunda intenciön. 

2. En un segundo sentido, se toma el universal como una cosa de 
primera intenciön. Este segundo sentido se subdivide en 

2.1 El sujeto remoto al que remite esta primera intenciön, es decir, la 
naturaleza comün, considerada como ‘universal’ debido a que en si misma 
no es ésta y a la que no repugna, en si misma, ser predicada de muchos. 

2.2 El sujeto pröximo (o intenciön primera) en cuanto universal 
indeterminado en acto. 


2 Duns Scotus, Opera Omnia. Quaestiones subtilissimae in Metaphysicam 
Aristotelis, Edición Vives, 1894, tomo VII, q. 18, nr. 6: «distinguendum est de universali. 
Sumitur enim, vel sumi potest tripliciter: quoniam pro intentione secunda quae scilicet est 
quaedam relatio rationis praedicabili, et hunc respectum significat hoc nomen universale in 
concreto, sicut et universalitas in abstracto. Alio modo accipitur universale pro illo, quod 
denominatur ab illa intentione, quod est aliqua res primae intentionis, nam secundae 
intentiones applicantur primis et sic accipi potest dupliciter. Uno modo, pro illo quod quasi 
ut subjectum remotum denominatur ista intentione; alio modo pro subjecto propinquo. 
Primo modo dicitur natura absolute sumpta ‘universale’ quia non est de se haec et ita non 
repugnat sibi ex se dici de multis; secundo modo non est universale nisi sit actu 
indeterminatum, ita quod unum intelligibile numero sit dicibile de omni supposito». 
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El triple universal escotista es, segün este texto, yendo de lo menos 
universal a lo mäs universal: 

1. La naturaleza comün o universal in re. 

2. La primera intenciön de la naturaleza comün en cuanto universal en 
acto o universal metafisico. 

3. La segunda intención o nombre universal concreto. Universal 
lögico. 

Al universal que se encuentra encerrado en la naturaleza comün, le 
llama Duns Escoto universal real o material y no es en sentido estricto 
universal o predicable de muchos. La universalidad de la naturaleza 
comün se reduce a su absoluta indiferencia y no repugnancia para 
convertirse ya sea en singular, unida a la heceidad, ya sea en verdadero 
universal por obra del entendimiento. Duns Escoto explica la 
universalidad de la naturaleza comün, diciendo que 


La naturaleza no es, de suyo, universal, sino que la universalidad le acaece a la 
naturaleza debido a su primera razón por la que es objeto y existe en la realidad 
exterior, en donde la naturaleza existe con la singularidad. Esa naturaleza no es, de 
suyo, determinada a la singularidad, sino que es por naturaleza anterior a esa razón 
que la contrae a la singularidad y, en cuanto anterior por naturaleza a lo que la 
contrae, no le repugna ser sin eso que la contrae. Y como el objeto en el 
entendimiento segtin esa entidad y universalidad posee un verdadero ser inteligible, 
asi también en la realidad natural segün aquella entidad posee un verdadero ser extra 
mental, y segtin esa entidad posee una unidad proporcional, que es indiferente a la 
singularidad, de manera que no le repugna, de suyo, a esa unidad unirse a cualquier 
unidad singular3. 


La universalidad de la naturaleza comün, existente en la realidad extra 
mental unida a la heceidad, se reduce a su indiferencia real a la 
singularidad de manera que no le repugna unirse a cualquier singularidad. 
Esta indiferencia y no repugnancia de la naturaleza comin es la causa de 


3 Ordinatio Y, dist. 3, q. 1, nr. 7: «secundum illud esse non est natura de se 
universalis, sed quasi universalitas accidit illi naturae secundum primam rationem eius, 
secundum quam est objectum ita etiam in re extra, ubi natura est cum singularitate, non est 
natura illa de se terminata ad singularitatem, sed est prior naturaliter ipso contrahente, non 
repugnat sibi esse sine illo contrahente. Et sicut objectum in intellectu secundum illam 
entitatem eius et universalitatem habet vere esse intelligibile, ita etiam in rerum natura 
secundum illam entitatem habet verum esse extra animam, et secundum illam entitatem 
habet unitatem sibi proportionabilem, quae est indifferens ad singularitatem, ita quod non 
repugnat illi unitati de se, quod quacumque unitate singularitatis ponatur». 
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su comunidad por la que puede, en su indiferencia y no repugnancia, 
unirse a cualquier unidad singular. De igual manera es indiferente a la 
universalidad y asi no le repugna convertirse, por obra del entendimiento, 
en un concepto universal predicable de todos los individuos implicados en 
ese concepto. Hay que repetir que la naturaleza comün no es 
autenticamente universal, es decir, universal completo, debido a que no 
posee la propiedad de poder ser predicada de muchos supuestos o 
individuos4. Es un universal no positivo sino privativo, en el sentido de 
que a la naturaleza común no le repugna o le es indiferente unirse a una 
heceidad para constituir un individuo singular. 

En segundo lugar, es universal el sujeto pröximo o primera intenciön 
en la que el universal se encuentra indeterminado en acto y estä en 
potencia pröxima para que se dea de cualquier supuesto5. Este es el 
universal metafisico u objeto inteligible de primera intenciön que remite 
de inmediato a la naturaleza comin de este individuo sensible y concreto. 
Primera intenciön se dice aquî del universal en acto, elaborado por el 
entendimiento agente inmediatamente en unién causal con la naturaleza 
comun que existe en una sustancia natural, unida a la heceidad. A esta 
primera intenciön o universal en acto, la llama especie inteligible u objeto 
inteligible del acto de intelecciön. 

Por ültimo, es universal el nombre universal concreto (y su concepto 
correspondiente) con su universalidad abstracta, que es segunda intenciön 
y es predicable de todos los supuestos encerrados en ese nombre o 
concepto. Este es el universal verdadero y completo, cuya caracteristica 
esencial es ser predicable de cada uno de los individuos abarcados por ese 
nombre o concepto abstracto. Es el universal lögico. Este universal 
encerrado en el nombre o en el concepto, por ser de segunda intenciön, 
remite en primer lugar al universal en acto o primera intenciön de la 
especie inteligible y, en segundo lugar, a la naturaleza comün existente en 
la realidad extra mental, unida a una heceidad. 


4 Ordinatio II dist. 3, q. 1, nr. 9: «sed tale commune non est universale in actu, 
quia deficit ei illa differentia, secundum quam completive universale est universale, 
secundum quam scilicet ipsum idem aliqua identitate est praedicabile de quolibet 
individuo, ita quod quodlibet sit ipsum». 

5 Ordinatio 1, dist. 3, q.1, nr. 8: «universale in actu est illud quod habet unitatem 
indifferentem, secundum quam ipsum idem est in potentia proxima, ut dicatur de quolibet 
supposito...». 
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II. PAPEL DEL ENTENDIMIENTO —AGENTE Y PASIVO- EN LA PRODUCCION DEL 
UNIVERSAL METAFISICO Y LOGICO 


2.1 Producciön del universal metafisico o especie inteligible. 


Para Duns Escoto, la experiencia cotidiana nos dice que nosotros, 
como seres humanos, poseemos la capacidad de conocer objetos 
universales, aunque no siempre estemos conociendo objetos universales. 
Por eso, va a decir que 


el entendimiento o potencia intelectiva del ser humano unas veces se encuentra en 
potencia esencial o remota de entender y otras veces se encuentra en potencia 
accidental y próxima de entenderó. 


El paso o cambio de la potencia remota a la potencia próxima de 
entender, se debe a la adquisición de una forma por medio de la que una 
representación del objeto, en cuanto inteligible, se presenta al 
entendimiento. Representación inteligible del objeto, a la que llama 
especie inteligible. La facultad intelectiva o entendimiento es la capacidad 
que tiene el ser humano de conocer representaciones inteligibles o 
universales de objetos; capacidad, entendida como remota y esencial de 
todo ser humano. Pero, para que un acto de intelección se produzca y esa 
capacidad intelectiva se active o, como Duns Escoto dice, se coloque en 
potencia próxima para producir conceptos universales, es preciso que el 
entendimiento se encuentre en presencia de una representación inteligible 
o universal de un objeto, es decir, que una especie inteligible esté presente 
al entendimiento. Sin una representación inteligible o especie inteligible, 
no puede darse un acto de intelección7. 

Para que la especie inteligible esté presente, es preciso, antes, 
producirla. Producirla supone el salto del fantasma u objeto intencional 
sensible y singular al objeto intencional inteligible y universal o especie 


6 Duns Scotus, Opera Omnia. Commentarium in Librum I Sententiarum, Edición 
Vives, 1894, tomo VII, dist. 3, q. 6, p. 233: «intellectus quandoque est in potentia 
propinqua et accidentali ad intelligendum, qui prius fuit in potentia essentiali et remota... 
ista mutatio quae fit ad talem potentiam propinquam, videtur esse ad aliquam formam per 
quam objectum intelligibile est praesens intellectui, quae forma est prior naturaliter actu 
intelligendi...». d 

7 Ordinatio I, dist. 3, pars 3, q. 1, nr. 375: «ergo negando speciem intelligibilem, 
nihil in intellectiva erit sufficienter natum gignere actum intelligendi...». 


1512 ANTONIO PEREZ-ESTEVEZ 


inteligible. Dos causas unidas o dos concausas son sefialadas por Duns 
Escoto en la producciön de la especie inteligible u objeto inteligible 
universal con el que el entendimiento se coloca en disposiciön pröxima al 
acto ültimo de la intelecciön o producciön del concepto universal 
predicable de muchos individuos: el fantasma y el entendimiento agente®. 
El fantasma, sölo, no puede ser causa efectiva de la especie inteligible 
porque, en ese caso, el efecto inteligible y universal seria mäs perfecto que 
su causa singular y sensible. Tampoco el alma intelectiva o entendimiento 
puede, sola, ser causa efectiva de la especie inteligible, porque, en ese 
caso, seria dificil explicar tanto la objetividad del conocimiento intelectivo 
como la voluntariedad de nuestros actos de conocer. El fantasma y el 
entendimiento agente, unidos, son, sin embargo, necesarios y suficientes; 
son la causa total de la producciön del objeto inteligible o especie 
inteligible9. Del fantasma hereda la especie inteligible la objetividad o 
semejanza con el objeto conocido; del entendimiento agente recibe la 
cognoscibilidad o inteligibilidad como universal en acto. Duns Escoto dirá 
que la especie inteligible 


es la imagen de quien la produce y el objeto presente bajo la razön de cognoscible o 
de representado... por la especie está el objeto presente bajo la razón de 
cognosciblel0. 


Pero el fantasma u objeto intencional sensible producido por la 
fantasia o imaginaciön, representa los dos elementos de la sustancia 
natural, a saber, la naturaleza comün y la heceidad. Por eso, para aclarar 
totalmente cómo el fantasma es concausa de la especie inteligible, Duns 
Escoto dirä expresamente 


8 Ordinatio I, dist. 3, pars 3, a. 1, nr. 381: «objectum non est causa totalis gignens 
respectu intelligibilis speciei, quia cum ipso agit intellectus agens, sicut alia partialis causa, 
et ideo genitum ab istis duobus potest repraesentare objectum sub opposita ratione 
singularitatis, quae est ratio gignentis». 

9 Ordinatio I, dist. 3, pars 3, q. 3, nr. 563: «ad primum autem actum agit intellectus 
agens cum phantasma, et ibi intellectus agens est principalior causa quam pahantasma, et 
ambo integrant unam totalem causam respectu speciei intelligibilis». 

10 Ordinatio I, dist. 3, pars 3, q. 1,.nr. 382: «Per illam speciem genitam, quae est 
imago gignentis, est objectum praesens sub ratione cognoscibilis seu repraesentati.... per 
speciem est objectum praesens sub ratione cognoscibilis». 
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el entendimiento agente en concurso con la naturaleza de algün modo indeterminada 
de la cosa, es la causa integra efectiva del objeto en el entendimiento posible segün 
su ser primero, y esto segün la completa indeterminaci6n del universalll. 


Es el fantasma en cuanto representa la naturaleza común, ya de algún 
modo indeterminada en la realidad, la causa concurrente con el 
entendimiento agente para producir la especie u objeto inteligible. De la 
razón de la naturaleza común, dice Escoto, que es la razón de la 
producción de la especie, ratio gignendi speciem12. La naturaleza común, 
en su comunidad e indiferencia, encierra en potencia al universal y es ya, : 
de algún modo, indeterminada. Bajo la acción concurrente del 
entendimiento agente y de la naturaleza común, representada en el 
` fantasma, se producirá la especie inteligible o realidad intencional 
completamente indeterminada y con la universalidad en acto. El 
entendimiento agente y el fantasma, como representante de la naturaleza 
común, son las dos causas únicas y efectivas de la especie inteligible; pero 
la causa más principal es el entendimiento agente - intellectus agens est 
principalior causa quam phantasma- por ser ontológicamente más perfecta 

_y, en consecuencia, más activa. De hecho, el entendimiento agente inicia 
el movimiento o la acción para la producción de la especie inteligible y el 
fantasma colabora en dicha acción a manera de causa cuasi instrumentall3. 
Duns Escoto dice del fantasma que es, en unión del entendimiento agente, . 
causa efectiva o eficiente de la especie inteligible. 


ll Quaestiones subtilissimae in Metaphysicam Aristotelis, VII, q. 18, nr. 8: 
«intellectus agens concurrens cum natura aliquo modo indeterminata ex re, est causa 
integra effectiva objecti in intellectu possibili secundum esse primum, et hoc secundum 
completam indeterminationem universalis». 

12 Ordinatio I, dist. 3, pars 3, q. 1, nr. 381: ... «quia ratio gignendi speciem in sensu 
non est singularitas, sed ratio naturae. Ideo generaliter respondeo quod quando species 
gignitur ab aliquo sicut a totali causa, repraesentat ipsum sub illa ratione sub qua gignitur, 
loquendo "de ratione gignendi...». 

13 Lectura I, dist.3, pars 3, q.3, nr. 382-383: «in ista igitur motione qua objectum 
efficitur praesens intellectui, intellectus agens est causa principalior non mota... sicut igitur 
in prima motione intellectus prius movet quam phantasma, et phantasma movet ad 
motionem intellectus agentis, sic in secunda motione intellectus prius movet quam 
objectum». Sefialar al fantasma como concausa cuasi instrumental de la especie inteligible 
se deriva de la permanente analogía que Escoto hace entre el primer momento y el segundo 
de la intelección. Ver Nota 24. | 
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¿Es la especie inteligible la transformación del fantasma que 
. naturalmente lo antecede, o es una realidad nueva, superior y distinta del 
fantasma?. Para Duns Escoto, no cabe duda que la especie inteligible y 
universal en acto es una realidad nueva, superior y distinta del fantasma. 
Habla de que el entendimiento agente transfiere de un orden a otro orden, 
“intellectus agens transfert de ordine in ordinem < del orden sensible del 
fantasma al orden inteligible de la especie (Ordinatio I, dist. 3, pars 3, q. 
1, no. 359). La especie inteligible no puede ser la transformaciön del 
fantasma porque posee caracteristicas distintas, incluso contradictorias. 
Mientras el fantasma es un objeto intencional singular, sensible y extenso, 
la especie inteligible es un objeto intencional universal, inteligible y 
absolutamente inextenso. Es cierto que la especie inteligible se asemeja al 
fantasma como representativo de la naturaleza, debido a que la naturaleza 
común, representada en el fantasma, es una de las dos causas efectivas, si 
bien es menos perfecta que la otra causa, el entendimiento agente. La 
especie inteligible universal es una entidad intencional nueva y distinta del 
fantasma. La especie inteligible es el efecto producido por el 
entendimiento agente como causa ee y por el fantasma como 
concausa cuasi instrumental. 

Finalmente es necesario decir que este primer momento del 
conocimiento intelectivo, en el que se produce la especie u objeto 
inteligible, termina con la presencia de esa especie inteligible, ya universal 
en acto, en el entendimiento posible!4. Con la producciön por parte del 
entendimiento agente de la especie inteligible, universal en acto, con el 
concurso del fantasma, como representativa de la naturaleza comin o 
universal en potencia, y con la presencia de dicha especie inteligible en el 
entendimiento, el entendimiento ha pasado de ser potencia esencial y 
remota a ser potencia accidental y pröxima de la intelecciön. La especie 
inteligible, recordemos, es una intenciön primera, es decir, es la 
representaciön inteligible inmediata del objeto sensible representado en el 
fantasma. La intelecciön serä el segundo momento del conocimiento 
intelectivo y, por tanto, una intenciön segunda, ya que remite, en primer 
lugar, a la especie inteligible o primera intenciön y sélo, de una manera 


14 Ordinatio I, dist. 3, pars 3, q. 1, nr. 366: «agentia talis praesentiae objecti 
-scilicet phantasma et intellectus agens- sunt sufficienter approximata intellectui possibili, 
et agunt per modum naturae, et ita causant necessario in illo illud cuius ipse est receptivus». 
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mediata y a través de la especie inteligible, al objeto sensible representado 
en el fantasma. 


2.2 Producción del universal lógico o de la intelección. 


Con la presencia de la especie inteligible en el entendimiento, nos 
encontramos en potencia próxima y accidental para producir la intelección 
actual o el nombre y el concepto predicable de muchos individuos de la 
misma especie. Tenemos, por tanto, las dos causas necesarias y suficientes 
para la intelección en acto, a saber, el entendimiento y la especie 
inteligible que constituyen su causa integral5. Con la intelección el 
entendimiento posible recibe y pasa a estar en posesión de la especie 
inteligible, que es el objeto en cuanto inteligible o como universal en acto. 
Entender algo significa recibir su intelección. El entendimiento entiende 
formalmente cuando recibe la intelección!6. La intelección, en cuanto que 
es aquello por lo que (quo) formalmente entendemos, es una forma 
recibida por el entendimiento y, por tanto, es un accidente. EI 
entendimiento posible, en cuanto receptor de esa forma accidental de la 
intelección, es una forma substancial o algo en acto primero, aunque la 
potencia intelectiva o entendimiento, con relación a la forma accidental de 
su intelección que va a recibir, no esté en acto sino en potencia!7. 

En el momento primero de la intelección, son el entendimiento agente 
y el fantasma, como representativo de la naturaleza comün, las causas de 
la producción de la especie inteligible. En este segundo momento de la 
intelección, son causas esenciales el entendimiento posible y la especie 
inteligible o universal en acto. Ambas son esenciales: el entendimiento 
está siempre dispuesto a recibir cualquier intelección, pero necesita de la 


15 Ordinatio I, dist. 3, pars 3, q. 2, nr. 494: «si ergo nec anima sola nec objectum 
solum sit causa totalis intellectionis actualis —et illa sola videntur requiri ad intellectionem- 
sequitur quod ista duo sunt una causa integra respectu notitiae genitae». 

16 Ordinatio I, dist. 3, pars 3, q. 2, nr. 537.: «formaliter autem intelligimus 
intellectum in quantum recipit intellectionem...intellectio in quantum est quo formaliter 
intelligimus, est forma quaedam recepta in intellectu». 

17 Op. Cit., nr. 541: «intellectio seu species intelligibilis non est forma substantialis, 
sed accidens; ergo quod est immediate receptivum illius, est aliquid in actu substantiali... 
intellectus ergo possibilis, secundum quod est illud in quo recipitur forma intelligibilis vel 
intellectio, vel illud secundum quod species recipitur in anima, non erit purum potentiale, 
sed erit aliquid in actu primo, licet ipse respectus potentiae non sit aliquid in actu...». 
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presencia de la especie u objeto inteligible para que se siga el efecto de la 
intelecciön. Sin la especie no hay intelección18. El primer momento de la 
intelecciön, por medio del cuäl se produce la especie inteligible, mueve de 
inmediäto al entendimiento a producir el segundo momento de la 
intelección o universal completo o lógicol9. En el segundo momento, el 
entendimiento posible recibe y contempla la especie inteligible del 
momento primero. El producto de este segundo momento, cuyas causas 
son el entendimiento posible y la especie inteligible, es la intelecciön 
ültima y su nominaciön, por medio de la que la intelecciön recibe un 
nombre universal concreto, como expresión lingüística del verdadero 
universal20. Auténtico y completo universal que encierra como propiedad 
esencial el ser predicable de todos los supuestos que sean lo.expresado por 
esta intelecciön. De estas dos causas, ambas ordenadas y perfectas en su 
causalidad para producir el acto de intelecciön, el entendimiento es 
simplemente más perfecta que la especie21. El entendimiento posee una 
indeterminación ilimitada para entender objetos, pero esta especie 
determinada, con su presencia, hace que entienda o reciba esta intelección 
o la intelección de este objeto concreto22. El entendimiento, como causa 


18 Op. Cir, nr 523: «anima non semper est in actu respectu cuiuscumque 
intellectionis -cum tamen ipsa sit receptiva cuiuscumque intellectionis, et ipsa sit sibi 
approximata et non semper impeditur- concluditur ipsam non esse totalem causam activam, 
sed aliquid aliud; illud 'aliud' concluditur esse objectum, quia eo praesente sequitur 
effectus, eo non praesente non potest haberi». 

19 Lectura I, dist. 3, pars 3, nr. 384: «dico igitur quod intellectus ... movet secunda 
motione quia movetur a prima motione, qua objectum fit sibi praesens; et adhuc prius 
movetur ab intellecto agente tunc quam a phantasmate». 

20 Quaestiones subtilissimae in Metaphysicam Aristotelis, VIL q. 18, nr. 6: 
«distinguendum est de universali. Sumitur enim, vel sumi potest tripliciter: quoniam pro 
intentione secunda quae scilicet est quaedam relatio rationis praedicabili, et hunc 
respectum significat hoc nomen universale in concreto, sicut et universalitas in abstracto». 

21 Ordinatio I, dist. 3, pars 3, q. 2, nr. 498: «sunt ergo casuae essentialiter ordinatae, 
et ultimo modo, videlicet quod una est simpliciter perfectior altera, ita tamen quod utraque 
in sua propria causalitate est perfecta, non dependens ab alia». 

Ordinatio I, dist. 3, pars 3, q. 3, nr. 559: «videtur quod pars intellectiva habeat 
principaliorem  causalitatem respectu intellectionum modo nobis naturaliter 
convenientium». 

22 Ordinatio L dist. 3, pars 3, q. 2, nr. 545: «intellectus... est indeterminatio 
actualitatis quasi illimitatae, et ideo non determinatur per formam quae sibi sit ratio 
determinata agendi, sed tantummodo per praesentiam objecti, circa quod determinatum 
nata est esse determinata intellectio». 
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mäs principal, actüa en primer lugar y la especie co-actüa23 con el 
entendimiento a manera de un cuasi instrumento del que se aprovecha el 
entendimiento posible para su acciön y de manera anäloga a como actüan 
la mano y el cuchillo para cortar un lefio24. 

El hecho de que el entendimiento sea una causa esencial de la 
intelecciön mäs perfecta que la especie, no quiere decir que ésta, en su 
causalidad, dependa del entendimiento. Como ambas son perfectas en su 
causalidad, son, en consecuencia, independientes en su causalidad la una 
de la otra. Cada una tiene su propia razón de causalidad y co-actúa, de 
acuerdo a su razön de causalidad, en la producciön de la intelecciön, 
aunque entre ambas se da una unidad de orden o de preeminencia segün la 
cual el entendimiento es una causa mäs perfecta y superior y, en 
consecuencia, inicia el movimiento o la acciön a la que concurre la 
especie25. De la especie inteligible, recibe la intelecciön su semejanza 
univoca y formal con el objeto, por ser la causa de la objetividad de la 
intelecciön; del entendimiento, su semejanza virtual o equivoca con su 
universalidad de predicación26. 


23 Lectura I, dist. 3, pars 3, 380: «illud est causa perfectior quod primo agit et ad 
cuius actionem agit illud; sed intellectus agit ad intellectionem et objectum coagit, et non 
€ converso». 

24 Ordinatio 1, dist. 3, pars3, 562: «videtur enim intelligibilium nobis naturaliter 
intellectorum species in intellectu esse quasi instrumentum ipsius intellectus, non motum 
ab intellectu ut agat,...sed quo intellectus utitur ad suam actionem». 

En Lectura I, disp. 3, pars 3, q.2, nr. 372, compara la acción concurrente del 
entendimiento posible y de la especie inteligible con la acción concurrente de la mano y el 
cuchillo para cortar un lefio: potentia motiva utitur cultello ad scindendum lignum. 

25 Ordinatio I, p. 296, nr. 503: «in quocumque ordine causarum, oportet ponere 
respectu unius effectus unam per se causam, et unam rationem per se causandi (ita 
intellectus in suo ordine causalitatis est unus, et habet unam rationem formalem causandi, 
et species vel objectum in suo ordine causandi est una causa specialis, et habet unam 
rationem causandi), sed non oportet totalem causam prout complectitur omnes causas 
partiales, habere unam rationem causandi nisi unitate ordinis, quod.... est per se». 

Lectura I, dist.3, pars 3, q.3, nr. 383: «sic in secunda motione intellectus prius movet 
quam objectum; immo objectum commovet ad motionem intellectus». 

26 Ordinatio I, dist. 3, pars 3, q. 2, nr. 541: «quando concurrunt duae causae, sufficit 
in propinquiore similitudo formalis, et in remotiore virtualis sive similitudo aequivoca, - et 
ita intellectus, quasi causa superior, virtualiter assimilatur intellectioni, species, quasi causa 
propinquior, quasi univoce et formaliter assimilatur ei». 
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III. CONCLUSION 


En los textos de Duns Escoto encontramos, por un lado, que el 
entendimiento posible es receptor y pasivo con respecto a la especie 
inteligible recibida; por otro lado, en este segundo momento de la 
intelecciön, el entendimiento o parte intelectiva aparece como activo (agit 
pars intellectiva, animam non esse totalem causam activam) y actuante y 
no como movido por la especie27. Esta aparente contradicciön nos hace 
pensar que, efectivamente, el entendimiento o parte intelectiva desempefia 
la doble funciön de pasivo, en cuanto receptor de la especie inteligible, y 
de activo, en cuanto que a esa forma inteligible la contempla para 
nombrarla y, convertida en nombre, la hace predicable de muchos 
individuos de una misma especie. Que esta funciön activa de la intelecciön 
corresponda al entendimiento posible 0, mäs bien, al entendimiento 
agente, es algo que no le preocupa a Duns Escoto, sive intellectus agens 
sive possibilis, non curo modo (ver nota 27). 

La intelección como concepto singular y nombre singular, aunque 
universal en su predicabilidad de muchos individuos, es el objetivo último 
del conocimiento humano. Es una intenciön segunda porque remite de 
inmediato a la especie inteligible, que es una intenciön primera, y sölo de 
una manera mediata remite al fantasma y objeto intencional sensible. Este 
universal completo es llamado por Duns Escoto, universal lógico, distinto 
del universal metafisico, que es la especie inteligible, y del universal real 
o material, que es la naturaleza común. 

Para Tomás de Aquino, el entendimiento posible se compara con 
respecto a las formas inteligibles como la potencia con respecto al acto. 
Una potencia que se asemeja a la tabla rasa del filósofo en donde recibe 
las especies o formas inteligibles, que son su acto28. La especie inteligible 


27 "Textos en los que el entendimiento aparece como pasivo y receptor, hemos citado 
varios. Veamos un texto en el que el entendimiento aparece como activo: «ad secundum 
actum agit pars intellectiva (sive intellectus agens sive possibilis no curo modo) et species 
intelligibilis sicut duae partiales causae, et ibi agit pars intellectiva non mota a specie, sed 
prius movens, id est quasi agens ut species sibi coagat» (Ordinatio 1, dist. 3, pasrs 3, q. 3, 
nr. 563). 

28 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologica, BAC, Madrid, 1962, la, q. 79, a. 2, c: 
«unde omnis intellectus creatus, per hoc ipsum quod est, non est actus omnium 
intelligibilium, sed comparatur ad ipsa intelligibilia sicut potentia ad actum... intellectus 
humanus, qui est infimus in ordine intellectuum, et máxime remotus a perfectione divini 
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es, en cuanto forma, acto que, al ser recibido, por la potencia pasiva del 
entendimiento produce la intelecciön. La acciön de entender se deriva, 
segün esta descripciön, mäs del objeto, como acto, que del entendimiento 
que es potencia pasiva29. La reflexiön del entendimiento sobre si mismo y 
la contemplaciön de la especie o forma inteligible recibida, produce la 
verdadera intelecciön o concepto verdaderamente universal. La especie 
inteligible es aquello por medio de lo que (quo) entendemos30. Lo 
conocido o entendido es la cosa externa en su naturaleza especifica de la 
que la especie inteligible es una semejanza. El universal es, para el 
Aquinate, doble: la naturaleza especifica de la cosa sin sus notas 
individuantes y la abstracción o universalidad de la misma31. La 
naturaleza misma que es entendida o abstraida se da en los singulares; pero 
su intelecciön misma y su abstracciön, o su intenciön de universalidad se 
dan en el entendimiento. La humanidad entendida existe sölo en este o 
aquel hombre; pero que la humanidad sea entendida sin sus condiciones 
individuantes, lo que significa abstraerla, y su consiguiente intenciön de 
universalidad, se producen por la acciön del entendimiento en el que se da 
una semejanza con la naturaleza especifica y no con los principios 
individuantes32. El universal es, para Tomäs de Aquino, en primer lugar la 


intellectus, est in potentia respectu intelligibilium, et in principio sicut tabula rasa in qua 
nihil est scriptum...et per consequens intellectus est potentia passiva». 

29 Efrem Bettoni llegar a decir que, para Santo Tomás, a la especie inteligible le 
compete toda la actividad de la intelección y nuestra facultad de entender es pura potencia: 
«Cio che fa essere l’atto intellettivo, la sua causa formale e dunque l’oggetto e la species 
intelligibilis a cui percio compete tutta l’attività, mentre la nostra facoltà e pura potenza». 
Ver E. BETTONI, «Oggetto e soggetto nell’atto intellettivo secondo Duns Scoto», Studi 
Francescani, 39 (1942), p. 12. 

20 Summa theol., Ia, q. 85, a. 2, c: «Species intelligibilis se habet ad intellectum ut 
quo intelligit intellectus... similitudo rei intellectae, quae est species intelligibilis, est forma 
secundum quam intellectus intelligit. Sed quia intellectus supra seipsum reflectitur, 
secundum eandem reflexionem intelligit et suum intelligere, et speciem qua intelligit. Et 
sic species intellectiva est secundario id quod intelligitur. Sed id quod intelligitur primo est 
res cuius species intelligibilis est similitudo». 

31 Summa theol., Ja., q. 85, a. 2, ad 2um: «cum dicitur uiversale abstractum, duo 
intelliguntur: scilicet ipsa natura rei, et abstractio seu universalitas. Ipsa igitur natura cui 
accidit vel intelligi vel abstrahi, vel intentio universalitatis, non est nisi in singularibus; sed 
hoc ipsum quod est intelligi vel abstrahi, vel intentio universalitatis, est in intellectu». 

32 Ibidem, ad 2um: «humanitas quae intelligitur, non est nisi in hoc vel in illo 
homine; sed quod humanitas apprehendatur sine individualibus conditionibus, quod est 
ipsam abstrahi, ad quod sequitur intentio universalitatis, accidit humanitati secundum quod 
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naturaleza o forma especifica abstraida de sus condiciones individuantes 
por obra del entendimiento agente y, en segundo lugar, su concepto y su 
nombre predicable de muchos. La forma especifica, como todas las 
formas, son en si mismas universales, aunque en las sustanciales naturales 
existan individuadas por obra de la materia cuantificada. Abstraer es, para 
Tomäs de Aquino, desmaterializar para poder captar, por obra del 
entendimiento, la forma en si misma sin afiadido alguno material. La 
forma pura, como universal, puede existir y, de hecho, existe en las 
sustancias espirituales o angeles, lo que provoca el problema, dificilmente 
comprensible, de considerar a cada Angel, al mismo tiempo, como una 
especie universal, por no tener el principio material de individuaciön, y 
como unico individuo dentro de esa especie. 

Para Duns Escoto, la intelecciön es el producto de dos causas: del 
entendimiento y de la especie inteligible. Pero, la causa mas perfecta de la 
intelecciön, - en la especie inteligible era el entendimiento agente - es 
ahora el entendimiento pasivo, debido a que posee una capacidad ilimitada 
para entender objetos de la experiencia; esta capacidad es su potencia 
esencial y remota con respecto a la intelecciön33. La presencia de la 
especie inteligible con su universalidad en acto, desencadena la acciön de 
esa potencia remota y esencial del entendimiento posible y lo hace 
entender esta intelecciön concreta y singular, nombrändola con un nombre 
singular y dotändola de predicabilidad con respecto a muchos individuos. 
El entendimiento pasivo de Escoto posee la capacidad ilimitada de 
entender infinidad de intelecciones. Al concretar, ante la presencia de esta 
especie inteligible, su actividad en esta intelecciön, la nombra y dota de 
predicabilidad con respecto a muchos individuos, lo que supone una 
actividad de unificación y de aplicación múltiple que hace del 
entendimiento pasivo escotista una facultad sumamente activa34. La 


percipitur ab intellectu, in quo est similitudo naturae speciei, et non individualium 
principiorum». 

33 Ordinatio I, dist. 3, pars 3, q. 3, nr. 559: «quando causarum ordinatarum altera 
est indeterminata ad multos effectus, et quasi illimitata, altera autem secundum ultimum 
virtutis suae determinata ad certum effectum, illa quae est illimitatior et universalior, 
videtur esse perfectior et principalior». 

34 Ver un examen detallado de la actividad del entendimiento pasivo escotista en: 
E. BETTONI, «Oggetto e soggetto nell’atto intellettivo secondo Duns Scoto», cit., pp. 27-31. 
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naturaleza especifica, no es jamäs universal, sino sölo indiferente y, en 
consecuencia, el universal en acto queda reducido a: 1) la especie 
inteligible o intenciön primera (universal metafisico); 2) a su concepto y 
su nombre (universal lögico), o intenciön segunda, que son predicables de 
muchos individuos. Para Duns Escoto, el universal pleno o autentico 
universal queda reducido al universal lögico, es decir, a sölo conceptos y 
nombres de esos conceptos. Su tendencia al nominalismo es evidente. La 
diferencia con el universal tomista es notoria. 

Con Escoto desaparece todo tipo de universales reales positivos. El 
único universal real o material extra-mental es la naturaleza común, al que 
nosotros hemos descrito como universal privativo por su indiferencia y no 
repugnancia a comunicarse realmente a distintos y mültiples individuos 
singulares. Lo formal, en Duns Escoto, ha perdido la universalidad real 
positiva para convertirse en la naturaleza comün, en si misma, neutra o 
indiferente a formar parte, en uniön de la heceidad e individuada por ella, 
del individuo singular. En el mundo ontolögico escotista, los universales 
reales han desaparecido. Toda sustancia creada es individual, es decir, está 
constituida por la natura communis individuada por la heceidad. Cada 
ängel, como toda sustancia creada, es una sustancia individual con su 
natura communis individuada por su heceidad. 

Ubicar a Duns Escoto entre los pensadores medievales que defienden 
el realismo exagerado, al estilo de Remigio de Auxerre o San Anselmo, es. 
tergiversar profundamente su pensamiento. El pensamiento de Escoto con 
respecto a los universales, habrfa que definirlo como una posiciön 
intermedia entre el realismo moderado de Tomás de Aquino y el 
nominalismo de Guillermo de Ockham. El universal auténtico o completo, 
para Duns Escoto, queda reducido a conceptos y nombres. Pero estos 
nombres no remiten, en ültima instancia o mediatamente, a ninguna 
realidad en si misma universal, sino a una realidad, la naturaleza comün, 
dotada de una indiferencia y no repugnancia que le permitirà ya sea 
constituir el individuo, unida a la heceidad, ya sea causar el universal 
metafísico o especie inteligible, en unión causal y en subordinaciön del 
entendimiento agente . 
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VOLONTARISME NORMATIF ET LIBERTE SUBJECTIVE 
CHEZ JEAN DUNS SCOT 


I. L'ANTHROPOLOGIE HUMAINE ET L’ ONTOLOGIE DU DROIT 


Amour, volonté et liberté sont pour Scot trois notions étroitement liées 
qui ne concernent pas seulement la psychologie humaine et 
l’anthropologie philosophique: elles sont des notions au coeur de son 
systéme metaphysique. Mais je veux me concentrer sur la philosophie 
normative de Scot, comme je l'ai fait dans mes études des années récentes, 
et notamment sur sa théorie de la norme. L’amour est la sémantique de la 
normativité, cet amour qui prime dans le De primo principio comme dans 
l’exégèse biblique du Décalogue; l’amour (divin) est en effet capable 
d’attribuer à la normativité humaine sa signification en la différenciant de 
la nécessité dominante dans le monde naturel, permettant l’existence de 
normes régissant les comportements contingents humaines et tout en étant 
radicalement différentes des normes naturelles régissant les phénomènes 
nécessaires de la nature physique. La volonté et la liberté sont la syntaxe 
de la normativité, à savoir les éléments qu'en rendent possible une 
formulation linguistique, en donnant naissance à l'énoncé qui manifeste la 
norme. Toute l'école franciscaine nous montre que le fondement 
ontologique de la régle normative est la volonté, dont la liberté est 
propriété essentielle: ainsi, les mots *volontar-iste, -isme' peuvent indiquer 
cette thése relative à l'ontologie de la loi. Etant donné que les propriétés 
d'un acte de volonté ne sont pas déterminées par le contenu de l'acte 
choisi, nous retrouvons là la possibilité de penser les notions de validité 
matérielle (propriété du contenu de la norme) et de validité formelle 
(propriété de l'acte normatif), et finalement les premiers signes d'une 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp.1523-1535. 
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theorie de la norme accompagnant la naissance de la pensée juridique 
occidentale par l’impulsion normatif de Grégoire VII, faconnant notre 
manière de réfléchir autour de l’objet ‘droit’ - comme nous l’a appris 
Harold Berman dans Law and Revolution (1983). | 

La théorie politique et juridique est tout d’abord une philosophie 
normative, car la thèse (positiviste) de la séparation rigide entre la 
normativité morale et la normativité juridique n'est méme pas envisagée 
par Scot, tout en faisant la différence entre la norme juridique (positive) et 
la norme morale: la théorie théologique et métaphysique de la contingence 
absolue est la meilleure justification, étant donné son caractère 
volontariste, des solutions politiques envisagées par un frère mineur 
comme Scot. Dans le cas particulier d’une liberté qui est le fondement de 
la personne et de sa dignité, une liberté qui s’exprime par une volonté qui 
est cause à elle-même, je crois qu'il y a un lien sûr (i.e., convaincant) entre 
la théorie métaphysique et la théorie politique. 

Je crois qu'il faut proposer un schéma d’interpretation de la notion de 
liberté caractéristique de l’école franciscaine et présente chez Duns Scot, 
laquelle va devenir une notion à trois significations principales. Je ne peux 
détailler ici les raisons d’historiographie philosophique en faveur de ce schéma, 
j'espère l'avoir déjà fait ailleurs!: je me borne à l'utiliser comme instrument 
pour mieux comprendre le passage de la liberté dans le cadre philosophique à 
celle dans le cadre politique. Donc, je propose de faire la différence entre: 1) la 
liberté métaphysique; 2) le libre arbitre; 3) la liberté morale. 

Je suis conscient de proposer une division tripartite qui n’est pas 
habituelle, mais il y a le travail de Wolter indiquant par native liberty 
grosso modo celle que j’appelle ‘liberté métaphysique”: il faut se souvenir 
de l’observation avancée par Gilson à propos de la liberté chez s. 
Augustin. Bien que nous soyons toujours en face d’un seul mot, libertas, 
s. Augustin fait clairement la différence entre le libre arbitre et la liberté 
qui consiste dans le fait de faire toujours le bien, à savoir la liberté morale: 
le libre arbitre est un ‘bien moyen’, constitué par une nature bonne dont 
l’effet peut être bon ou mauvais, mais qui, sous l’influence de la grâce 
divine, est toujours orientée vers le bien. Donc, la liberté morale est la 
conformité au bien, elle est le refus permanent de l’esclavage du péché: le 


1 L. PARISOLI, Volontarismo e diritto soggettivo. La nascita medievale di una 
teoria dei diritti nella Scolastica francescana, Roma, Istituto Storico dei Cappuccini, 1999, 
pp. 221-262 (Bibliotheca Seraphico-Capucina 58). 
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libre arbitre est la faculté de choisir entre le bien et le mal, de sorte que, 
comme le dit Scot en analysant le péché de l’ange au début du deuxiéme 
livre des Sentences, le libre arbitre confirmato (in patria) produit toujours 
la liberté morale, et le libre arbitre non confirmato (in via) est la possibilité 
de la louange et du reproche. Cette idée révisée d’un ‘double’ libre arbitre 
nous conduit à l’idée d'une liberté qui est la notion très-générale de liberté, 
la plus générale envisageable étant donné sa constitution métaphysique et 
ontologique: cette liberté est la constitution de la personne, elle est un 
cadeau divin. Sans la liberté nous perdons notre personnalité et nous ne 
sommes que des bétes avec un intellect: ici on pourrait bien faire jouer la 
notion de survenance afin d’expliquer la liberté comme propriété 
essentielle de la volonté humaine2. 

Cette troisiéme espéce de liberté est d'importance capitale pour le 
fondement métaphysique d'une liberté politique: nous pouvons ne pas 
avoir de liberté morale (parce que nous sommes affaiblis par la chair ou 
bien parce que nous refusons la vérité morale de la doctrine catholique); 
nous pouvons avoir perdu le libre arbitre (parce que l'exercice de cette 
faculté est empéché par des causes physiques, ou parce que nous sommes 
trop jeunes, ou encore par suite de troubles mentaux); mais la liberté 
métaphysique, étant donné qu'elle est la personnalité elle-m&me, nous 
caractérise jusqu'à notre existence, in via, et aussi in patria, car la 
personne (et sa liberté) n'est pas une entité empirique, mais au contraire 
métaphysique - et la liberté in patria peut arriver jusqu'au fait de ne pas 
vouloir voir Dieu, étant donné que la vision de Dieu est un acte d'amour. 
Nous pouvons perdre notre liberté morale sous la contrainte extérieure et 
devenir esclaves des autres, nous pouvons perdre notre libre arbitre par des 
contraintes intérieures et nous ne sommes plus capables de bien choisir le 
bon acte, mais nous ne pouvons jamais perdre notre liberté métaphysique: 
finalement, chaque étre humain, croyant ou pas, pécheur ou pas, esclave 
ou pas, jouit de cette liberté, car cette liberté est lui-méme. La conséquence 
fondamentale est dans le fait que cette liberté n'est pas liée aux valeurs du 
systéme moral choisi par une personne: l'infidéle n'a pas de liberté 
morale, évidemment, de même qu'il utilise mal son libre arbitre, mais sa 
liberté métaphysique est intacte. Si nous fondons les droits d'une société 
sur le modéle de la liberté morale, notre conception de la politique est liée 


2 Cfr. mon «The anthropology of freedom and the nature of human person», 
Personalist Forum 15 (2001) pp. 345-363, et aussi mon «La nature ontologique des normes 
fondamentales», Persona y Derecho 43 (2000) pp. 251-275, notamment pp. 264-266. 
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très étroitement à la vérité d'un système moral, voire la validité des droits 
de cette société est conditionné par la conformité 4 la bonne morale; au 
contraire, si nous fondons les droits d’une société sur le modéle de la 
liberté métaphysique (associée ä la dignité de la personne), la validité des 
droits d’une société d’incroyants et d’infidéles ne peut pas étre mise en 
question. Les libertés politiques trouvent ainsi leur fondement non pas 
dans un systéme moral particulier (dont la vérité est toutefois décisive 
pour le Salut), mais dans une valeur morale universelle, la liberté de 
l'homme, c'est-à-dire la dignité de la personne. 


Il. SEMANTIQUE PREMIERE DE LA NORME (DETERMINEE PAR L AMOUR, 
CONSTITUEE PAR LA VOLONTE) 


L'amour pour Dieu est le fondement ultime de toute la sphére pratique 
humaine. Il s’agit d'une norme immédiatement évidente, qui impose son 
autorité morale par la référence au bien absolu, et qui, notamment, reçoit sa 
normativité naturelle grâce au fait qu'elle est un commandement. La 
premiére régle des actes humains est alors la charité, qui ne comporte ni une 
croyance spécifique, ni le désir d’un bien pour la personne, mais 
l’inclination par la volonté vers le sentiment de justice. La haine pour le 
prochain serait encore possible avec l'amour pour Dieu, méme si de potentia 
ordinata, voire selon la constitution de notre monde moral, le premier détruit 
le second car ils sont incompatibles. La norme positive qui nous impose 
d'aimer Dieu ne doit pas étre comprise comme une obligation continuelle 
d'aimer, ou bien comme une obligation continuelle de ne pas hair, mais elle 
est plutót une obligation d'accomplir parfois l'acte positif d'aimer. En effet, 
la norme fixe le bien supréme à atteindre, et pour y parvenir ne prévoit pas 
les moyens nécessaires: comme pour la norme «il faut aimer Dieu», aucun 
moyen n'est en soi nécessaire. A l'instar du méme schéma, Scot y explique 
l'amour pour le prochain, même s’il est notre ennemi. 

Au niveau de la théorie normative, la possibilité actuelle de l'amour 
pour Dieu est le fondement de la possibilité de l'existence de la norme 
pour les hommes. Sans cette possibilité actuelle, le droit positif ne serait 
pas autre chose que le royaume de l’arbitraire et de la violence. 
L'existence de normes humaines se justifie par l'actualité de l'amour divin 
qui devient la régle pour le législateur. Les systémes juridiques sont 
souvent la réponse à l'éloignement de l'homme de Dieu, et leur fonction 
pratique n'est pas nécessairement de favoriser le mouvement inverse de 
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rapprochement. Le fondement ontologique de la norme est dans la 
possibilité phénoménologique de l'amour pour Dieu. 


2.1. La'primauté de la volonté, axiome métaphysique 


Scot suggére une idée qui est souvent ensevelie dans le débat 
juridique contemporain, notamment caractérisé par la prolifération des 
philosophies spécialisées. Scot, au contraire, n’offre pas une philosophie 
du droit, différenciée d’une philosophie morale, 4 son tour différenciée 
d'une philosophie politique. Scot montre une philosophie de la 
normativité qui s’appuie sur l’acte de volonté du jurislateur. 

La métaphysique de la volonté scotiste ne tolére aucune borne. Pour 
lui la seule justice qui est enracinée dans notre personnalité s’identifie 
avec la liberté de la volonté. La volonté ne se manifeste pas par 
l’inclination aux avantages utilitaristes, et toute régle dans ses 
manifestations renvoie à une volonté supérieure. Il n'y a pas une référence 
normative à une volonté naturelle, car cette référence jouerait comme une 
violation de l'autonomie de la volonté, et il y a, au contraire, une 
hiérarchie de volontés qui remonte jusqu'à Dieu. Mais quand la volonté 
naturelle est conforme à la volonté divine, alors il faut la suivre. 

La primauté de la volonté représente le contexte métaphysique de la 
théorie normative scotienne, et cette méme idée sera présente chez 
Ockham. Cependant il s'agit pourtant de deux théories normatives fort 
différentes. Le constitutionnalisme ockhamien est étranger à l'approche 
scotienne. Il faut souligner qu'il est certain qu'une thése métaphysique 
influence la théorie politique d'un méme auteur, mais sans aucun lien 
nécessaire et biunivoque. La thése métaphysique est l'un (parmi d'autres) 
des arguments en faveur d'une thése politique. Mais la négation de la 
biunivocité ne veut pas signifier l'absence de toute relation. Elle est par 
exemple une relation univoque. Ainsi, la primauté de la volonté s'associe 
chez Ockham à une approche constitutionnaliste, et au contraire la méme 
thése métaphysique s'associe chez Scot à une approche théocratique. Il y 
a des raisons de contexte historique pouvant donner des indications pour 
comprendre ces choix politiques alternatifs: Ockham s'engage dans la 
production de textes politiques à l'occasion de la dissidence micheliste, 
pour combattre ce qu'il croyait étre un faux pape, et son souci est celui de 
montrer l'ensemble de normes immuables garantissant l'identité et la 
vérité de l'Eglise catholique. Scot ne connait pas ce probléme-là, il meurt 
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avant le différend opposant la papauté d’ Avignon et les franciscains. Il y a 
aussi des raisons métaphysiques: pour Scot, Dieu peut agir de potentia 
absoluta 4 tout moment, 4 savoir Il peut agir en modifiant le système 
normatif établi par Lui-méme 4 un moment précédant - Dieu n’est pas 
limité par Sa loi (Ordinatio et Lectura, I, d. 44); pour Ockham, cette 
possibilité n’existe pas, car Dieu pouvait choisir un systéme normatif 
différent de celui qui a actuellement établi, mais le systéme normatif actuel 
(existant) ne peut étre plus modifié par Dieu, devenant ainsi une sphére 
constitutionnelle bornant le pouvoir de Dieu (sans limites seulement 4 
l’occasion de son choix premier) et a fortiori le jurislateur humain. 

C’est dans le but de montrer le contexte des arguments scotiens qui 
entourent son approche théocratique qu’il convient de prendre en 
considération un ouvrage d’attribution contestée, le De perfectione 
statuum, mais qui me parait provenir de la plume théocratique scotienne 
(quand méme, d’une plume scotiste et pas du tout proche aux fraticelli de 
opinione ou de paupere vita). Dans cet ouvrage, la primauté de la volonté 
se développe dans la théorie du droit subjectif. Ainsi, il convient d’illustrer 
l’approche théocratique scotienne comme le document et le témoignage 
d’un moment de la pensée politique et juridique occidentale, et non pas 
comme celui d’une structure essentielle de sa philosophie. 


III. SYNTAXE DE LA NORME (ENONCEE PAR LA MANIFESTATION D’ UNE 
LIBRE VOLONTE) 


La notion de justice joue un röle majeur dans le schéma scotien. Tout 
d’abord, la justice ne concerne pas la spéculation intellectuelle, elle est une 
activité pratique qui s’illustre dans la jurisprudence. La justice légale est 
celle qui regoit sa justification par l’action normative précédente du 
législateur, et elle existe en Dieu en référence à une loi qu'Il a déjà 
déterminée, ou bien en reference à une vérité pratique (toujours 
indépendante de la volonté divine), comme finalement la vérité “Dieu doit 
être aimé”. La justice particulière est la conformité d'un cas d’espèce à une 
loi existante qui fixe une fin à atteindre. En Dieu cette justice représente la 
conformité des normes avec la bonté divine. 

On peut ainsi distinguer la Justice distributive et la justice 
commutative. La première dépend de la hiérarchie universelle de l'étre et 
se manifeste en proportionnalité du rang occupé dans cette hiérarchie; la 
seconde est successive à la première, car elle suppose l'égalité des parties 
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ou au moins une disparité fixée préalablement. La premiere justice est la 
régle de la volonté divine, la seconde justice est la conformité aux buts de 
cette méme volonté. Dieu n’est pas autre chose que sa volonté, il est donc 
toujours en accord avec la premiére justice, en revanche Il peut changer les 
modalités et les buts de la seconde justice. La justice de Dieu est sa bonté, 
et pas autre chose. La discussion théologique est complexe, mais l’issue en 
est une justice divine qui exclut un ordre des valeurs qui précéde Dieu. 

Ainsi, le prince, à l’image de Dieu, représente la régle de la justice. 
Dans un sens, il est chargé de la plenitudo potestatis, mais l'ordre des 
choses qui le précéde (car il n’est pas Dieu) borne son action. Scot ne dit 
jamais qu’une action mauvaise peut étre acceptable si elle méne 4 une 
juste fin (par exemple, le bien commun), mais il affirme clairement que la 
seule chose nécessaire est le but, et non pas les moyens. Les normes sont 
les moyens; il y a des normes mauvaises en soi, donc intolérables, mais il 
n’y a pas de normes nécessaires sauf celles qui concernent directement le 
bien. Finalement, cette norme ‘nécessaire’ (dans un sens permettant le 
choix de l’indifference) semble toujours étre, «il faut aimer Dieu», et la 
pluralité des systèmes particuliers de justice ne demande pas 
nécessairement une conformité à cette justice divine. Scot ouvre la porte 
au droit subjectif tout en refermant celle du droit objectif. 


3.1. Déroulement de la norme 


L'existence d'une notion d’ obligation ancrée à la dimension subjective 
peut étre repérée dans la discussion classique: a) de l’origine de la 
propriété, le droit réel qui brise le droit naturel originaire, où l'expression 
‘droit naturel’ indique des ensembles de normes tout à fait différents selon 
qu'elle soit qualifiée de l'état de nature avant la Chute ou de l'état de nature 
suivant la Chute (thése déjà présente dans la Summa fratris Alexandri), b) 
des cas de dérogation biblique au Décalogue (Exode (20, 1-17); 
Deuteronome (5, 1-22)), la source de l'éthique pour les partisans de 
l'éthique de l'obéissance. Le premier point nous montre la nature 
subjective de tout systéme de droit humain (à savoir, positif); le deuxiéme 
point nous montre la théorie juridique qui entoure cette notion de droit 
subjectif, en lui enlevant toute signification exclusivement morale3. 


3 L. PARISOLI, La philosophie normative de Jean Duns Scot. Droit et politique du 
droit, Roma, Istituto Storico dei Cappuccini, 2001, pp. 68-77, pp. 125-137 (Bibliotheca 
Seraphico-Capucina 63). 
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a) Tout d’abord, avant la Chute il n’y avait aucune norme qui visait la 
propriété privée: le titre de propriété ne pouvait pas introduire une 
différence entre les choses. Scot s’appuie sur certains passages du 
Decretum de Gratien, la d. 8, c. 1 et c. 2 (le célébre Quo iure de s. 
Augustin), les trés fameux canon Dilectissimis, C. 12, q. 1 (attribué, sans 
fondement, au pape Clément): il s'agit de passages qui ont fourni le 
fondement juridique de la querelle entre Jean XXII et la dissidence 
micheliste (les partisans de l'excommunié Michéle de Ceséne), mais qui 
déjà à l'époque de Scot formaient les matériaux de la querelle entre l'àme 
Spirituelle du mouvement franciscain (qui exprimait aussi le radicalisme 
de lusus pauper d' Olivi) et l’âme Communautaire du méme mouvement 
(qui acceptait la possibilité de la titularité des droits réels positifs). La 
motivation scotienne est la suivante: selon la droite raison, l'usage des 
choses doit assurer (mieux, étre compatible avec) des relations mutuelles 
et pacifiques. Avant la Chute, l'usage dépourvu des droits réels (sine 
distinctione dominiorum) était valable, car personne ne voulait prendre à 
autrui ce que celui-ci utilisait comme lui étant nécessaire, et il n'y avait 
aucune nécessité de se procurer par la violence ce qui pouvait satisfaire les 
besoins de chacun, car chacun était poussé par la seule nécessité à utiliser 
des choses dans le seul but de satisfaire à ses nécessités. Ce schéma de 
l'usage des choses en fonction de la nécessité à satisfaire, sans aucun droit 
réel associé aux choses utilisées, assurait aux yeux de Scot une quantité de 
biens meilleure que celle qui aurait été disponible dans un systéme d'usage 
des choses associé à des droits réels. 

La vraie clef de compréhension de la théorie de Scot est le fait que 
l'amour est le fondement de la normativité dans son expression originelle: 
l'état de nature avant la Chute. L'ordre des choses avant la Chute était 
fondé sur l'amour: en effet, l'absence de droit positif, et donc de droits 
réels, ne signifiait pas le désordre. Au contraire, la norme supréme était 
l'amour (pour Dieu, ensuite pour soi-méme, et finalement pour les autres). 
La société parfaite était régie par une normativité fondée sur l'amour, dans 
un état où la fruitio était le mode d'usage à la place de la modalité de uti. 

L'usage des choses sans droits réels était une norme avant la Chute, 
voire une norme naturelle, qui a été révoquée aprés la Chute. Il ne s'agit 
pas de justifier le système de propriété personnelle par les différences 
naturelles qui existent parmi les hommes, comme le faisait Aristote 
(Politique, ch. 2), mais il s'agit de justifier la création d'un systéme 
juridique ayant la finalité de protéger les plus faibles des passions 
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vicieuses des plus forts, de méme que la création des droits réels est la 
condition préalable de cette protection. Sans droits, il n’y a pas de 
violation possible, et sans violation il n’y a pas de protection et de 
réparation. Avant la Chute, l’amour assurait la vie humaine sans aucun 
recours aux droits réels, car la violation était simpliciter impossible (la 
norme n’était pas issue de la communication humaine, elle était inscrite 
dans l'ordre des choses). Au contraire, après la Chute, l’ appropriation des 
choses en vue de l’accumulation remplace le simple usage immédiat pour 
satisfaire la nécessité dans l’esprit de l’homme pécheur. Ainsi, les plus 
forts vont écraser les plus faibles, et le systéme juridique de droit positif se 
justifie en assurant la protection des plus faibles. Mais, étant donné que les 
systémes de droit positif ne peuvent se parer d’une quelconque 
‘naturalité’, la participation au jeu du droit positif est toujours une 
participation volontaire: en fait, tout droit positif est un droit subjectif. 

b) Pour Scot, par dispensare, ‘déroger’, on peut indiquer seulement 
deux choses: ou abroger l'énoncé normatif, revocare praeceptum; ou bien 
proposer une nouvelle interprétation de l'énoncé, declarare qualiter 
debeat intelligi. La stratégie de s. Thomas n'est pas comprise par Scot, car 
à ses yeux s. Thomas donne la possibilité d'interpréter le cas d'espéce, 
quand l'interprétation peut envisager seulement la norme, qui est 
manifestation d'une volonté. D'aprés l'ontologie générale scotiste, nous 
retrouvons son application à la philosophie du droit: l'ordre juridique est 
normatif, il est en dehors des cas d'espéces, car la naturalité de l'obligation 
concerne une modalité de l'étant qui est étrangére à l'ordre empirique. Le 
volontarisme revient: l'ontologie de la loi est la volonté qui la constitue. 

La solution est préte: Dieu peut bien déroger-interpréter les normes du 
droit naturel lato sensu, c'est-à-dire les normes qui sont conformes au droit 
naturel nécessaire; au contraire, Dieu lui-méme ne peut pas déroger- 
interpréter les normes du droit naturel stricto sensu, c'est-à-dire les 
normes qui découlent de la nature ontologique de l'étant nécessaire. Mais 
l'étant nécessaire est Dieu, donc la seule définition ontologique nécessaire 
est celle de ‘Dieu’, est finalement la seule norme de droit naturel stricto 
sensu est «il ne faut pas hair Dieu». La primauté de l'amour chez s. 
Augustin devient pour Scot le fondement de l'ordre universel. 

Les autres normes du Décalogue sont de droit naturel lato sensu: Dieu 
peut les interpréter à son gré, donc l'action de Dieu dans le monde ne sera 
jamais une violation du Décalogue, car le Décalogue est à l'origine de 
l'interprétation dont il est lui-même l'auteur. Dieu est la règle, et la règle 
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est toujours conforme à elle-même: ainsi, Scot pourra proposer la thèse 
que le mariage est une institution conforme au droit naturel stricto sensu, 
mais que cette institution n’appartient pas au droit naturel stricto sensu. 
Seul le droit divin positif peut rendre impérative 4 jamais la norme de 
l’indissolubilité. Finalement, le modele de Dieu législateur-interprète 
inspire aussi le législateur humain: le souverain est limité absolument par 
le droit naturel stricto sensu, il doit se conformer au droit divin positif 
comme à un niveau de source de droit supérieur, il peut s’inspirer du droit 
naturel lato sensu jusqu’ä ce qu’il trouve de meilleures raisons à suivre. 
L’obligation naturelle est absolument contraignante, moins contraignante 
si le mot ‘nature’ est employé en sens large, mais notamment l’obligation 
positive est confiée dans la très grande majorité des cas d’espèces de la vie 
humaine à la volonté habilitée du législateur-interprète. 

Nous pouvons ainsi nous pencher sur la théorie théocratique de Duns 
Scot qui est l’issue de son parallélisme étroit entre le pouvoir de Dieu et le 
pouvoir du législateur humain: l’exaltation de la toute-puissance du 
Législateur renvoie à l’élaboration d’une conception de la justice qui ne 
congoit pas la loi injuste comme une non-loi, mais en revanche confère à 
chaque sujet la faculté de revendiquer son droit contre le législateur 
absolu. Au-delä du paradoxe apparent, c’est la thöprie de la toute- 
puissance du législateur qui s’associe à la théorie des droits subjectifs 
fondamentaux: c’est justement la séparation de la morale et du droit qui 
pousse à élaborer la théorie d'une sphère normative immuable. Ceux qui 
croient que chaque loi positive est censée étre conforme au droit naturel (s. 
Thomas) ne se soucient pas d’apposer une borne ultime contre l'abus de 
pouvoir du souverain, car le souverain est en principe toujours borné, 
rectius inspiré, par le droit naturel. En revanche, ceux qui voient du 
souverain un dieu en terre étaient poussé à repérer des bornes à son action: 
l’amour de Dieu pour lui-méme devient ainsi pour le législateur humain le 
droit divin immuable de l’état de nature avant la Chute. Chez Scot, ces 
théories là touchent leur perfection, avant de devenir à fur et mesure 
laicisées par les juristes du XVIe siècles. Il y a en fin de compte dans la 
philosophie normative scotienne un véritable élément théocratique, qui 
dépasse la simple relation étroite entre théologie et philosophie. 


3.2. La légitimité du pouvoir nomothétique 


La transcendance absolue de Dieu est une donnée essentielle de la 
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pensée scotiste, car elle fonde l’ontologie du pouvoir humain. Elle est la 
pierre angulaire de la tradition juive s’ opposant à la conception païenne du 
monde. II s’agit d’un Dieu transcendant, qui conserve le monde dans son 
être, où l'homme jouit d'une volonté libre qui reproduit le modèle formel 
de la volonté divine. Mais il faut surtout souligner comment Scot lui- 
méme nous donne l’indication explicite du passage du modéle du pouvoir 
divin au modêle du pouvoir humain. Scot invite à faire la difference entre 
le pouvoir absolu et le pouvoir ordonné, dans tout étant qui agit par un 
intellect et par une volonté (agente per intellectum et voluntatem), et qui 
peut agir de maniére conforme 4 la loi droite, sans pourtant nécessairement 
agir en conformité avec cette loi. Et il s’agit tant de Dieu que de l’homme. 
Donc, l’action en conformité avec la loi droite concerne le pouvoir 
ordonné: le cas d’espèce est l’objet d'une subsomption par la norme 
ordonnée (ce pouvoir est principium exsequendi aliqua conformiter legi 
rectae). Au contraire, l’action se placant au-dela de la loi ou carrément 
contre la loi concerne le pouvoir absolu. 

Scot utilise la terminologie de l’interpretation de la loi et du langage 
jurisprudentiel. U y a l'interprétation selon la loi, c’est à dire par des 
moyens stricts d'interprétation, comme l'argumentation de la lettre ou 
l'argumentation de la volonté du législateur. Il y a l'interprétation au-delà 
de la loi, praeter legem, telle qu'elle opére dans l'argument analogique - 
qui se définit comme un processus qui, de l'absence d'une norme pour un 
cas d'espéce donné, par le moyen d'une analogie entre le cas d'espéce 
donné et un autre cas d'espéce qui tombe sous l'empire d'une norme 
existante, produit cette derniére norme comme valable pour le cas 
d'espéce donné (il la produit). Enfin, l'interprétation contre la loi, c'est à 
dire une interprétation qui par des bonnes raisons normatives montre que 
les interprétations secundum legem et praeter legem n'attribuent pas une 
bonne signification à la loi écrite4, et trouve ensuite une signification de la 
loi qui est juste, en dépit du fait qu'elle paraisse prima facie non conforme 
avec la loi écrite, et pourtant conforme avec la justice et donc conforme 
(en deuxiéme instance) avec la loi écrite. 

Le pouvoir ordonné et le pouvoir absolu peuvent ainsi étre considérés, 
le premier comme le pouvoir d'une interprétation stricte de la loi, à la 


^ Par exemple, Ja norme attribuée par toutes les interprétations non contra legem 
se révéle injuste, donc il faut essayer d'autres stratégies argumentatives. 
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limite par extension, mais sans recours à des sources normatives 
extérieures, le second comme le pouvoir d'une interprétation sans bornes 
de la loi existante, par un recours à des sources extérieures. En outre, on 
peut considérer le pouvoir ordonné comme celui d'un législateur qui ne 
peut changer des lois qu'il a déjà approuvées, comme dans le cas des 
normes constitutionnelles immuables (ainsi les droits de l'homme). Au 
contraire, le pouvoir absolu est celui d'un législateur qui ne connait pas de 
normes immuables dans son systéme juridique, de sorte qu'il peut 
modifier chaque loi en vigueur. Le pouvoir de facto est ainsi une révision 
de la constitution qui n'est pas conforme (au sens de la validité formelle, 
des régles de procédure) au droit en vigueur. Il ne s'agit pas d'une nouvelle 
loi à appliquer dans le futur, il s'agit d'une norme valable pour le cas 
d'espéce: la volonté justifie la norme, mais il n'y a pas de nouvel énoncé 
législatif. Le pouvoir de iure est au contraire une révision de la 
constitution conforme (validité formelle, normes de procédures) au droit 
en vigueur, qui produit notamment un énoncé législatif (en vigueur). 

La légitimité du pouvoir absolu est fonction de la compétence du sujet 
qui agit: si le sujet est le maitre de l'ordre en vigueur, il a le droit d'agir à 
l'intérieur de cet ordre mais aussi de le modifier, et en agissant ainsi il agit 
par son pouvoir absolu; si le sujet n'est pas le maitre de l'ordre en vigueur, 
mais au contraire est borné par lui, il peut agir licitement seulement par 
son pouvoir ordonné (par l'ordre qui a été établi par un autre sujet ou qui 
lui échappe définitivement). Scot nous dit que tous ceux qui sont assujettis 
à la loi divine ne peuvent pas agir par leur pouvoir absolu, car le systéme 
normatif de Dieu s'impose aux créatures. Mais dans un ordre donné il y a 
des sujets, comme le prince face à ses assujettis, qui peuvent agir par un 
pouvoir absolu: dans le contexte du systéme juridique humain, la loi n'est 
droite (c'est à dire juste et contraignante) que parce qu'elle est du droit 
positif. Dès lors, en changeant le droit positif, le juste et l'injuste changent: 
si le cas d'espéce, souhaité par le prince, est une violation de la norme X, 
il lui suffit d'abroger la loi qui exprime la norme X, approuver une loi qui 
manifeste une norme compatible avec le cas d'espéce de départ, et 
finalement l'action injuste au moment tg est devenue juste au moment ty, 
ou t; est le moment de la promulgation de la loi qui est contraire à (ou se 
place au-delà de) la loi en vigueur en tọ. Scot ne connaît pas une véritable 
théorie de la Constitution. En effet, une fois assurée l'obéissance à la loi 
divine, le jurislateur humain est souverain absolu dans son systéme 
juridique: il est un quasi-dieu dans son systéme. En ce sens, nous 
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retrouvons le modèle de la plenitudo potestatis, le pouvoir sans bornes, du 
Pape. N Lo 
Trés souvent, on a voulu reprocher à Scot un penchant vers l'arbitraire 


du pouvoir politique et normatif. Ce n'est pas le cas. I] ne faut pas 
s'attendre à retrouver chez lui des thèses modernes, mais la source des 
concepts et des notions qui vont étre développés par la suite: Scot est l'un 
des théoriciens majeurs de l'évolution de la révolution juridique 
occidentale trés bien analysée par Harold J. Berman. Or, dans des 
contextes spécifiques, l'approche de Scot est véritablement annonciatrice 
de la modernité: prenons le cas de l'esclavage, qui le pousse d'un cóté à 
considérer l'esclavage comme un mal en soi, et non à se borner à la thése 
traditionnelle de l'esclavage comme issu du péché, et d'un autre cóté à 
ignorer la discussion d'une soi-disant naturalité de l'esclavage, fidéle à 
une ligne anti-aristotélicenne de laquelle il ne s'éloigne, je crois, jamais. 
Duns Scot nous méne vers la civilisation juridique contemporaine, et 
finalement à l'autonomie du juridique et du politique, sans jamais 
subordonner (ou identifier) l'éthique à la loi positive. Scot nous invite à 
étre des positivistes méthodologiques dans l'analyse du phénoméne 
normatif, il ne nous pousse jamais à épouser le positivisme idéologique, à 
savoir le légalisme éthique. 
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VESA HIRVONEN 


WILLIAM OCKHAM ON POWERS OF THE SOULS 


My aim in this short article is to clarify what William Ockham means 
by the powers or potencies of the souls!. Like many terms, the term 
‘power of the soul’ (potentia animae) has more than just one meaning in 
Ockham. In its most important meaning, it is used for something that 
exists in the soul as a (partial) principle (principium) or faculty of acting. 
In that meaning, the powers of the souls cannot really be distinguished 
from the souls themselves or from the other powers of the souls «as 
distinct things and essences» (sicut res et essentiae distinctae). According 
to Ockham, the souls themselves are capable of something, of having 
different acts, and that is why it is not necessary to posit really distinct 
powers in them2. Therefore, one can speak about the powers of the souls 


1 Ockham’s works to which I refer in this article belong to this series of editions: 
Guillelmus de Ockham, Opera philosophica et theologica, St. Bonaventure, N.Y., St. 
Bonaventure University, 1967-1988. 

2 Rep. Ill, q. 4; OTh VI, 135: 2-3, 4-6; 136: 16-21. Rep. II, q. 4; OTh V, 58: 4-10, 
17-21. In the other meaning mentioned in the texts referred to above, ‘power of the soul’ 
is used for everything that is necessarily needed in order to have acts in the soul. Among 
others, various absolute and other qualities and bodily organs are powers of the soul in that 
meaning of the term. See Rep. III, q. 4; OTh VI, 135: 2-4, 7 - 136: 14; Rep. II, q. IV, OTh 
V, 58: 10-15. Comp. with Aquinas according to whom the potencies are distinct, see M. 
DAMIATA, I problemi di G. d’Ockham, 1, La conoscenza, Firenze, Edizioni «Studi 
francescani», 1996, pp. 44-46; A. GHISALBERTI, Introduzione a Ockham, Bari, Laterza, 
1991 (2nd ed), p. 51 (I Filosofi 27); F. FEDERHOFER, «Die Psychologie und die 
psychologischen Grundlagen der Erkenntnislehre des Wilhelm von Ockham», 
Philosophisches Jahrbuch, 39 (1926), 263-287, pp. 269-273. According to Franz 
Federhofer, Ockham «kehrt zu der frühscholastischen Auffassung zurück, die in den 
Vermögen der Seele nur verschiedene Tätigkeitsweisen derselben erblickt». Ibid., 269. 
About Ockham’s discussion with Aquinas, Henry of Ghent and Scotus on this question, see 
Rep. II, q. 20; OTh V, 425:1 - 447:19. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.LE.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. UL pp. 1539-1546. 
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as principles of acts, but then the term ‘power of the soul’ signifies the soul 
itself and connotes acts in it. 


I. THE POWERS OF THE SOULS 


As is generally known, there are, according to Ockham, two souls in 
a human being, the sensory soul, and the intellectual soul. In the sensory 
soul, taking “power” in the meaning just given, there are the basic powers 
called ‘sensory cognition’ and “sensory appetite”3. However, in addition to 
these, there seems to be a third basic power in the sensory soul. There are 
so-called vegetative (such as nutritive) operations in human beings and in 
brute animals (and, of course, in plants)4. Apparently thinking of them, 
Ockham at least once in his writings clearly posits the vegetative power’. 
If this power is posited in human beings and other animals, it has to be a 
power of the sensory soul, since, according to Ockham, it is not necessary 
to make a distinction between the sensory and the vegetative soul in 
animals6. In the intellectual soul, taking ‘power’ in the meaning given 
above, there are the powers called ‘intellect’ and ‘will’7. 

The will differs from all other powers of the souls since it is a free, 
that is, contingent, power. The inner contingency of the will with respect 
to an act means that it is in the power of the will to cause or not to cause 
that act without any change in the will itself, in the intellect, in the body 
or anywhere else in the surrounding circumstances. Therefore, the inner 
contingency of the will with respect to an act means that the will has no 
determination with respect to the act8. 


Rep. II, q. 20; OTh V, 446: 16-19. 
Quodl. II, q. 15; OTh IX, 181: 80-83. 
Rep. III, q. 6; OTh VI, 163: 15-18. 
Quodl. YI, q. 11; OTh IX, 164: 64-67. 

7 Ord.I, d. 1, q. 2; OTh I, 396: 13-20. Ord. I, d. 1, q. 2; OTh I, 402: 14-15, 16-17. 
Ord. I, d. 13, q. un.; OTh III, 418: 19-23. In Quaestiones in librum secundum Sententiarum, 
there is a whole question of whether the intellect and the will (and the memory) are really 
distinct powers. In that text, Ockham rejects both Aquinas's real distinction and Scotus's 
formal distinction. See Rep. II, q. 20; OTh V, 425:1 - 447:19. See also Rep. III, q. 11; OTh 
VT, 368: 14-21. For the intellect and the will, see also D. PERLER, Prädestination, Zeit und 
Kontingenz. Philosophisch-historische Untersuchungen zu Wilhelm von Ockhams 
Tractatus de praedestinatione et de praescientia Dei respectu futurorum contingentium, 
Amsterdam, B.R. GRUNER, 1988, 255-261(Bochumer Studien zur Philosophie, 12). 

8 Ord.I,d. 1, q. 6; OTh I, 501: 2-12. Rep. III, q. 11; OTh VI, 354: 11-12. Rep. IV, 
q. 16; OTh VII, 358: 4-7. Quodl. I, q. 11; OTh IX, 67-68: 41-47. Exp. Phys. Arist. IL c. 8; 
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Ockham, however, has something more to say concerning the powers 
of the sensory soul. The powers of the sensory soul cannot be 
distinguished «as distinct things and essences» from the soul itself and 
from its other powers. The sensory soul is, however, an extended form in 
the body and, as such, divisible into really distinct parts, although only into 
parts which all have the same nature. Referring to such parts of the sensory 
soul, one can speak about really distinct powers of the sensory soul. For 
instance, referring to the part of the soul which perfects the sight organ, 
one can speak about the power of seeing, and referring to the part which 
perfects the aural organ, one can speak about the power of hearing, and 
then it is indeed a question of really distinct powers of the sensory soul9. 
These composites of the sensory power and a corporeal organ are called 
‘senses’ (sensus)10. 


II. COGNITIVE AND APPETITIVE POWERS OF THE SOULS 


Thus, there are at least cognitive and appetitive powers and 
phenomena in both of the souls of a human being. The division of the 
powers of the soul into cognitive and appetitive was generally in use in 
medieval psychology. According to Peter King, 


following Aristotle’s lead, medieval philosophers generally accepted...a distinction 
between the apparatus of powers whereby information about the world is acquired 
and assimilated, known as the cognitive or apprehensive potencies, and the apparatus 
of powers whereby one engages the world, known as the appetitive potenciesll. 


In his study of habits in Ockham, Oswald Fuchs tries to say something 
about the meaning of ‘appetitive’. He calls the appetitive power «the 
conative factor» the processes of which cover «all those non-cognitive 
experiences which have an overtone of feeling, pleasure, strain, effort 


OPh IV, 319-320: 111-120. See also Tract. praedest., q. 3; OPh II, 536: 84-98; Exp. Phys. 
Arist., prol., OPh IV, 5: 9-15. The will producing its acts de novo: Quaest. Phys. Arist., q. 
126; OPh VI, 737-738: 83-94; Quaest. Phys. Arist., q. 127; OPh VI, 740: 69-81. 

9 Rep. III, q. 3; OTh VI, 124: 24 - 125: 1. Rep. III, q. 4; OTh VI, 136: 22 - 138: 1. 
(See until ibid., 139:15.) Quodl. YI, q. 10; OTh IX, 159: 63-64. 

10 Rep. II, q. 3; OTh VI, 105: 19-20. 

11 P. KING, «Aquinas on the Passions», in S. MACDONALD and E. Stump (eds.), 
Aquinas’s Moral Theory. Essays in Honour of Norman Kretzmann, Ithaca and London, 
Cornell University Press, 1999, pp. 101-132 (101). 
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etc.»12. I am not sure whether it is a good idea to call the appetitive power 
«the conative factor», since, in Ockham, the conation does not seem to be 
reserved for referring only to the appetite13. 

In this connection, one can note that the sensory soul (as the sensory 
appetite) and the intellectual soul (as the will) are not, according to 
Ockham, the only instances of appetite. In addition to them there are, 
according to Ockham, such natural appetites in the world which do not 
require any cognition in order to function. The mechanical drives in 
nature, such as gravity, are appetites of this kind14. The appetitive powers 
of the souls are, however, the only appetitive instances where the acts are 
absolute qualitiesi5. 


III. THE QUALITIES OF THE SOULS CONNOTED BY THE POWERS OF THE SOULS 


What kinds of absolute qualities do the powers of the souls connote? 
In his works, Ockham refers to two Aristotelian divisions of the qualities 
that can be applied to the soul. One of them is the general classification of 
qualities in Aristotle’s Categories, c. 8. Ockham mentions this 
classification in several texts, but he seems to apply it to the qualities of 
the soul only when he broadly comments on it in his Expositio in librum 
Praedicamentorum Aristotelis, c. 14. According to that classification, 
interpreted by Ockham, there are three classes of absolute qualities in the 
world: (1) habits and dispositions or affections, (2) natural powers and 
“impowers”, and (3) passions and passible qualities16. Ockham, when he 
discusses the qualities of the soul, more often refers to Aristotle’s remarks 
about the things of the soul in the Nicomachean Ethics. In Book 2, c. 4, 


12 O. Fucus, The Psychology of Habit According to William Ockham, St. 
Bonaventure, N.Y., The Franciscan Institute, Louvain, Belgium, E. Nauwelaerts, 1952, p. 
49 (Franciscan Institute Publications, Philosophy Series, 8). 

13 Quodl. IN, q. 22; OTh IX, 289: 10-12. (Fuchs quotes this paragraph in his book 
when handling habits. See O. Fucus, The Psychology of Habit..., p. 63.) See also Quaest. 
variae, q. 5; OTh VII, 180: 506-507. 

14 Even a power which totally passively receives something can be called “natural 
appetite”. In this meaning of the term, matter can be said to be appetitive. Exp. Phys. Arist. 
I, c. 18; OPh IV, 202: 85-96, 100-104. In a very general meaning of ‘appetite’, Ockham 
even seems to agree that all the entities ‘appetite’ their perfection. Exp. Phys. Arist. I, c. 18; 
OPh IV, 202: 82-84. 

15 According to Ockham, the souls also can remain passive when they have an 
appetitive act, unlike the natural appetites. Ord. I, d. 1, q. 3; OTh I, 409: 18 - 410: 3, 21-27. 

16 Exp. Praed. Arist., c. 14; OPh II, 268: 4 - 288: 52. 
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Aristotle presents a division of the things of the soul. According to this 
classification, there are qualities called (1) habits, (2) powers, and (3) 
passions in the soul. In Ockham’s use, the classification occurs sometimes 
modified. For instance, the group of powers is skipped in some cases, and 
a group of acts added17. In fact, most often when Ockham speaks about 
the qualities of the souls, he finds it sufficient to consider acts and habits 
in the souls. 


IV. QUALITIES CONNOTED BY THE POWERS OF THE SENSORY SOUL 


The sensory cognition or the sensory cognitive power connotes 
various sensations. Ockham, of course, thinks that there are five exterior 
senses (sensus exterior) in a human being with acts, that is, sensations 
proper to them: sight, touch, hearing, taste and smell18. Furthermore, there 
are in a human being the interior senses (sensus interior), such as common 
sense or fantasy, with apprehensions proper to them!9. The sensory 
intuitive cognitions of exterior objects, i.e., the objects that are outside the 
sensory soul, exist in the exterior senses20. The sensory intuitive 
cognitions of interior objects, that is, the acts that are in the sensory soul, 
exist in the interior senses21. The sensory abstractive cognitions of various 
objects exist in the interior senses (fantasy) as well22. In this connection, 
one can note that by such terms as ‘phantasm’ (phantasma), ‘picture’ 
(simulacrum), ‘idol’ (idolum) and ‘image’ (imago), the authorities do not, 
according to Ockham, refer to the sensible species of the objects or 
anything else mediating between the objects and the acts of the interior 
senses. The terms signify the sensible objects themselves and connote the 
acts of the interior senses23. Only the abstractive cognitions in the interior 


17 See e.g. Ord. I, d. 3, q. 6; OTh II, 507: 12-13; Rep. III, q. 12; OTh VI, 399: 19 - 
400: 3; Rep. IV, q. 2; OTh VII, 34: 14-16; Quodl. II, q. 15; OTh IX, 178-179: 10-13; Exp. 
Periherm. Arist. 1, prooem.; OPh II, 350: 11-13; 351: 10-12. 

18 Rep. II, q. 7; OTh V, 125: 11-15. Rep. III, q. 3; OTh VI, 125: 3-4. Summ. phil. 
nat. II, c. 14; OPh VI, 293: 12-13. 

19 Quaest. variae, q. 6, a. 9; OTh VIII, 255: 92-94. 

20 See note 18. 

21 Rep. II, q. 12-13; OTh V, 269: 1-4. Rep. IV, q. 14; OTh VII, 314: 14-17. Quodl. 
III, q. 17; OTh IX, 272: 93-95. See also note 10. 

22 Quaest. variae, q. 6, a. 9; OTh VIII, 251: 14-16. 

23 Rep. III, q. 3; OTh VI, 121: 15, 122: 4-7, 9-15. Rep. IU, q. 3; OTh VI, 128: 10- 
12, 14-18, 129: 3-6. 
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senses can cause habits24. Based on them, there is a sort of memory 
capacity in the sensory soul25. With the help of habits that generate acts, 
the interior sense can even apprehend or imagine something complex, for 
example, a golden mountain (the classical Porphyrian example)26. In the 
same way, without positing acts that have complex objects, Ockham seems 
to explain a kind of judgment that brute animals and children have 
between harmful and agreeable, and the syllogizing of dogs, which one 
has to posit because of certain exterior operations27. 

The sensory appetite or the sensory appetitive power connotes acts or 
passions which can be divided into four main types: desire (desiderium), 
avoidance (fuga), pleasure (delectatio), and pain (dolor)28. Ockham seems 
to end up thinking that there are no habits in the sensory appetite, but the 
corporeal qualities take their place29. 


V. QUALITIES CONNOTED BY THE POWERS OF THE INTELLECTUAL SOUL 


The intellect connotes various intellectual cognitions. Just like in the 
sensory cognition, there are both intuitive and abstractive cognitions of 
both exterior and interior objects in the intellect30, and only the abstractive 
cognitions cause habits there31. Since there can be in the intellect, unlike 
in the sensory cognitive power, also acts having complex objects, the 
intellect can have proper memory acts32. 


24 Rep. II q. 12-13; OTh V, 264: 14-15. Experience shows this. See ibid., 15-24. 
Rep. IN, q. 3; OTh VI, 120: 16-17, 19, 21 - 121: 7. Rep. HL q. 11; OTh VI, 364: 10-12. 
Quodl. UI, q. 20; OTh IX, 282: 26-30. 

25 Rep. IV, q. 14; OTh VII, 297: 11-17; 298: 7-11. See also Rep. IV, q. 14; OTh VII, 
279: 14-21; 313: 2-5. See also O. Fucus, The Psychology of Habit..., 48. (For Ockham’s 
whole theory of the memory, see Rep. IV, q. 14; OTh VII, 278-318. See also L. BAUDRY, 
Lexique philosophique de Guillaume d’Ockham. Etude des notions fondamentales, Paris, 
Lethielleux, 1958, pp. 147-148. 

26 Rep. IV, q. 14; OTh VII, 315: 7-12. See also ibid., 313: 13 - 314: 13. 

27 Rep. IV, q. 14; OTh VII, 314: 18 - 315: 7. For the estimation in a sheep when it 
fears a wolf, see Ord. I, d. 3, q. 2; OTh II, 410: 20 - 412: 18. 

28 Quod. III, q. 17; OTh IX, 268-269: 12-27. 

29 Quodl. IL q. 16; OTh IX, 182-186: 3-110. 

30 See Ockham’s large discussion on the intellectual knowledge, Ord. I, prol., q. 1; 
OTh I, 3: 1- 75: 5. One does not need to postulate any species of the things as an 
intermediary. Rep. II, q. 12-13; OTh V, 268: 2-7. Rep. II, q. 12-13; OTh V, 309: 4-8. 

31 See note 24. Rep. II, q. 12-13; OTh V, 271: 11-12; 272: 3-4, 17-21. 

32 Rep. IV, q. 14; OTh VII, 297: 18 - 298: 4, 13 - 299: 2. Rep. IV, q. 14; OTh VII, 
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The will connotes acts which can, according to Ockham, be called 
‘passions’, just like the acts of the sensory appetite. Additionally, there are 
two passions in the will which are not acts, namely pleasure (delectatio) 
and distress (tristitia)33. The six main types of the passions of the will are 
love (dilectio), hatred (odium), desire (desiderium), avoidance (fuga), 
pleasure, and distress34. In addition to these so-called concupiscible 
passions, Ockham also posits so-called irascible passions in the will, at 
least hope35, despair36, and fear37. The acts of the will can cause habits 
which incline the will towards similar acts38. 


VI. SUMMARY 


As a summary one could say that, besides the souls and the qualities 
in them, Ockham does not want to posit powers of the souls which would 
be really distinct from the souls and other powers of the souls. According 
to Ockham, the souls themselves are capable of something, and that is why 
it is not necessary to posit really distinct powers in them. Therefore, one 
can speak about the powers of the souls as principles of acts, but then the 
term ‘power of the soul’ signifies the soul itself and connotes acts in it. The 
cognitive power of the sensory soul, that is, the sensory soul itself as 
cognitive, is called “sensory cognition’, and the cognitive power of the 
intellectual soul, that is, the intellectual soul itself as cognitive, ‘intellect’. 
The appetitive power of the sensory soul, that is, the sensory soul itself as 
appetitive, is called ‘sensory appetite’, and the appetitive power of the 


312: 4-16. Rep. II, q. 12-13; OTh V, 261: 13-18, 262: 5-6. For Ockham’s whole theory of 
the memory, see Rep. IV, q. 14; OTh VII, 278: 2 - 317: 7. See also L. BAUDRY, Lexique 
philosophique..., pp. 147-148; O. Fucus, The Psychology of Habit..., pp. 29-42. 

33 Quod. II, q. 17; OTh IX, 186-188: 3-62. For the reasons why Ockham posits 
passions in the will, see V. HIRVONEN, Passions in William Ockham’s Philosophical 
Psychology, Diss., Helsinki, 2002, p. 65. 

34 Ord. 1, d. 1, q. 3; OTh I, 403: 13 - 428: 21. 

35 Quod. III, q. 9; OTh IX, 238-239: 15-25, 26-30, 35-38. Rep. MI, q. 9, a. 2; OTh 
VI, 282: 15-18. Rep. III, q. 9, a. 2; OTh VI, 284: 10-17. 

36 Rep. III, q. 9, a. 2; OTh VI, 284: 17-19. Rep. III, q. 9, a. 2; OTh VI, 283: 11, 15- 
16. 

37 Quodi. UL q. 9; OTh IX, 239: 32-35. 

38 Quod. III, q. 20; OTh IX, 284: 58-66. (See until 77.) See also Rep. III, q. 11; 
OTh VI, 357: 16 - 358: 14; 363: 1-19; 365: 3-23. . 
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intellectual soul, that is, the intellectual soul itself as appetitive, ‘will’. The 
most important group of qualities connoted by the sensory cognition are 
various sensation-acts, both in the exterior and the interior senses. Besides 
intuitive cognitions, there are sensory abstractive cognitions which exist in 
the interior senses, and they can cause-habits which generate similar acts. 
Based on these habits, there is a sort of memory capacity in the sensory 
soul, and also a capacity to apprehend or imagine complex objects, and 
make a kind of judgment. The qualities connoted by the sensory appetite 
are various passions which can be divided into four main types: desire, 
avoidance, pleasure, and pain. Ockham seems to end up thinking that there 
are no habits in the sensory appetite. Just like in the sensory cognition, 
there are in the intellect, or the intellect connotes, both intuitive and 
abstractive. cognitions of various objects, and only the abstractive 
cognitions cause habits there. Since there can be in the intellect, unlike in 
the sensory cognitive power, also acts having complex objects, the 
intellect can have proper memory acts. There are in the will, or the will 
connotes, acts which also can be called ‘passions’. In addition, there are 
some passions in the will which are not acts. The six main types of the 
passions of the will are love, hatred, desire, avoidance, pleasure, and 
distress. In addition to these so-called concupiscible passions, Ockham 
posits so-called irascible passions in the will. Besides acts, there are habits 
in the will which incline the will towards acts. 


University of Helsinki 


HANS KRAML 


WHY DID OCKHAM REJECT SPECIES? 


It is generally known that Ockham rejected the idea of species 
generated by the intellect in order to obtain knowledge of the things 
outside the mind. Now, what’s so bad about species? It seems quite natural 
that something of the things and events in the surroundings of human 
beings is brought to their mind by means of the senses and the intellect. 
This material must be brought into a shape or form because knowledge 
consists in taking notice of something as something of a certain kind. The 
task of taking something as something specific is performed by the species 
in the intellect. This was at least the general attitude in the middle ages. 

Roger Bacon’s theory of the multiplication of species in the medium 
around the things solved some of the puzzles usually connected with the 
old version of the species, especially of intelligible species!. But this very 
theory lead to a new series of problems. The species in the medium is an 
effect of the thing’s primary effectiveness. The species caused by the thing 
is considered to cause further species in the surrounding medium. This 
process leads to the production of a species in the sense organ, from there 
to further species in the nerves, then to the production of the species in the 
region of the brain that corresponds to the relevant sense organ and finally 


1 For the differences between the old version and that which is rejected by 
Ockham see E. STUMP, «The Mechanisms of Cognition: Ockham on Mediating Species» in 
P.V. SPADE (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Ockham, Cambridge, 1999, pp. 168-203. 
Prof. Stump shows that Ockham refused to propose a solution to the problem of the way in 
which knowledge is achieved, and she doubts whether Ockham’s rejection of species really 
leads to a more parsimonious account. Very probably she is right, but I think parsimony is 
not the main point of Ockham’s use of the razor. As for the first point, it seems to me that 
Ockham at several occasions was content with the rejection of a theory that he considered 
to be false, without giving himself a definite answer to the problem. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagao na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006: vol Ill. 1, pp.1547-1554. 
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in the sensus communis, where the species of the different organs are 
brought together to constitute the complete knowledge of the thing outside 
the mind. 

A question that may be raised almost immediately is the question: 
Which connection does the species in the mind really have to the species 
of the thing that is known in this way? According to many philosopher- 
theologians after Bacon it must be a species as it is perceived, not as it is 
in the thing itself. This is the basis of the criticism of Peter John Olivi on 
the one hand, and the starting point for Peter Aureol’s conception of the 
«esse apparens», the apparent being. Ockham’s criticism is in the line of 
Olivi, although Ockham, contrary to Olivi, rejects all kinds of species with 
the exception of the species in the logical sense as opposed to genus, 
whereas Olivi upholds the necessity of species intellectuales memoriales 
for the representation of things in thinking about them in the absence of 
the objects. Something in the same line is Scotus’ species intelligibilis 
which he takes to be that which is held back in the memory in order to 
think about objects in their absence. All of this is according to Ockham 
superfluous and falls victim to his razor? which he extensively uses in this 
context. The question is again: Why is this so, why is Ockham so strongly 
opposing the idea of species as a special kind of representatives of the 
objects in the case of direct perception as well as in the case of 
remembering an object? 

The first point is the result of a linguistic argumentation. In taking 
notice of an object we cannot have a representation of the object, because 
we are confronted with the object and not with something that stands for 
the object and is something to remind us of the object or to take the place 
of the object that could otherwise be known without that placeholder. In 
order to recognize something as a representation of something else, we 
have to be acquainted in some way with the object that is represented to us 
by means of something else. To take it in a different way is to abuse 
language. Ockham does not speak explicitly about the case of colours for 
example, but it seems clear that he would say that by seeing an object’s 
colour we do not see a representation of the colour or have a representation 
of it, but we see the colour of the object. It does not make sense to assume 
that what we see is the representation of the colour the object really has. 


2 «Pluralitas non est ponenda sine necessitate» Guillelmus de Ockham, Scriptum 
in primum librum Sententiarum, Prologus et distinctio prima, G. GAL and S. BROWN (eds.), 
St. Bonaventure 1967, p. 74, line 22s. (Opera Theologica 1), and in many other places. 
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We would not accept such an idea in other cases. Think of sounds! Would 
we be inclined to say that the sound made by the waves on the beach is 
represented to us through the sound we hear? And if we smell a rose, is the 
smell we perceive a representation of the smell the rose really has? And 
the taste of onions or garlic? Ockham himself points out that we make too 
much fuzz about our visual world?, taking too little into account that what 
we know about our world is made up of the impressions we get by all our 
senses and by some moods and interior states additionally. We are used to 
see pictures of persons, things and events. Sometimes such pictures are 
very close to things we have seen ourselves. This may lead us to the idea, 
that our knowledge of the world consists of pictures we have of that world 
and of the things and. events in it. One of Ockham’s reasons for the 
rejection of species is the argument, that we must have had at some point 
direct acquaintance with the things of which we can have pictures, in order 
to recognize pictures as pictures. If we recall persons and things in our 
phantasy, it is those persons and things we recall, not their species or 
whatever intermediary. ) 
If it is not something like a similarity of a thing or of something on or 
in a thing, what is it by which we can take notice of the things in our 
surroundings and gain true knowledge about them? Again, for Ockham 
this would be a wrongly asked question. We can find similarities between 
several things that we see or otherwise take notice of, but we should not 
ask for the similarity of the thing in question and the manner in which we 
take notice of it. What we see of a thing is-not similar to it, but is just the 
thing in question or an accident of the thing. All our knowledge starts with 
the intuitive experience of the things and the experience that the thing in 
question is present. In quolibet sensu, qui habet aliquam cognitionem 
virtute cuius potest cognoscere rem esse quando est et non esse quando 
non est, est cognit<i>o intuitiva et experimentalis. Quia illa est cognitio 
intuitiva per quam sic cognosco rem esse vel non esse‘. This intuitive and 
experiential cognition is not bound to the sense of vision, although this 
erroneously is often assumed. This kind of knowledge is caused by the 
object present and by our intellect: ad cognitionem habendam non oportet 
| aliquid ponere praeter intellectum et rem cognitam, et nullam speciem 


3 Cfr. Guillelmus de Ockham, Quaestiones in librum secundum Sententiarum, G. 
GAL and R. Woop (eds.), St. Bonaventure 1981, q. 12-13, p. 269 (Opera Theologica. 5). 
* Ibid. p. 268 s. (OTh 5) (My correction). 
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penitus?. This is shown by the application of the famous razor, quia frustra 
fit per plura quod potest fieri per pauciora®. The active and passive part of 
the intellect together with the object bring about the intuitive cognition, 
according to the principle that sufficient active and passive powers 
brought together bring about the required effect without anything 
additional. The active intellect together with the object are sufficient active 
agents, the passive intellect is the sufficient patient part, therefore the 
intuitive cognition is brought about by them alone’. This is an argument 
that is closely related to one used by Scotus®. Ockham lists a series of 
arguments to demonstrate that species are unnecessary to account for 
cognition and reflection, and in addition some arguments to show that 
species are not able to do the job they allegedly should do. If one starts to 
take intermediaries as necessary to explain the connection between an 
object and the intellect, one has to explain how the intermediary is 
produced by the object and how it is accepted by the intellect. Instead of 
explaining the causal influence of an object on the intellect, one has to 
explain two different cases of causal influence?. 

According to Ockham, intuitive cognition is just the registration of 
something's being there or being the case: Intuitiva est illa, mediante qua 
cognoscitur res esse quando est, et non esse quando non est!0. One can 
intuitively apprehend two cases for which terms may be used in order to 
form a sentence, consisting of two termini or extrema. These terms can be 
connected and according to the intuition of the terms one can affirm or 
negate the sentence built by the connection. If one intuitively perceives a 
thing and something white, one can form the propositions: «there is a 
thing», «there is white», and according to tbe situation «the thing is 
white», or even «the thing is not white». The intellect assents to this 
complex statement according to the situation given for the incomplex case. 


5 Ibid. 268. 

6 Ibid. This is the most widespread version of the razor. Cfr. Aristotle, Phys. 1, c. 
4 (188a17-18); 8, c. 6 (259a8-15); Top. 8,11 (162a24-5). 

7  «Assumptum probatur: quia posito activo sufficienti et passivo et ipsis 
approximatis, potest poni effectus sine omni alio. Intellectus autem agens cum obiecto sunt 
agentia sufficientia respectu illius cognitionis; possibilis est patiens sufficiens, igitur etc». 
Guillelmus de Ockham, In Sent. 2, q. 12-13, p. 268 (OTh 5). 

3 Johannes Duns Scotus, Ordinatio 1, C. BALIÇ (ed.), Vatican 1950, prol. q. 1, p. 
5, n. 7 (Opera Theologica 1). 

2 Cfr. Guillelmus de Ockham, In Sent. 2, q. 12-13, p. 274 s. (OTh 5). 

10 Tbid. 256. 
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Intuitive cognition is possible only of incomplex occurrences. If it is 
claimed that the suppositum of the one case of intuitive cognition and the 
suppositum of the other case are identical, the complex sentence is asserted 
and thus a case of abstractive cognition. Abstractive cognition can be 
uttered regardless of whether the object is present or not. The greatest part 
of our knowledge has to do with cases of abstractive cognition. But these 
rest on intuitive cognition in the ultimate analysis. The difference between 
these two forms of cognition is not one of truth or falsehood and not even 
one of certainty or uncertainty, but only one of the actual presence or 
absence of the objects spoken about. Thus a sentence like «every whole is 
greater than its genuine part» is a principle that is true with certainty, as 
well as the singular sentence «there is a white area in front of me», if 
whiteness is intuitively cognizable at the particular moment of uttering. 
But it is only the second case that is a case of intuitive cognition, 
regardless of truth and certainty!!. To know something as something of a 
certain kind, it is not necessary to resort to species stored in the mind, 
because their appearance there is utterly mysterious!?. It is enough to 
become acquainted with the things outside the mind through intuitive 
cognition and to develop a habit of reacting uniformly to things that exert 
similar influences on the mind!3. 

With every intuitive cognition there is also given abstractive 
cognition. Intuitive cognition is divided into two cases, namely perfect and 
imperfect intuitive cognition. Imperfect intuitive cognition rests on perfect 
intuitive cognition, but has to do with the case where perfect intuitive 
cognition is recorded in memory so that I judge of something that it has 
been the case. In this case a habit is acquired that inclines the mind to 
abstractive cognition. This aspect goes together with every act of intuitive 


u Fora more extensive recent treatment of this theme see E. KARGER, «Ockham's 
Misunderstood Theory of Intuitive and Abstractive Cognition» in P.V. SPADE (ed.), The 
Cambridge Companion to Ockham, Oxford 1999, pp. 204-226. 

12 Tt is the task of the separate intellectus agens to provide these species. If it is not 
necessary to provide the species from outside the individual intellect, there is no need to 
posit an intellectus agens either. So by getting rid of the species, Ockham gets rid of the 
difficulties with the intellectus agens, too. It is a completely different theory of cognition 
that is at stake with Ockham, an anti-representationalist theory, I would say. 

13 Without being able to go into further details at this place I think this is a possible 
interpretation of Ockham’s theory of cognition, and it is an alternative to Professor Stump’s 

remarks on Ockham’s theory, or so it seems to me. See above, note 1. 
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cognition!*. Again it is enough to have the habit of forming sentences 
about past intuitive cognitions in order to be able to talk abstractly about 
things and to obtain the principles of scientific knowledge. Therefore even 
for that case no species are needed. 

Up to this point I think there is not said anything more than was for 
instance said by Katherine Tachau in her book on Vision and certitude in 
the age of Ockham}, and I do not have to criticize anything. I just happen 
to be interested in a few different questions that have to do with 
contemporary ideas in epistemology and philosophy of language. 

First I think that Ockham’s convictions fit in coherently with central 
points of his theory of language and meaning, and I will illustrate this. 

Second I think that Ockham did not take «the risk to think in a modern 
way»16, but tried to prevent the step to a theory of cognition that became 
the fundamental trait of modern philosophy. This is the other point I want 
to illustrate in order to make some critical remarks on present 
philosophical developments. 

For the first point: 

Ockham definitely follows Scotus in proposing a theory of meaning 
of signs and especially of linguistic devices that does not assume concepts 
as the meaning of signs and words. In distinction to the general 
Aristotelian tradition!” and following, consciously or not, a more stoic 
setting, Ockham insists that spoken words signify the things they are 
imposed for and not something like the inner concepts of the speaker. In 
the same sense written words do not signify the spoken words, but again 
the things the words are imposed for. We may use written words as 
representations of spoken words, and spoken or written words as 
representations of our concepts, but the words do not signify the concepts, 
they exclusively signify whatever they are introduced for!8. When 
Aristotle says that the words are notae passionum animae, he is not to be 
understood as saying that the words signify the passions of the soul, but 
that the passions of the soul as signs of the things that came about by 


14 Guillelmus de Ockham, In Sent. 2, q. 12-13, p. 261 (OTh 5). 

15 K.H. TACHAU, Vision and Certitude in the Age of Ockham, Leiden a.o. 1988. 

16 Cfr. W. VOSSENKUHL (ed.), Das Risiko modern zu denken, München 1986. 

17 Cfr. Aristotle, De interpr. 1623-8. 

18 Guillelmus de Ockham, Expositio in librum Perihermenias Aristotelis, A. 
GAMBATESE and S. BROWN (eds.), St. Bonaventure 1978, liber 1, prooemium $ 2, p. 347 
(OPh 2). 
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natural processes, are somehow prior to the words imposed to signify 
things «ad placitum». Here we see that Ockham does not want to explain 
the relation of signification by the insertion of an intermediary between 
sign and object signified, and this is again so because such an insertion 
does not explain the main problem, but creates two more problems, 
namely that of the relation between the thing signified and the sign on the 
one side, and the sign and the passion of the soul on the other side. It is 
therefore the imposition that makes the sign a sign for something. In this 
sense we have to do with something like the pragmatic side of language 
which would have to be considered at any rate, even if one was inclined to 
accept anything like intermediaries, because their function must be 
established somehow, too. This is just the same case as with species in 
cognition. 

The other point I want to make has to do with the preceding remarks, 
but cannot so easily be documented by Ockham’s own words. I think that 
Ockham somehow had the impression that the insertion of intermediaries 
in the process of cognition would ultimately lead to an unsolvable problem 
of scepticism. The actual reality of this problem can be seen in the position 
of Nicolaus of Autrecourt. It is less clear that Ockham suspected the 
occurrence of a theory like Autrecourt’s, but I think that his arguments 
show that he was aware of the possibility of such ideas and wanted to 
prevent their appearance. Ockham utterly rejected the theory of 
knowledge that was the result of the perspectivist account of perception. 
On its basis Nicolaus of Autrecourt could claim that not even Aristotle had 
ever had any real knowledge of a substance, because from sensual 
intuition and logic alone there is no possibility to deduce something like 
substances and the knowledge of that which is essential to a certain thing. 

Nicolaus would have claimed that in seeing something in front of you, 
you can never be sure that it is a substance you see, because the colours 
you perceive and logical considerations alone do not give you any 
certainty of something beyond sense-data and logic. Ockham’s claim 
would have been that in seeing something at all you necessarily see that 
which causes your seeing of the object. So if you see some colours in front 
of you, you necessarily see something like, for instance, a horse in a 
meadow. And if you see a horse, you see a substance, by definition. There 
is no problem of having sense impressions and the usual tools of logic in 
order to arrive at substances. You may have sense impressions, but some 
of them are of necessity impressions of something. The other possibility is 
that something like after images are at stake. They on their turn are just 
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causal results of something involved in the process of perception, but they 
do not have to do anything with cognition and knowledge. Knowledge and 
causal influences on the sense-organs have to be distinguished at any rate. 
Ockham’s arguments here may have to do with those of Peter Aureol!?. To 
me it seems that Ockham tried to rule out a theory of cognition in order to 
avoid sceptical consequences. Nicolaus of Autrecourt is right if he claims 
that nobody, including Aristotle, could have derived with certainty the 
existence of a substance on the basis of bare sense data and formal logic 
alone2. But it is by far not obvious that one ought to operate with sense- 
data, and Ockham’s intuitive knowledge is knowledge of the things, 
substances and qualities, in question, not knowledge of their species or of 
data of them. The things outside the mind or the soul are not represented 
to the soul by an intermediary, whatever it may be, but they are taken into 
account by human (or other intellectual) beings immediately by 
acquaintance, and what can be known about them is not more than what 
has to be taken into account by intelligently acting beings. In several 
branches of modern epistemology we find the idea of mental 
representation. Ockham’s arguments are worth taking notice of, because 
they may at least help to clarify the status of such representations. The 
creation of intermediaries like species or data and so on would be the 
creation of parasitic entities, and such entities are ruled out by Ockham’s 
razor, which thus is not so much a principle of parsimony than a 
parasiticide. 


Universitat Innsbruck 


19 Peter Aureoli, Scriptum super primum Sententiarum, E.M. BUYTAERT (ed.), St. 
Bonaventure 1956, vol. II, d. 3, sectio 14, p. 698 s. 

2 Nicolaus of Autrecourt, Secunda epistola ad Bernardum in J. Lappe, «Nicolaus 
von Autrecourt. Sein Leben, seine Philosophie, seine Schriften», Beiträge zur Geschichte 
der Philosophie des Mittelalters, 6 (1908), Heft 2, p. 12*. 
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IGNACIO VERDU BERGANZA 


INTELECTO Y DIVINIZACION EN EL MAESTRO ECKHART 


«Uno con uno, uno de uno, uno en uno y en uno eternamente» 1 


Asi terminaba Eckhart su tratado o sermön Del hombre noble2 que, 
junto con El libro del consuelo divino3 formaba parte (en este caso la 
segunda) de la obra conocida como Liber benedictus. 

El texto citado es, sin duda, enormemente significativo desde diversos 
puntos de vista. Como espero dejar claro a lo largo de mi exposiciön, éstas 
son palabras cargadas de sentido, claves en la obra del Maestro, una 
muestra de su profundidad de pensamiento. Pero, y esto salta a la vista, 
estas mismas palabras dejan entrever algunas de las peculiaridades de su 
autor: la complejidad de su pensamiento, la dificultad de su lenguaje y, 
como veremos, la audacia de algunas de sus afirmaciones. 

La influencia del pensamiento de nuestro dominico ha sido, sin lugar 
a dudas extensa, profunda y fructifera. Si tenemos presente que no es 
posible entender adecuadamente a, por poner algtin ejemplo, Enrique 
Suso, Juan Taulero, Angel de Silesia, San Juan de la Cruz o Nicolás de 
Cusa, e ignorar a Eckhart; si somos conscientes de su presencia en el 
contexto del idealismo alemän o en la obra de Heidegger...la importancia 
de su figura se hace patente4. 


1 Maestro Eckhart, El fruto de la nada y otros escritos, A.V. ESQUERRA (ed. y 
trad.), Madrid, Ediciones Siruela, 1998, pp. 124. 

2 En este artículo utilizaré la edición que de esta obra podemos encontrar en: 
Maestro Eckhart, El fruto de la nada..., pp. 115-124. 

3 Maestro Eckhart, El libro del consuelo divino, J.J. DE OLANETA (ed.), Palma de 
Mallorca, 2002. 

4 Información interesante a este respecto podemos encontrar en: G. FAGGIN, 
Meister Eckhart y la mistica medieval alemana, Editorial Sudamericana, Buenos Aires, 
1953; A. DE LIBERA, Eckhart, Suso, Tauler y la divinizaciön del hombre, J.J. DE OLANETA 
(ed.), Palma de Mallorca, 1999. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp.1557-1573. 
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Sólo yendo al corazón de su pensamiento, y desentrafiándolo, es 
posible comprender el porqué de su dificultad, de sus interpretaciones tan 
diversas y de su influencia poderosa. Y esta es la tarea que yo me he 
propuesto. 

Entender a Eckhart supone tener presentes ciertas claves, sin las 
cuales nos invadiria la oscuridad absoluta. La primera hace referencia al 
peso que tienen en sus planteamientos el neoplatonismo y el platonismo; 
la segunda al hecho de que lo fundamental de su obra gira en torno a los 
dogmas de la Santisima Trinidad y de la Encarnaciön; la tercera se refiere 
al papel crucial que desempefian en su pensamiento el Verbo divino (el 
Hijo) y la gracia; y la cuarta al hecho de que Eckhart es un hombre que 
intenta fundamentar filosöficamente y expresar (comunicar) verbalmente 
lo que no es sino una profunda vivencia religiosa (mistica). Pero veamos 
estas claves como es debido, mas despacio. 

El neoplatonismo de la mistica renana y la importancia de Alberto 
Magno a este respecto son asuntos complejos y extensamente 
investigados5. Sin embargo creo que, para entender a nuestro autor, es 
necesario hacer algunas puntualizaciones. 

Es un hecho constatable, y no me detendré en ello, que Eckhart 
conociö la obra de Pseudo Dionisio Areopagita, al que cita en numerosas 
ocasiones, y que utilizö como autoridad el Liber de causis, entre otras 
obras evidentemente neoplatónicasé. Sin embargo, lo importante no es 
tanto las fuentes de las que bebe, sino el modo en que los planteamientos 
neoplatönicos toman cuerpo en el conjunto de su obra y configuran 
claramente una comprensiön de la realidad en todos sus ämbitos (ético, 
psicolégico, ontolégico, mistico). 

Los planteamientos dionisianos respecto del conocimiento de Dios 
(teología negativa o apofäntica) y de la divinización del hombre, una 
divinización que supone tres fases: purificación, iluminaciön y, 
finalmente, unión (mística) en Dios, recorren toda la obra del Maestro 


5 De entre las muchas obras dedicadas a estos asuntos quiero destacar las 
siguientes: B. BEYER DE RYKE, Maitre Eckhart: une mystique du détachement, Ousia, 
Bruxelles, 2000; A. DE LIBERA, Introducción à la Mystique Rhénane. D'Albert le Grand a 
Maitre Eckhart, París, 1984. 

. 6 Véase: W. BEIERWALTES, «Eckhart et le Liber de causis» en Voisi Maître Eckhart, 
ed. Emilie Zum Brunn, Grenoble, 1994; y EI libro de los Veinticuatro filösofos; P. 
LUCENTINI (ed.), Ediciones Siruela, Madrid, 2000, pp. 9-36 y 93-127. (Biblioteca 
Medieval). 
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Eckhart. Sin olvidar imagenes como las de la montafia, el desierto, la 
fuente o, sobre todas, la de la nada divina (para alcanzar la cual es 
necesario anonadarse, aniquilarse, hacerse uno nada). Pero no menos 
importante, en el conjunto de su pensamiento, es el modo, vivamente 
neoplatönico, en que contrapone lo material a lo espiritual, lo externo a lo 
interno, lo temporal a lo eterno, y, muy especialmente, lo mültiple a lo 
Uno. En gran medida, podria decirse que todo el esfuerzo de Eckhart se 
dirige a entender y explicar, centrado en la relaciön hombre - Dios, cömo 
lo Uno ha producido y sustenta la multiplicidad y, sobre todo, por qué y 
cömo lo mültiple desea volver y puede volver a lo Uno, al origen. 

Es claro, sin embargo, que Eckhart no es simplemente un filösofo 
neoplatönico. Gran parte de su fuerza y originalidad derivan del modo en 
que a lo largo de su creaciön a aplicado esos esquemas neoplatönicos 
anteriormente citados al estudio de lo que considera hechos 
fundamentales: el dogma de la Santisima Trinidad y el de la Encarnacién 
del Verbo divino. La clave para la comprensiön profunda de la realidad y 
. del papel del hombre en la misma está latiendo en el fondo de estos dos 
hechos misteriosos. 

Si en verdad queremos entender algo del mundo en general, y del 
hombre en particular, nuestro místico cree necesario profundizar en lo que 
significa que Dios es Uno y Trino, ocupando la Unidad de Dios un lugar 
destacado en sus reflexiones, que le llevan a distinguir, como veremos mäs 
adelante, entre Deus y Divinitas. Y del mismo modo cree que hay que 
investigar lo que suponen las procesiones (relaciones de las tres Personas 
divinas entre si) y, sobre todo, las misiones (papel que desempefia cada 
una de las personas en su relaciön con el mundo). 

Por su parte, la divinizaciön del hombre es posible porque Dios 
mismo, en la persona del Hijo, se ha hecho hombre. La tesis de que «Dios 
se hizo hombre para que el hombre se haga Dios» se convirtiö en lugar 
común entre los místicos renanos. No era una idea nueva, pero en Eckhart 
pasa a ser un elemento fundamental de todo su pensamiento. La 
Encarnación del Verbo ilumina y permite afrontar el mundo con nuevos 
ojos, los ojos de los que se saben hijos de Dios, es decir, los que se saben 
más espirituales que materiales, más eternos que temporales, aquellos que 
saben que su interior puede mandar sobre el exterior y que, aunque son 
multiplicidad, están llamados a la unidad en Dios. 

En el pensamiento de Eckhart por tanto, el Verbo, la segunda Persona 
de la Santisima Trinidad, ocupa un lugar preeminente. Toda su propuesta 
de divinizaciön gira en torno a una teoria del Verbo, de la posibilidad que 


1560 IGNACIO VERDU BERGANZA 


tiene el hombre de engendrarlo en su seno y, lögicamente, del papel que 
en este proceso juega la gracia. El Maestro, de acuerdo con Máximo 
Confesor, quiere mostrar de qué modo el hombre se convierte, por acciön 
de la gracia, en lo que Dios es por naturaleza?. 

Nos encontramos ante un hombre cuyo objetivo fue el de elaborar una 
metafisica, una psicologia y una ética acordes con la verdad de la fe 
(verdaderas por tanto), y que permitiesen, en ültimo término, dar forma 
racional a lo vivido en una profunda experiencia mistica. Ahora bien, 
¿cómo hablar de lo inefable? ¿cómo expresar lo que está más allá de todo 
concepto? Sin duda esto, que es en gran parte la causa de la dificultad que 
presenta el pensamiento de Eckhart, fue un problema del que él mismo fue 
consciente, como queda patente en alguno de sus textos. «Quien no 
comprenda este discurso no debe afligirse en su corazön. Pues mientras el 
hombre no se haga semejante a esa verdad, no la entenderà; es una verdad 
desvelada que ha surgido directamente del corazön de Dios».(Sermön 52, 
Beati pauperes spiritu)8. 

Lo dicho hasta ahora debe servirnos para afrontar con ciertas garantias 
el verdadero objetivo de esta, casi esquemätica, exposiciön: cömo entiende 
Eckhart la divinizaciön del hombre y cuäl es el papel del intelecto en la 
misma. 

Sölo aclarando la segunda de las cuestiones es posible abordar la 
primera. Pero hablar del intelecto, sin mäs, es algo excesivamente general, 
en cierto modo carente de sentido. Es necesario concretar y distinguir, 
ocupändonos por un lado de lo que es Dios, entendido como intelecto, y 
por otro de lo que es, y de la importancia que tiene para nuestra cuestiön, 
el intelecto humano. 

Como es bien conocido, Eckhart, en sus Cuestiones Parisinas, 
defendió, entre otras cosas, que los conceptos esse y ens eran 
indudablemente menos apropiados para referirse a Dios que los conceptos 
intelligere e intellectus. En estos textos, nuestro autor defiende claramente 
el primado del pensar con respecto al ser (en Dios). De acuerdo con las 
tesis del Liber de causis afirma que el ser es la primera de las criaturas y, 
en consecuencia, de Dios no se puede predicar, adecuadamente, el ser; es 


7 A. DE LIBERA, Eckhart, Suso, Tauler y la divinizaciön..., pp. 33-34. 

8 Maestro Eckhart, El fruto de la nada...,p. 81; la numeración de los sermones se 
corresponde con la establecida por J. Quint en su inconclusa edicién critica de los textos 
originales: Meister Eckhart, Die deutschen und lateineschen werke, ed. con el concurso de 
la Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft, por J. QUINT, Stuttgart, 1958 y ss. 
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decir, Dios no es ser sino la causa del ser y la «pureza de ser». Dios es 
intelecto que conoce, y el intelecto y el conocer, son el fundamento y la 
causa del ser?. 

Las criaturas, al margen del ser, en tanto que pensadas, no en tanto 
que criaturas, se identifican con el Verbo divino, en la mente del Padre. 
Nuestra ciencia, nuestro conocer, en tanto que criaturas, está causada y 
determinada por los entes, la ciencia de Dios causa y determina a los entes. 
No es nuevo, desde luego, es simple platonismo; en la mente de Dios están 
las ideas o arquetipos de todas las cosas, y están ahí desde siempre y para 
siempre. 

«Es necesario entender que somos un hijo ünico que el Padre ha 
engendrado eternamente. En el momento en que el Padre engendra todas . 
las criaturas, Él me engendra, yo salgo de El con todas las criaturas y 
permanezco, no obstante, interiormente en el Padre. Del mismo modo que 
la palabra que pronuncio ahora brota en mí, me fijo en mi idea, en tercer 
lugar la explico y tu la recibes completa; mientras permanece 
verdaderamente en mí. Del mismo modo yo permanezco en el Padre. En 
el Padre están las imágenes de todas las cosas (criaturas). La madera de 
esta silla tiene una imagen intelectual en Dios. Él no es sólo intelectual, es 
intelecto puro»10. (Sermón 22, Ave, gratia plena). 

Estos textos son, desde luego, muy significativos. Segün este 
planteamiento, el mundo creado, en tanto que realidad material, exterior a 
Dios, sensible, es, respecto del mundo ideal engendrado en Dios, lo que la 
palabra expresada es respecto del acto de intelección interior. Las palabras 
pronunciadas verbalmente tienen su fundamento y su causa en el 
pensamiento aunque no se confundan con él, sin el pensamiento (algo 
interior a la mente, no exteriorizado) las palabras no significarían y, por 
tanto, no serían (cabe decir que el intelecto es el ser y la vida de las 
palabras).Hay intelecto sin palabras, pero no puede haber palabras sin 
intelecto. Así, para Eckhart el mundo creado no puede confundirse con 
Dios (su creador). 

«Dios es un Verbo que se habla a sí mismo», «Dios es un Verbo, un 
Verbo no dicho» , «El Padre es una obra que habla y el Hijo es un habla 


9 Véase: Magistri Echardi, Quaestiones et sermo Parisienses, Bernhardus Geyer 
(ed.), Bonnae Sumptibus Petri Hanstein, Bonn, 1931 (Florilegium Patristicum, XXV); 
Meister Eckhart, Cuestiones Parisienses, EUDEBA, Buenos Aires, 1967. 

10 K. Run, Initiation à Maitre Eckhart: théologien, prédicateur, mystique, Éditions 
Universitaires, Fribourg, 1997; Editions du Cerf, Paris, 1997. 
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que actúa»11; de este modo se expresa Eckhart en su sermón 53, Misit 
dominus manum suam... En Dios el sujeto pensante, el acto de pensar y lo 
pensado se identifican, son Uno, si bien es cierto que es el Padre el que 
engendra al Hijo, el Logos, el Verbo. El Padre, en tanto que intelecto, es el 
sujeto del inteligir, y como tal no es intelecto si no genera un logos interior 
(el Verbo) imagen perfecta de El mismo en el que El se reconoce a si 
mismo. Sin el Verbo, el Hijo engendrado, no creado, no hay Padre. El 
Padre, pues, como intelecto, engendra un pensamiento, el Verbo, y se 
expresa en un conjunto de palabras que se hacen presentes en el exterior 
de su ser, múltiples en el tiempo y el espacio (la creación). 

En lo que respecta al intelecto humano, también las Cuestiones 
parisinas nos aportan datos de indudable valor. Asi, en la cuestiön Utrum 
intelligere angeli, ut dicit actionem sit suum esse, afirma Eckhart lo 
siguiente: «...porque el intelecto, en cuanto intelecto, no forma parte de las 
cosas que entiende, por el contrario es preciso que con ninguna esté 
mezclado y que con ninguna tenga nada en comun, para que todas las 
entienda, segtin se dice en el libro tercero del tratado Sobre el alma, asi 
como es preciso que la vista no tenga ningün color para que vea todos los 
colores. Si el intelecto, pues, en cuanto intelecto, nada es, entonces, 
tampoco el intelecto tendrä ser alguno». «Asi mismo, el intelecto, en 
cuanto intelecto, no es ni aqui, ni ahora, ni esto» 12, 

Por su parte, en la cuestiön Utrum laus Dei in patria sit nobilior eius 
dilectione in via, arguyendo que el intelecto es mds noble que la voluntad 
y, por tanto, la superioridad del primero respecto de la segunda, afirma 
que: 

«3. Asimismo, es más noble aquella potencia cuyo acto es más noble. 
Pero el inteligir, que es el acto del intelecto, es más noble que el acto de la 
voluntad, ya que el inteligir va depurando y llega hasta la entidad desnuda 
de la cosa. 

4. Asimismo, el mismo inteligir constituye una cierta deiformidad o 
deiformaciön, ya que el mismo Dios es inteligir y no ser. 

5. Asimismo, el inteligir, en cuanto tal, es subsistente. 

6. Asimismo, en cuanto tal es increable»13. 


11 Maestro Eckhart, El fruto de la nada..., p.83. 
12 Magistri Echardi, Quaestiones et sermo Parisienses..., pp. 13 y 14. 
13 Magistri Echardi, Quaestiones et sermo Parisienses..., pp. 18. 


INTELECTO Y DIVINIZACIÖN EN EL MAESTRO ECKHART 1563 


A mi juicio, si bien es cierto que en Eckhart puede observarse una 
evoluciön en su pensamiento (lo que puede constatarse leyendo su Opus 
Tripartitum, el Liber benedictus o sus ültimos sermones), y que las 
Cuestiones Parisinas, desde luego, no permiten conocer suficientemente 
la propuesta del Maestro, si considero, sin embargo, que estas 
afirmaciones contienen ideas presentes en toda su obra y muy importantes 
para su comprensiön. 

Detengämonos un momento en ellas. Eckhart afirma que el intelecto 
en cuanto tal y, por tanto, tambien el del hombre, nada es, es decir, que no 
tiene ser, gracias a lo cual puede conocer el ser. De acuerdo con esto, afiade 
que no es ni aqui, ni ahora, ni esto, caracteristicas propias de los entes, 
sujetos a cambio. Es lögico por tanto que, de acuerdo con lo afirmado 
respecto de Dios, afirme que inteligir constituye una cierta deiformaciön o 
deiformidad, es decir, que inteligir es actuar del modo en que lo hace Dios 
y, en un cierto sentido, ser semejante a Dios. De ahi que incluso afirme que 
el inteligir, no sdlo es subsistente, sino ademas increable. 

No es extrafio que afirmaciones como éstas hayan conducido a la 
consideraciön de nuestro autor como el defensor de una «mistica 
especulativa». Pero esto, sin ser falso, no es toda la verdad, como intentaré 
mostrar a continuaciön. 

Ciertamente, hay mucho de verdad en ello. Como es bien sabido, la 
identificaciön del intelecto agente de Aristöteles con el abditum mentis de 
S. Agustin, entendido como las mäs recönditas profundidades del alma, es 
una de las tesis fundamentales de Dietrich de Freiberg, cuyo eco es 
claramente reconocible en el Maestro Eckhart14. De hecho, son numerosos 
los pasajes de su obra en los que, también él, presenta al intelecto como 
lugar de la unión del alma con Dios. 

«Pero el hombre conoce en un ahora del tiempo. Lo más bajo de todo 
es el ahora del tiempo. Si haces desaparecer el ahora del tiempo, entonces 
estás en todas partes y tienes todo el tiempo. Ser eso o lo otro no significa 
ser todo, pues, mientras soy o tengo eso o lo otro, no soy todo, ni tengo 
todo. Apártate de ser esto o lo otro o de tener esto o lo otro, entonces serás 
todo y tendräs todo...»15 (Sermön 77. Ecce mitto angelum meum). 

«Ahora dice él [Lucas]: <Una luz del cielo lo envolvió>...Pero en la 
medida en que todavía busca, el intelecto va más allá de los pensamientos. 


14 A. DE LIBERA, Eckhart, Suso, Tauler y la divinización..., p. 112. 
I5 Maestro Eckhart, El fruto de la nada..., p. 99. 
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Anda por todas partes y busca, espia aqui y alli, gana y pierde. Pero por 
encima de ese intelecto, que [todavia] esta buscando, hay otro intelecto, 
que [ya] no busca, que permanece en su ser puro y simple, comprendido 
en esa luz»16 (Sermón 71. Surrexit autem Saulus de terra apertisque oculis 
nihil videbat). 

Textos como estos plantean una cuestiön insoslayable: ; Cómo puede 
el hombre elevarse por encima de lo contingente, temporal, multiple y 
sometido a cambio?; ;cómo puede divinizarse si en él no hay ya algo 
divino? 

Ya en su primera gran obra, las Instrucciones espirituales (Die rede 
der unterscheidunge)17, Eckhart apunta una tesis clásica, la de que Dios 
yace oculto en lo mäs intimo de tu alma; idea que pasarä a ser uno de los 
pilares de su pensamiento. Y asî, por ejemplo, en el Tratado del hombre 
noble, podemos encontrar metäforas y similes de una gran claridad a este 
respecto: «De la nobleza del hombre interior, del espiritu, y del caräcter vil 
del hombre exterior, de la carne, hablan también los maestros paganos 
Tulio y Séneca: no hay razonable sin Dios; la simiente de Dios estä en 
nosotros. Si encontrara un buen labrador, sabio y trabajador, prosperaria 
mejor y creceria hacia Dios, de quien es la simiente, y el fruto llegaria a 
ser de la naturaleza de Dios»... «...Origenes, un gran maestro, dice: dado 
que es Dios mismo quien ha vertido, impreso y germinado esa semilla, 
puede que se halle tapada y oculta, pero jamäs aniquilada ni anulada en si 
misma; brilla y resplandece, ilumina y arde y se inclina, sin cesar, hacia 
Dios»... «Para ese hombre interior, hombre noble, en el que la semilla de 
Dios y la imagen de Dios han sido impresas y sembradas — la manera en 
que esa simiente y esa imagen de naturaleza y esencia divinas, el Hijo de 
Dios, aparecen y se dan a conocer, asi como otras veces se ocultan -, el 
gran maestro Origenes aporta un ejemplo: la imagen de Dios, el Hijo, esta 
en el fondo del alma como una fuente viva»... «Sobre esto he preparado 
justamente un ejemplo: cuando un maestro hace una imagen de madera o 
piedra, no introduce la imagen en la madera, sino que corta las astillas que 
han ocultado y recubierto la imagen; no afiade nada a la madera, sino que 
golpea y esculpe la cobertura y saca la escoria y entonces resplandece lo 
que estaba oculto debajo. Este es el tesoro que estaba oculto en el campo, 
del que habla Nuestro Sefior en el Evangelio»18. 


16 Id. p. 88. i 
17 Meister Eckhart, Die deutschen und latinischen werke..., pp. 137-376. 
18 Maestro Eckhart, El fruto de la nada..., 117-119. 
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Parece claro, por tanto, que lo que el hombre ha de hacer es permitir 
que lo divino que hay en él se manifieste, se desvele y dirija sus actos. 

«Mäs de una vez he.dicho que en el alma hay una potencia a la que 
no afectan ni el tiempo ni la carne; fluye del espiritu y permanece en el 
espiritu y es completamente espiritual. Dios se halla en esa potencia tan 
reverdecido y floreciente, con tanta alegria y gloria como en si mismo...En 
esa potencia el Padre eterno engendra a su Hijo eterno, sin cesar, de 
manera que esta potencia co-engendra al Hijo y a si misma, como el 
mismo Hijo en la potencia ünica del Padre»19 (Sermön 2. Intravit Iesus in 
quoddam castellum). 

«Cuando Dios habla en el alma, entonces ella y él son uno; tan pronto 
cae, queda separada. Cuanto mäs ascendemos por nuestro conocimiento, 
tanto más somos uno con El... Ahora dice: <ha tocado mi boca>, y luego 
dice: «Él me ha hablado». La «boca» es la parte superior del alma, a ella 
se refiere y dice: <Ha depositado su palabra en mi boca>; esto es el beso 
del alma; la boca ha tocado la boca; alli el Padre engendra a su Hijo en el 
alma y allí le ha dirigido la palabra»20 (Sermón 53. Misit dominus manum 
suam et tetigit...). 

Dios es presentado, pues, como acto pensante y subjetividad de 
nuestra subjetividad. Hasta tal punto que parece poder identificarse el 
alma con el Hijo, el Verbo, por medio de su intelecto. Dicho de otro modo, 
el Padre engendra al Hijo en lo más elevado del hombre, de tal modo que 
el hombre pueda hacerse Hijo también, se divinice. «Un escrito dice: 
«Nadie conoce al Padre sino el Hijo», y por eso; si queréis conocer a Dios, 
no sólo debéis ser semejantes al Hijo, sino que debéis ser el Hijo 
mismo»21 (Sermón 16b. Quasi vas auri solidum...). 

Así pues, podríamos concluir aquí, afirmando que la Mística de 
Eckhart propone una divinización, un hacerse uno con Dios, a través del 
intelecto, y de carácter intelectual. Pero, sin ser del todo falso, no sería del 
todo cierto. Y no lo sería porque: nada de todo esto es posible sin la gracia 
de Dios, y la unión mística que propone de ningün modo es meramente 
especulativa, ni consiste, ünicamente, en que, engendrado el verbo, el 
hombre, en tanto que Hijo, conozca todo, a sí mismo, al Padre y al Espíritu 
Santo. Será necesario, por tanto, que no abandonemos aún la compañía del 
maestro si queremos comprender más a fondo su pensamiento. 


19 Id. p. 43. 
20 Id. p. 85. 
21 Id. p. 64. 
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Comprender adecuadamente lo que para Eckhart es la divinizaciön 
del hombre, es decir, lo que podriamos considerar la uniön mistica 
propiamente dicha, exige atender a la distinciön que establece entre 
Divinitas o Gotheit y Deus o Got. Una distinciön clave en el conjunto de 
su obra. | 

Deus, es decir, Dios, serä la palabra que utilizarä para referirse al Dios 
trino y, por tanto, creador. Mientras que con Divinitas, es decir, Divinidad, 
se referirä a la esencia divina, Unidad origen de la difusiön de las tres 
personas. La Trinidad divina implica un actuar de Dios, relaciones, 
distinciön entre las personas, donaciön, apertura, y en ültima instancia la 
creaciön. La Unidad de Dios, su esencia, su divinidad, es, por el contrario, 
un desierto absoluto de toda modalidad, una nada absoluta, inexpresable, 
un lugar, que no es ningün lugar, que toda descripciön falsea, ya que estä 
más allá, por encima, de toda imagen y de cualquier posible relación con 
lo creado. No es posible, por tanto, hablar de actividad, de personas, ni de 
relación cuando hablamos de la Divinidad. Dios, Padre, Hijo y Espíritu 
Santo, es Uno y Trino, Ni sólo Uno, ni sólo Trino. Y la profunda verdad 
del Dios cristiano es que, siendo cada Persona divina la que es, sin 
confundirse de ningún modo con las otras, son Uno, ya que no hay tres 
dioses, sino un solo Dios verdadero. 

Lo que Eckhart propone, no es tan sólo que engendrando al Hijo 
seamos como El, Hijos, y que a través del Hijo lleguemos al Padre, y en 
tanto que engendradores del Hijo seamos también como el Padre, de modo 
que en nosotros fluya y viva el Espíritu, sino que además, en la medida en 
que nos hacemos como Dios, siendo el que realmente somos, seamos Uno. 
Jesucristo, el Verbo, es el Camino, la Verdad y la Vida, pero no la meta 
final, que es el Uno, y la bienaventuranza del hombre consiste en ser Uno 
en Dios, no en la visión o conocimiento de Dios (como queda claro, por 
ejemplo, en la segunda parte de su Libro del consuelo divino)22. 

Ahora sí nos aproximamos a una correcta comprensión del Maestro 
dominico. Pero esta nueva perspectiva nos plantea nuevas cuestiones. 
¿Cómo podemos ir más allá de nosotros mismos y de Dios? ¿Es posible 
que en nosotros esté, no sólo Dios, como Trino, sino su esencia, su 
divinidad misma? ¿Desempeña en todo esto algún papel la gracia? 

Tal vez el propio Eckhart pueda ayudarnos a avanzar en nuestra 
investigación. Dice en su sermón 53, Misit dominus manum suam... «Al 


22 Maestro Eckhart, Libro del consuelo divino..., pp. 24-92. 
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predicar procuro hablar del desapego [desprendimiento, separaciön] y de 
que el hombre debe vaciarse de si mismo y de todas las cosas. En segundo 
lugar, que hay que ser formado, de nuevo, en el bien simple que es Dios. 
En tercer lugar, que [el hombre] debe recordar la gran nobleza que Dios ha 
depositado en su alma a fin de que consiga, maravillosamente, llegar a 
Dios. En cuarto lugar, hablo de la pureza de la naturaleza divina, cuyo 
resplandor es inefable»23. 

Y en el comentario al prólogo del evangelio de S. Juan afirma: «El 
primer fruto de la Encarnación del Verbo, que es por naturaleza hijo de 
Dios, es que nosotros somos hijos de Dios por [la gracia] de la 
adopción»24. 

Como podemos comprobar, fue objeto de su interés y de su trabajo 
mostrar que hay algo en el alma humana que nos permite llegar a Dios y 
más allá de El, a la inefable pureza de su naturaleza divina, que hay un 
modo de conseguirlo, mediante el desapego y el total vaciamiento, que es 
necesaria la gracia y que esto nos hace hombres nuevos en Dios. Creo que 
no sería correcto no detenernos, aunque sea brevemente, en estos asuntos. 

Para referirse a lo que en el alma nos permite ir más allá de dios 
mismo, nuestro autor utilizará imágenes ya conocidas, pero cargadas de un 
profundo sentido: la chispa del alma o el castillo en el alma, por ejemplo. 
Más allá de las potencias del alma, lo más esencial del alma es un fondo 
sin fondo, inescrutable e inefable, imagen de la divinidad, Unidad en la 
multiplicidad, nada, desierto, paz, silencio... 

«Mirad, jatended ahora! El castillo en el alma del que hablo y en el 
que pienso es en tal forma uno y simple, y está por encima de todo modo, 
que la noble potencia de que os he hablado no es digna de echar jamás una 
mirada en su interior, aunque sea una sola vez...; tan completamente uno y 
simple es ese castillo y tan por encima de todo modo y toda potencia se 
halla ese ánico uno que nunca potencia alguna ni modo, ni siquiera el 
mismo Dios, pueden mirar en su interior...Dios mismo, en tanto que es 
segün el modo y la propiedad de sus personas, no se asoma allí ni por un 
solo instante,... ese único uno es sin modo y sin propiedades...En la medida 
en que es un uno simple, sin modo ni propiedades, allí no es ni Padre, ni 
Hijo, ni Espíritu Santo; y sin embargo es un algo, que no es ni esto ni lo 
otro. 


23 Maestro Eckhart, El fruto de la nada..., p. 83. 
24 Maestro Eckhart, Comentario al Prólogo de S. Juan, Etnos, Madrid, 1994, p. 100. 
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Mirad, en la medida en que El es uno y simple se aloja en ese uno, que 
llamo un castillo en el alma, y si no es así no puede entrar allí de ninguna 
manera; sólo así penetra y se halla en su interior»25 (Sermón 2. Intravit 
Iesus in goddam castellum...). 

Para Eckhart es claro, Dios en tanto que divinidad, Uno, está en lo 
más íntimo y recóndito del alma humana, la penetra y la sustenta en su ser; 
por su parte, el alma, en tanto que ser, no uno, mültiple, externa a la 
divinidad, aspira a Dios, al Uno, lo desea y lo ama más que a ninguna otra 
cosa, como su fin propio. . 

Ahora bien, esta tarea de auténtica autorrealización, en la que nos 
liberamos de lo que no somos y nos hace infelices, para transformarnos en 
lo que realmente somos y estamos llamados a ser, no puede llevarla a cabo 
el hombre ejercitando sus potencias de acuerdo con su naturaleza creada. 
Necesita de la gracia de Dios. La verdadera vida del cristiano no está en la 
«luz natural» del pensamiento, sino en la «luz de la gracia» que lo eleva 
en Dios y lo hace uno con uno. Así, y de acuerdo con S. Pablo, considera 
Eckhart que sólo por el Espíritu somos conducidos al Hijo y vivimos en 
El, a través del cual podemos ir al Padre, y hacernos uno en uno. 

«Por nuestra parte, con la cara descubierta, reflejando como en un 
espejo la gloria del Sefior, nos vamos transformando en esa misma imagen 
cada vez más gloriosos, como corresponde a la acción del espíritu del 
Sefior»26 (S. Pablo, Segunda epístola a los corintios, 2, 18. En el 
Comentario al prologo del evangelio de S. Juan). 

Es ahora, cuando sabemos a dónde queremos llegar, cuando debemos 
preguntarnos cómo podemos llegar. Y ésta es, tal vez, la preocupación 
fundamental del Maestro de vida Juan Eckhart, como queda patente 
cuando uno lee su obra, desde sus Instrucciones espirituales hasta sus 
ültimos sermones alemanes. 

De acuerdo con Eckhart, varios son los términos que podemos utilizar 
para referirnos a lo que el Maestro propone como Unico camino: 
obediencia, humildad, anonadamiento, vaciamiento, desprendimiento... 
que conduzca a un abandono, una virginidad, pobreza, ..., que permita el 
nacimiento de un nuevo hombre, el espíritu libre, el hombre-mujer, es 
decir, fecundo, el hombre noble, el hombre justo, desasido (desprendido, 
separado), bueno, verdadero, humilde, libre, que actáa sin un porqué. 


25 Maestro Eckhart, El fruto de la nada..., pp. 45-46. 
26 Maestro Eckhart, Comentario al Prölogo..., pp. 101-102. 
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La obediencia o sumisiön a Dios, asunto extensamente tratado en Las 
instrucciones espirituales, no es sino la aceptaciön sin reservas de la 
voluntad de Dios. Pero Eckhart es aún más radical en sus apreciaciones, 
no quiere que obedezcamos a Dios, quiere que seamos la voluntad de 
Dios. 

La humildad absoluta supone nuestro rebajamiento absoluto y, por 
tanto, nuestro ensalzamiento absoluto. La humildad es purificaciön, sólo 
haciéndonos nada podemos renacer en Dios. Mientras andamos volcados 
en el exterior, buscando nuestra propia satisfacciön, mirando nuestro 
propio reflejo (imagen), andamos «extra-viados» en nuestro propio yo. «Y 
una buena ensefianza es que el hombre debe comportarse en este mundo 
como si estuviera muerto»27 (Sermón 8. In occisioni gladii mortui sunt). 

Por tanto, hemos de hacernos nada, para asi ser realmente algo. 
Hemos de vaciarnos de todo lo que somos, para poder ser lo que en verdad 
somos, uno de uno. «Lo mas alto que existe en su insondable deidad 
corresponde a lo más bajo que existe en la profundidad de la humildad»28 
( Sermön 14. Surge, illuminare, Jherusalem,...). 

En último extremo, la virtud suprema sería el desprendimiento, el 
desapego perfecto, el estar absolutamente dispuesto, a disposiciön, libre de 
cualquier atadura. 

Si se viven estas virtudes el hombre queda en un estado que 
podriamos llamar de abandono, en tanto que esta solo, sin yo, con su yo 
mäs profundo y desasistido del mundo. Es a lo que se refiere cuando habla 
del alma vacia: «Dios quiere tener el templo vacio para que allt no haya 
nada que no sea Él»29 ( Sermón 1. Intravit Iesus in templum...), de la 
Virginidad del alma: «Virgen indica alguien que estä vacio de toda imagen 
extrafia, tan vacio como cuando todavia no era»30 (Sermön 2. Intravit 
Iesus in quoddam castellum...), o, sobre todo, de la pobreza. 

En efecto, para Eckhart, por encima de todo es necesaria la perfecta 
pobreza de espíritu, porque hombre pobre es el que nada quiere, nada sabe 
y nada tiene. Y cuando el Maestro dice nada, quiere decir nada, 
radicalmente. Es difícil extraer algün pasaje del tan extraordinario como 
conocido sermón 52 Beati pauperes spíritu, en el que Eckhart desarrolla 


27 Maestro Eckhart, El fruto de la nada..., p. 57. 

28 Maestro Eckhart, Obras escogidas, Visión Libros, Barcelona, 1980, p. 153. 
29 Maestro Eckhart, El fruto de la nada..., p. 35. 

30 Id. p. 41. 
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esta idea. Todo él, con inusitada fuerza y precisiön, expresa la profunda 
experiencia de su autor. Con todo, creo imprescindible citar algunas lineas: 

«Si alguien me pregunta, ahora, qué es un hombre pobre que nada 
quiere, contesto y digo: mientras el hombre tenga la voluntad de cumplir 
la preciosa voluntad de Dios, no posee la pobreza de la que hablamos, pues 
en él todavia hay una voluntad que quiere satisfacer a Dios y eso no es la 
pobreza correcta. Pues si el hombre quiere ser verdaderamente pobre debe 
mantenerse tan vacio de su voluntad creada como cuando todavia no 
era»31. 

La divinizaciön, la unión mística, no consiste en querer hacer lo que 
Dios quiera, eso estä bien, pero mantiene la distancia entre la criatura y 
Dios, proclama el distanciamiento entre los dos y la multiplicidad. 

«Por otro lado es pobre el hombre que no sabe nada...el hombre que 
quiere tener esa pobreza debe vivir de tal manera que [incluso] ignore que 
no vive ni para sf mismo, ni para la verdad, ni para Dios; es mäs: debe estar 
tan vacfo de todo saber que no sepa ni conozca ni encuentre que Dios vive 
en él; es más: debe estar vacío de todo conocimiento que habite en él»32. 

Saber que no se vive ni para uno mismo, ni para la verdad, ni para 
Dios, implica de nuevo multiplicidad y distinción; en este caso, entre el 
saber y el vivir, entre el juicio acerca de lo que se hace y lo que se hace. 
Saber que Dios vive en él es establecerla entre el sujeto que conoce, el 
hombre, y dios mismo, el objeto conocido. Y por ültimo, tener 
conocimientos es mantenerla entre el hombre como intelecto y sus 
intelecciones. 

«La tercera pobreza,...es la más extrema, es aquella en la que el 
hombre no tiene nada. 

...Si el hombre se mantiene libre de todas las criaturas y de Dios y de 
sí mismo, pero se halla tan en sí mismo que, todavía, Dios encuentra en él 
un lugar para actuar, entonces decimos que ese hombre no es pobre segün 
la pobreza más extrema. Pues Dios no busca para sus obras que el hombre 
tenga un lugar en sí mismo, en donde Dios pueda actuar: la pobreza de 
espíritu es cuando el hombre permanece tan libre de Dios y de todas sus 
obras que, si Dios quiere actuar en el alma, sea él mismo el lugar en donde 
quiera actuar...Dios es un lugar propio para sus obras gracias al hecho de 
que Dios es alguien que obra en sí mismo. En esta pobreza reencuentra el 


31 Id. p. 76. 
32 Id p. 77. 


INTELECTO Y DIVINIZACIÖN EN EL MAESTRO ECKHART 1571 


hombre el ser eterno que él ya habia sido y que ahora es y será para 
siempre...En la medida en que el hombre conserva un lugar en si mismo, 
entonces conserva diferencia»33. 

No tener nada es ser nada, desierto desierto, negaciön de la negaciön; 
mientras haya en el hombre un lugar vacio, desierto para Dios, habrä 
diferencia entre el hombre, el lugar y Dios. El hombre ha de ser ese lugar 
y ese lugar es Dios en su ser esencial, el Uno. 

Como dice Alain de Libera, las tres pobrezas distinguidas, «la mäs 
alta», de voluntad, «la más pura», de saber y «la más extrema» de poseer, 
son como tres momentos en la andadura hacia el desierto donde toda 
diferencia se consuma, en el lugar que no es ningün lugar en el hombre, ni 
en el mundo, donde Dios permanece solo y donde el hombre esta 
comprendido desde toda la eternidad34. Sdlo en estas condiciones puede el 
hombre ser uno en uno eternamente. 

«¿Quién es, pues, más noble que aquel que nació, por una parte, de lo 
más elevado y lo mejor que poseen las criaturas y, por otra parte, del fondo 
más entrafiable de la naturaleza divina y su desierto? «Yo», dice Nuestro 
Señor en el profeta Oseas, «quiero llevar al alma noble a un desierto y allí 
hablaré en su corazón». Uno con uno, uno de uno, uno en uno y en uno 
eternamente. Amén»35 (Tratado del hombre noble). 

El hombre pobre es, pues el hombre nuevo, el hombre noble, que 
vacío y libre en todas sus obras, no busca lo suyo porque Dios obra en él. 
Es el hombre justo, verdadero y bueno del que habla en su Libro del 
consuelo divino: «En primer lugar hay que saber que el sabio y la 
Sabiduría, el hombre verdadero y la Verdad, el justo y la Justicia, el bueno 
y la Bondad...tienen entre sí esta relación: ...El hombre bueno y la Bondad 
no son dos cosas sino una, una sola Bondad, absolutamente una, con el 
matiz de que la una engendra y el otro es engendrado. Y ‚no obstante, ese 
engendrar de la bondad y ese nacer del hombre bueno son absolutamente 
un solo ser y una misma vida...En ella él existe, vive y permanece, y en 
ella se conoce él a sí mismo»36. 

El hombre divinizado es el hombre absolutamente desprendido, 
separado de todo, vacío incluso «de todos los rezos», ya que «su oración 


33 Id. p. 79. 

34 A DE LIBERA, Eckhart, Suso, Tauler y la divinización..., p.95. 
35  Maetro Eckhart, El fruto de la nada..., p. 124. 

36 Maestro Eckhart, El libro del consuelo..., pp. 13-14. 
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no es otra cosa que ser uniforme con Dios»37 (Tratado del despren- 
dimiento). 

Hemos entrado, ahora si, en un terreno en el que la audacia y la 
originalidad del Maestro se desbordan, el de su propuesta mistica, pälido 
reflejo de una experiencia vivida. Las expresiones y descripciones mäs 
dificiles se encuentran en este contexto; pero ahora parecen mäs claras: 

«El ojo en el que veo a Dios es el mismo ojo en el que Dios me ve. 
Mi ojo y el ojo de Dios son un ünico y mismo ojo, una ünica visiön, un 
ünico y mismo conocimiento, un ünico y mismo amor»38 (Sermön 12. Qui 
audit me). 

Hemos de ser traslticidos, para que la luz nos atraviese y seamos luz. 
Mientras atin miremos a lo alto para encontrar a Dios y busquemos el 
modo de satisfacer sus deseos y de que El satisfaga los más nobles de los 
nuestros, atin no hemos llegado a la meta. 

«Cuando flui de Dios todas las cosas dijeron: Dios es; pero eso no me 
puede hacer bienaventurado pues en eso me reconozco criatura. En el 
atravesar, sin embargo, en donde permanezco libre de mi propia voluntad 
y de la voluntad de Dios y de todas las criaturas y no soy ni dios ni criatura, 
soy mas bien lo que fui y lo que seguiré siendo ahora y siempre...pues en 
ese atravesar me doy cuenta de que yo y Dios somos uno»39 (Sermön 52. 
Beati pauperes spiritu). 

La propuesta del Maestro Eckhart es clara, ser uno en uno. Sin 
embargo, atin nos quedarian dos preguntas por responder. En primer lugar 
si la propuesta es de caräcter panteista y, en segundo lugar, si es una 
mistica contemplativa o especulativa que conduce al quietismo. En mi 
opiniön ambas cuestiones se contestan negativamente. Veämoslo muy 
brevemente. 

Creo que para Eckhart es un hecho que Dios en la persona de su Hijo 
es hombre y, por ello, los hombres pueden hacerse Dios. Este es el misterio 
de la encarnaciön del Verbo. Y, de acuerdo con otro hecho incuestionable, 
que el Hijo sin dejar de ser Hijo, es Uno, como lo es el Padre y lo es el 
Espiritu, también nosotros, Hijos adoptivos de Dios por la gracia, 
podemos ser Hijos y, sin confundirnos, ser Uno. Por eso somos 
atravesados, y por eso dice: 


37 Maestro Eckhart, El fruto de la nada..., p. 133. 
38 Maestro Eckhart, Obras escogidas,...p. 148. 
39 Maestro Eckhart, El fruto de la nada..., p. 80. 
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«...cuando se dice que el hombre es uno con Dios y segün esa unidad 
es Dios, se le comprende segün la parte de la imagen por la que se asemeja 
a Dios, y no por el hecho de que ha sido creado. Pues en tanto que Dios, 
no se lo toma segün su creaturalidad»40 (Sermön 40. Blibet in mir.). 

«Que Dios nos ayude para que Jestis también pueda acudir a nosotros 
y rechazar y alejar todo obstäculo y hacernos uno, asi como él es uno, un 
solo Dios, con el Padre y el Espíritu Santo...»41 (Sermón 1. Intravit Iesus 
in templum...). 

Por último, según mi criterio, la mística del Maestro Eckhart es de 
vida y no de contemplaciön, porque lo que propone es que recobremos 
nuestra condiciön de hijos de Dios, no mirando a Dios, sino siendo con 
Dios, en la medida en que sea Dios el que obra a través de nosotros. Cristo 
no sölo es el camino, no sölo es la verdad, que nos hace libres, sino que es 
la vida. El hombre noble, el espiritu libre, no huye del mundo para 
regocijarse y deleitarse en el seno de Dios, el hombre nuevo instaura el 
reino de Dios en la tierra. 

«Aqui el fondo de Dios es mi fondo, y mi fondo es el fondo de 
Dios...Desde ese fondo interior debes hacer todas tus obras, sin porqué»42 
(Sermön 5b. In hoc apparuit caritas dei in nobis...), «Lo he dicho muchas 
veces. Alguien que estuviera en arrobo, como antafio San Pablo, si supiese 
que un enfermo necesita un poco de sopa que él puede darle, considero que 
harfa mucho mejor renunciando, por caridad, a su arrobo y sirviendo con 
mayor amor al indigente»43 (Instrucciones espirituales, X: «De como la 
voluntad lo puede todo»). 


Universidad Complutense de Madrid 


40 Id. pp. 68-69. 

41 Id. p.40. 

42 Id. p. 49. 

43 A. DE LIBERA, Eckhart, Suso, Tauler y la divinización..., p.84. 
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L’OPUS IOR DI GIORDANO DI QUEDLINBURG COME 
DOCUMENTO DELLE DISCUSSIONI POSTECKHARTIANE 


Ben nota agli storici del pensiero medievale & la bolla In agro 
dominico del 1329 con cui Giovanni XXII dichiarava sospette di eresia 
ventisei proposizioni sostenute da Meister Eckhartl. Con la consueta 
efficacia la censura pontificia limitò fortemente la circolazione degli scritti 
del maestro domenicano, soprattutto di quelli latini destinati agli ambienti 
intellettuali ed ecclesiastici e guardati costantemente con maggiore 
sospetto. La circolazione delle dottrine eckhartiane, tuttavia, continuò a 
svolgersi sotterraneamente ancora nel XIV secolo e, inaspettatamente, non 
nell' Ordine di cui l'autore aveva fatto parte, quello domenicano, ma tra 
alcuni autori legati dalla comune appartenenza all’Ordine agostiniano: a 
Prospero da Reggio Emilia si deve la seconda raccolta delle Questiones 
Parisienses di Eckhart nel Cod. Vat. Lat. 1086, datata dal Grabmann al 
1312-1314; almeno una delle questioni riportate, la numero 109, fu 
annotata da Prospero di persona mentre Eckhart la discuteva a Parigi2. 
Enrico di Frimaria, poi, nei suoi Tractatus ascetico mystici cita ben tre 
volte le dottrine eckhartiane prendendone le distanze3. Giovanni 
Hiltalingen, infine, dimostra il suo interesse verso Eckhart sia nel 


1 M.H. LAURENT, «Autor du procès de Maitre Eckhart», Divus Thomas, 39 (1936), 
435-444 (nuova edizione in corso, a cura di L. STURLESE, in Acta Echardiana, n. 65 (Die 
lateinischen Werke, Bd. V). 

2 Magister Echardus, Quaestiones parisienses, B. GEYER (ed.), Stuttgart, 
Kohlhammer, 1936, pp. 33-34 (Die lateinischen Werke, Bd. V). 

3 Henricus de Frimaria, Tractatus ascetico-mystici, A. ZUMKELLER (ed.), Roma, 
1975, pp. 42, 86, 130 (Corpus Scriptorum Augustinianorum, vol. III). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1575-1586. 
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Commento alle Sentenze sia nel Traktat von der Minne che recentemente 
gli è stato attribuito4. 

Anche Giordano di Quedlinburg, frate agostiniano del XIV secolo, 
rappresenta significativamente questo nuovo orizzonte culturale: è, infatti, 
una fra le più interessanti fonti della recezione di Eckhart subito dopo la sua 
morte. Nei primi decenni del secolo compie i suoi studi prima a Bologna e 
poi a Parigi. È allievo di Alberto da Padova’ e successivamente lavora come 
baccelliere ad Erfurt e a Magdeburgo. È poi insegnante, dignitario 
ecclesiastico e ‘inquisitore, dunque un intellettuale di primo piano fra gli 
agostiniani tedeschi nel tardo medioevo6. L'ampio lascito di Giordano 
comprende opere esegetiche, spirituali e agiografiche ma l’autore raggiunge 
i risultati più alti come compositore di omelie. Scrive infatti tre importanti 
sermonari: "Opus Postillarum, "Opus lor e "Opus Dan. LU Opus 
Postillarum e Y Opus Dan circolarono notevolmente nel medioevo fino 
all’inizio del XVI secolo? e giunsero alla stampa’. Minor fortuna ebbe 
invece l'Opus lor: è inedito ed accessibile attraverso soli cinque 
manoscritti9. Di questi, due sono rimasti fuori dai censimenti di Zumkeller 
e di Schneyer: si tratta dei codici conservati a Gottinga, Biblioteca 
universitaria, Lüneburg 38 e a Norimberga, Stadtbibliothek, Cent. II, 51. 

È all’ Opus Postillarum, il più fortunato dei lavori di Giordano, che 
gli storici del pensiero medievale si sono più spesso rivolti nei peraltro 
assai rari studi sull’autore. Nel 1935 J. Koch richiamò l’attenzione in 
particolare sull’In die nativitatis domini (sermones 68-79), una sezione 
del" Opus Postillarum, che rivela un’evidente dipendenza di Giordano 


4  K.H. WITTE, «Der Traktat von der Minne, der Meister des Lehrgesprächs und 
Johannes Hiltalingen von Basel. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Meister-Eckhart- 
Rezeption in der Augustinerschule des 14. Jahrhunderts», Zeitschrift für deutsches 
Altertum und deutsche Literatur, 4 (2002, in corso di stampa). 

5 Jordanus de Quedlinburg, Opus Postillarum, Argentine, 1483, «In die pasce», prol. 

6 A. ZUMKELLER, «Jordanus von Quedlinburg», in K. Run (ed.) Die deutsche 
Literatur des Mittelalters: Verfasserlexikon, IV, Berlin - New York, de Gruyter, 1984, coll. 
855-861. 

7 A. ZUMKELLER, Manuskripte von Werken der Autoren des Augustiner- 
Eremitenordens in mitteleuropäischen Bibliotheken, Würzburg, Augustinus-Verlag, 1966, 
pp. 285-318 (Cassiciacum 1). 

8 A. ZUMKELLER, Manuskripte, pp. 287-292; 302-313. 

9 Berlin, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin, PKB, Theol. f. 293; Windsheim, 
Ratsbibliothek 7 (20); Oxford, Bodleian Library, Hamilton 50; Göttingen, 
Universitätsbibliothek, Lüneburg 38; Nürnberg, Stadtsbibliothek, Cent. III, 51. 
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dall’Expositio evangelii secundum Iohannem di Eckhart, e attribui a 
Niccolò Cusano il merito di averla notata per primol0. Nel 1977 e poi nel 
1981 J. Hackett dedicò a questo problema due articoli in cui individuava 
alcuni passaggi testuali che documentano la relazione tra Giordano ed 
Eckhart in modo precisoll. 

Si può senz’altro aggiungere che, se pure nell’ In die nativitatis domini 
dell’ Opus Postillarum il nome di Eckhart non compare mai, i riferimenti 
alle sue dottrine sono tuttaltro che occasionali o sporadici. Giordano le cita 
talvolta come espressione di errori dottrinali da evitare e da correggere12, 
in altri casi come parti positive di un’argomentazione che propone come 
sua personale, sfidando in questo modo la nostra capacità di comprendere 
la reale natura del suo interesse verso Eckhart. 


I. L'OPus IOR 


Lo scopo del mio intervento è di estendere l’ orizzonte dei documenti 
di questa ricerca, includendovi, oltre al più noto Opus Postillarum, l' Opus 
Ior, ovvero proprio l'inedito meno fortunato. L’opera fu studiata per la 
prima volta da J. Koch!3 che nel 1961 evidenziò interessanti citazioni 
delle dottrine eckhartiane condannate: la divina nascita spirituale, la 
nullità delle creature, l’immagine di Dio nell’anima, la natura increata 
dell’intelletto14. Nel 1992 L. Sturlesel5 rinvenne in tre diverse prediche 


10 J. Koch, «Jordanus von Quedlinburg», in W. STAMMLER (ed) Die deutsche 
Literatur des Mittelalters: Verfasserlexikon, II, Berlin - Leipzig, de Gruyter, 1936, col. 658. 

11 J. HACKETT, «The use of a text quotation from Meister Eckhart by Jordan of 
Quedlinburg (Saxony), O.S.A». Proceedings of the Patristic Mediaeval and Renaissance 
Conference 2 (1977), 97-102; J.A. HACKETT, «Verbum mentalis conceptio in Meister 
Eckhart and Jordanus of Quedlinburg. A text study» in J.P. BECKMANN (ed.), Sprache und 
Erkenntnis im Mittelalter, U, Berlin - New York, de Gruyter, 1981, pp. 1003-1011 
(Miscellanea Mediaevalia 13/2). 

12 Jordanus de Quedlinburg, Opus Postillarum, sermo 74 E (cito il sermone 
secondo il numero d’ordine e la divisione in lettere dell’incunabolo, che non & paginato). 
Giordano espone alcune tesi erronee circa la generazione spirituale del Verbo e menziona 
la relativa condanna di papa Giovanni XXI, alludendo verisimilmente alla Bolla del 1329 
In agro dominico: le tesi condannate sono certamente quelle di Meister Eckhart, ovvero le 
proposizioni XI, XH, XIII, XX della Bolla. 

13 J. Koca, «Jordanus von Quedlinburg», col. 658. 

14 Citta del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, ff. 97rb- 
va, 98va-b. 

15 L. STURLESE, «Meister Eckharts Weiterwirken» in H. STIRNIMANN - R. IMBACH 
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della stessa opera riferimenti polemici a dottrine centrali di Dietrich di 
Freiberg. Su questo comune riferimento alle dottrine di Eckhart e di 
Dietrich riflette, infine, A. de Libera interpretandolo come una testimo- 
nianza diretta della deprofessionalizzazione della filosofia nel XTV 
secolo16. Proprio in continuitä con questi studi si pone la mia analisi dei 
sermoni n. 50, 51, 52, 80, 8117 che si rivelano interessanti in particolare 
per le fonti, spesso implicite, che Giordano riferisce: si allude infatti non 
solo alle dottrine di Eckhart citate dagli atti del processo svoltosi contro di 
lui a Colonia nel 1326-1327, ma anche al De visione beatifica di Dietrich 
di Freiberg, come é evidente dalla citazione di alcune sue dottrine centrali 
sul ruolo dell’intelletto agente e dell’intelletto possibile nella visione 
beatifica. Si tratta dunque di prediche filosofiche notevoli anche 
relativamente ai temi discussi, centrali nel dibattito tedesco che coinvolge 
la elite culturale del XIV secolo. 

Partecipando a questa vivace cultura Giordano rivendica a buon 
diritto il titolo di pensatore. pienamente inserito nelle discussioni piü 
innovative della sua epoca. 


II. IL TEMA DELLA VISIONE BEATIFICA 


Al tema della visione beatifica Giordano dedica i sermoni formulati 
per la domenica in Quinquagesima, cioè i numeri 81 e 82 in cui, partendo 
dall’esegesi di 1 Cor. 12, 10: Cum venerit quod perfectum est evacuabitur 
quod ex parte est, l’autore ha indicato il senso massimo della dignità 
umana nella contemplazione di Dio. Per l’esatta comprensione dei temi 
trattati in questi due sermoni, Giordano rinvia alla lettura di alcuni 
commenti precedenti e appartenenti alla stessa opera: i sermoni 50, 51, 52. 
Si tratta di omelie previste per la prima domenica dopo il Natale sulla 
pericope Quoniam autem estis filii Dei, misit Deus spiritum filii sui in 
corda vestra (Gal. 4,6-7), in cui si approfondisce il tema della filiazione 


(ed.), Echardus Theutonicus, homo doctus et sanctus. Nachweise und Berichte zum Prozef 
gegen Meister Eckhart, Fribourg, Universitàts-Verlag, 1992, p. 174. 

16 A. DE LIBERA, «Albert le Grand et la mystique allemande», in M.J.F.M. HOENEN, 
J.H.J. SCHNEIDER, G. WIELAND (ed.), Philosophy and learning: universities in the Middle 
Ages, Leiden, Brill, 1995, pp. 40-41. 

17 Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, ff. 971-100r; ff. 100r-103r; ff. 103r-105v; ff.144r-146v; ff. 
146v-148r. Per una più completa documentazione testuale, qui impossibile per motivi di 
spazio, rinvio all'edizione delle prediche citate, che spero di poter pubblicare tra breve. 
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divina dell’uomo. I due gruppi di sermoni sono quindi previsti per due 
occasioni liturgiche differenti. Essi tuttavia, come vedremo, sono tra loro 
tematicamente complementari secondo il collegamento posto 
esplicitamente dallo stesso autore. 

Nei sermoni 50 e 51 Giordano espone tre sensi affini e pari modo 
erronei di intendere la filiazione divina: l’uomo sarebbe figlio di Dio 
perché generato da Dio secondo la sua natura, insignito dell’immagine 
divina e, infine, per grazia trasformato totalmente in Diol8. Giordano 
allude alle dottrine eckhartiane condannate nel processo coloniense e ad 
altre discusse da Dietrich di Freiberg nel suo trattato De visione beatifica. 
A queste posizioni l’autore contrappone la sua nel sermone 52 dove il 
rapporto di filiazione è detto presupporre una certa similitudine tra il 
Verbo, autentico Figlio di Dio, e l’anima, soggetto che conserva 
nondimeno una dissomiglianza residual9. 

L'idea della similitudine dissimile viene attribuita in modo costitutivo 
al rapporto tra Dio e qualunque altra sua creatura: nessun credente di 
questa terra, nessun beato e addirittura nessun angelo può aspirare ad 
identificarsi con Dio né per grazia, né per gloria, né ancor meno in virtù 
della sua propria natura. Infatti, per Giordano, neppure nella visione 
beatifica l’anima perde la sua alterità rispetto a Dio, nonostante giunga alla 
sua somma perfezione. Proprio nei sermoni 81-82, Giordano sviluppa in 
questo senso il tema della perfezione dell’anima e ciò attraverso un 
discorso analiticamente articolato: «Quia perfectum esse praesupponit 
esse, ideo secundum triplex esse accipienda est triplex eius perfectio (...) 
secundum esse naturae, gratiae, gloriae»20. L'esposizione del tema trattato 
rispetta nei sermoni in esame la struttura appena delineata. 


2.1 Perfectio animae secundum esse naturae 


In primo luogo, dunque, Giordano esamina la prima perfezione 
dell’anima: «Perfectio animae in esse naturae consistit in divinae imaginis 


18 Jordanus, Opus lor, sermo 50 A, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 97ra; cfr. Magister 
Echardus, Responsio ad articulos sibi impositos de scriptis et dictis suis, L. STURLESE (ed.), 
Stuttgart, Kohlhammer, 2000 (Die lateinischen Werke, Bd. V), I n. 53, p. 314; sermo 50 C, 
Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 98va; cfr. Echardus, Responsio I n. 62-63, p. 315,24-316,3; sermo 
51 A, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 100rb; cfr. Echardus, Responsio I n. 54, p. 314, 11. 

19 Jordanus, Opus Jor, sermo 50 C, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 99ra. 

20 Jordanus, Opus Ior, sermo 81 A, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 144ra. 
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insignitione21». Il tema è trattato nel sermone 81 ma, come ho anticipato, 
ha un esplicito rimando al primum principale del sermone Quoniam estis 
filii Dei, cioè il sermone 50. La posizione di Giordano, inoltre, come si 
vedrà, risulterà dalla critica a posizioni alternative ed erronee molto 
interessanti come quelle cioè di Meister Eckhart e di Dietrich di Freiberg. 

Proprio a Meister Eckhart si può ricondurre la prima concezione 
proposta: «imago, ut dicunt, est quaedam expressio sui ipsius et illud, 
quod ibi exit, est illud, quod intus manet, et id ipsum, quod intus manet, id 
est, quod ibi exit. Et ista imago est filius Patris, et illa imago sum ego, illa 
imago, id est sapientia Patris, et ego sum illa imago, et hoc est imago 
Trinitatis»22 ecc. L'anello di congiunzione tra l'uomo e Dio, l'immagine, 
& chiamato scintilla ed & qualcosa nell'anima perfettamente capace di 
accogliere Dio, perció consustanziale con lui, come lui increato, semplice 
ed estraneo ad ogni determinazione spazio-temporale23. Dalla concezione 
eckhartiana, spiega l'autore, deriva una ben determinata concezione circa 
la perfezione dell'anima quanto all'essere della sua natura. L’anima, cioé, 
imperfetta, anzi nulla quanto alla sua dimensione creaturale 
conquisterebbe la sua perfezione negandosi come creatura per convertirsi 
totalmente nell'immagine increata, cioé in Dio stesso24. 

A questa dottrina di Eckhart sull'immagine Giordano avvicina quella 
di Dietrich: percepisce infatti la straordinaria affinità tra i caratteri che per 
Eckhart contraddistinguono tale scintilla e quelli che definiscono 
l'intellectus agens, secondo la dottrina che egli conosce da Dietrich 
nonostante non lo dichiari: «Secundus intellectus illius dicti posset esse 
ponendo, quod intellectus agens in nobis esset Deus (...) ista lux posset 
esse scintilla, de qua ipsi dicunt, et ita posset salvari aliquo modo, quod 
dicunt de illo increato in anima, et etiam ratio imaginis, secundum quod 
ipsi ponunt»25. 

Le concezioni proposte sono per Giordano piene di errori. Egli infatti 
oppone che nulla della creatura puó rappresentarsi perfettamente Dio, né 


21 Iordanus, Opus lor, sermo 81 A, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 144ra. 

22 Iordanus, Opus Tor, sermo 50 C, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 98va; cfr. Echardus, 
Responsio, Y n. 62, p. 315,24. 

23 Iordanus, Opus Jor, sermo 50 C, f. 98vb; Echardus, Responsio, I n. 19, p. 308,6-14. 

24 Jordanus, Opus lor, sermo 81 A, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 144rb-144va. 

25 Jordanus, Opus lor, sermo 50 C, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 99ra-99rb; cfr. 
Theodoricus de Vriberch, Tractatus de visione beatifica, B. MoisiscH (ed.), Hamburg, 
Meiner, 1977, 1.1.1., p. 16,44-46 (Corpus Philosophorum Teutonicorum Medii Aevi, II, 1). 
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ricevere qualcosa di consustanziale a lui, e anche la migliore similitudine 
conserva una dissomiglianza residua. Nell’ambito gnoseologico, inoltre, 
l’indeterminatezza spazio-temporale non appartiene all’anima che 
realmente si rende presente all’oggetto della conoscenza ma a 
quell’oggetto che intenzionalmente si offre all’immaginazione. Se poi 
l’intelletto agente, avvicinato alla scintilla dell’anima, viene identificato 
con Dio, certo non si può ridurre tale intelletto ad una facoltà dell’anima, 
né comprenderlo come sostanza separata e pretendere che attraverso 
quello si perfezioni in noi la ragione dell’immagine26. 

Secondo Dietrich, al contrario, l’immagine dell’unità e della Trinità di 
Dio si realizza nell’uomo proprio attraverso l’intelletto, nella cui unità 
sintetica si riconoscono tre distinzioni: l’apprensione della verità, il diletto 
per la conoscenza e l’efficacia della stessa27. Giordano oppone a questa 
dottrina che le distinzioni proposte sono solo razionali e non reali e la 
definizione dell’immagine non è pertanto completamente realizzata 
poiché il sistema non si presta a spiegare nell’anima la corrispondente 
emanazione delle tre persone divine. Egli invece, d’accordo con Agostino, 
individua non solo nell’intelletto, ma anche nella memoria e nella volontà, 
realmente distinti, i costituenti contemporaneamente ed egualmente 
imprescindibili dell’immagine28. 


2.2 Perfectio animae secundum esse gratiae 


Pur sperimentando tutte le sue risorse naturali, l’anima non riesce, in 
virtù della sua sola natura, a superare l’imperfezione che la caratterizza. 
Per progredire in questa direzione le è infatti necessario l’intervento della 
grazia e, infatti così Giordano si esprime al riguardo: «secunda perfectio 
animae attenditur penes esse gratiae, quae consistit in perfecta Dei 
unione»29. La definizione appena espressa è molto più articolata di quel 
che appare a prima vista, infatti tocca diverse questioni: il ruolo della 


26 Jordanus, Opus lor, sermo 50 C, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 99rb. 

27 Jordanus, Opus lor, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 99va, sermo 50 D; cfr. Theodoricus 
de Vriberch, Tractatus de visione beatifica, 1.1.1., p. 15-16,22-28; 1.1.1.2., p. 18,91-93; 
1.2.1.1.7, p. 44, 1-9. 

28 Jordanus, Opus lor, sermo 50 E, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 100ra-b; cfr. 
Theodoricus. de Vriberch, Tractatus de visione beatifica, Prooemium, p. 15,60-61; 1.1.1., 
p. 16,29-39; 1.2.2.1, p.46, 1-2; 3, p. 68,1-5; 4.1, p. 106,27-30; 3.2.5, p. 81,81-83. 

29 Jordanus, Opus Jor, sermo 81 C, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 145ra. 
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grazia, la sua continuitä o il suo netto distacco con la dimensione naturale 
dell’anima, la concezione dell’unione possibile con Dio. Ora, Giordano, 
pur riconoscendo che la grazia non si limita alla sublimazione dell’anima 
ma continua a svolgersi nell’ unione della stessa con Dio, ne riduce tuttavia 
l’efficacia ammettendo che, certamente, essa conferisce all’uomo un certo 
essere soprannaturale e divino per partecipazione, ma non fino al punto 
che «homo ita elevetur, quod convertatur in Deum»30. 

L'elemento dottrinale irrinunciabile che Giordano ribadisce è 
nuovamente quello dell’alterità tra uomo e Dio, e la dimostrazione si svolge, 
come si vede, attraverso un discorso critico nei confronti di posizioni più 
radicali, facilmente riconducibili alle dottrine condannate di Meister Eckhart. 

Per conoscere, a questo punto, la posizione argomentata da Giordano 
sul tema della perfezione dell’anima secondo la grazia, dobbiamo seguire 
ancora una volta i rimandi proposti dall’autore nel sermone 81. Questo 
tema è stato affrontato da Giordano contestualmente a quello della 
filiazione nel tertio principali del sermone Quoniam estis filii Dei, ovvero 
il sermone 52. In quel sermone viene posta tra il Verbo, autentico Figlio di 
Dio, e l’anima una similitudine definita mediante tre attributi contenuti in 
Sapienza 8: candor lucis aeternae, speculum sine macula maiestatis Dei, 
imago bonitatis Dei. Tale similitudine è intrinseca alla natura dell’anima 
ma perfettibile in parte per la grazia attraverso le virtù cristiane di fede, 
speranza e carità. La fede, in continuità con l’intelletto agente, consente 
infatti un sano discernimento della verità. In virtù della fede l’anima 
perfeziona il suo essere candor lucis aeternae a similitudine del Verbo, 
causa di tutta la realtà ontologica e gnoseologica. Gli angeli e i beati, 
quindi, attingono la vera conoscenza, guardando nel Verbo, speculum sine 
macula, in cui riluce la similitudine con tutte le cose. Nella vita terrena 
l’anima è intrappolata nel corpo, per questo l’immagine della Trinità non 
si realizza pienamente. Rispetto a Dio l’anima è infatti immagine non 
essenzialmente come il Verbo, ma neppure in modo del tutto estrinseco 
come la scultura raffigurante Enea rispetto ad Enea uomo: lo è invece 
secondo un grado si somiglianza di natura e tuttavia difettivo. L’ anima non 
è quindi completamente speculum e questa imperfezione la rattrista. Essa, 
tuttavia, per grazia riceve il dono della speranza e in questa dimensione di 
fiduciosa attesa pregusta la gioia promessa per la vita futura. Il tema della 


30 Iordanus, Opus Ior, sermo 51 B, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 100vb; cfr. Echardus, 
Responsio, In. 54, p. 314,11. 
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immagine dell’anima, della visione beatifica e della filiazione divina 
nuovamente si intrecciano. Giordano fa riferimento a Iac. 1: «Haec autem 
spes est solum filiorum Dei», e cosi commenta: «Sperare enim 
haereditatem paternam proprium est filiorum»31. Attraverso la grazia della 
carità l’uomo può ulteriormente progredire in questa somiglianza. Infatti 
essa caratterizza essenzialmente la relazione tra Dio padre e Dio figlio 
come rapporto d’amore e li unisce inseparabilmente: per questo si traduce 
in un precetto del cristiano che ambisce alla divina filiazione adottiva. In 
definitiva, come si vede, contrariamente ad Eckhart, Giordano difende 
l’idea di unione non consustanziale dell’anima con Dio. La interpreta 
piuttosto come adeguazione da parte della creatura alla volontà al creatore, 
come dice Bernardo nel De diligendo Deo, e come conformità dell’affetto 
e della volontà, conformemente alla posizione sostenuta Agostino nell’ In 
Iohannem evangelii Tractatus32. 


2.3 Perfectio animae secundum esse gloriae 


La grazia è, dunque, imprescindibile per l’uomo che tende alla 
beatitudine ed è, inoltre, la somma perfezione possibile ad ogni credente 
nella sua vita terrena, tuttavia in confronto alla gloria essa è imperfetta. 
Nella gloria l’anima giunge a conoscere Dio nella sua nuda ed immediata 
semplicità e guadagna così uno stato di beatitudine e di perfezione eterna. 
Il tema in questione solleva, secondo l’autore, almeno tre problemi: in 
primo luogo in cosa consista l’imperfezione dell’anima quanto all’essere 
della gloria e come poi scompare, in secondo luogo se la visione beatifica 
avviene in maniera immediata o attraverso un intervento soprannaturale, 
infine, se, in seguito alla concessione straordinaria della visione di Dio su 
questa terra, ovvero il modo della visione sperimentato da S. Paolo, si 
possa ulteriormente progredire nella beatitudine. 

Sulla prima delle tre questioni proposte, rifacendosi alla pericope 
commentata tratta dalla prima lettera di San Paolo ai Corinzi, Giordano 
definisce l’imperfezione dell’anima nella visione confusa di Dio. Il 
discorso è analiticamente articolato: Giordano distingue tre modi di vedere 
l'oggetto visto a cui corrispondono tre modi della visione di Dio in una 
scala di perfezione decrescente e mai completamente accessibile all'uomo. 


31 Iordanus, Opus Jor, sermo 52 D, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 105ra. 
32 Iordanus, Opus lor, sermo 51 D, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, ff. 101va-102ra: 
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Solo Dio infatti vede lo speculum solum, cio& se stesso per essentiam, 
nello stesso modo in cui l’occhio vede la luce33. Il secondo modo, 
speculum in speculo, ovvero per speciem, corrisponde alla visione 
corporale di una pietra: & il modo in cui i beati conoscono Dio guardando 
le creature non in se stesse ma direttamente nel Verbo. Il terzo modo di 
visione possibile, speculum, in speculo et per speculum, si riferisce al caso 
in cui la cosa è conosciuta non nella sua propria natura ma attraverso una 
similitudine in cui è rappresentata, così come nello specchio si 
percepiscono i sensibiles sensibilium: solo questa forma di conoscenza 
pertiene all’ uomo nel corso della sua vita terrena. 

Anche secondo Dietrich l’imperfezione dell’anima in questa vita si 
definisce nella visione confusa di Dio, ma egli attribuisce questo stato alla 
separazione tra l’intelletto agente, identificato con Dio, e quello possibile, la 
quale si supererebbe nell’unione adepta tra i due e in una scomparsa della 
grazia che ha reso possibile tale unione. L' azione della grazia non è, quindi, 
secondo Dietrich, essenziale, ma si riduce ad un intervento abilitante: essa 
non è richiesta dall’anima che, in quanto semplice, non può ricevere nulla di 
estrinseco34, né dall’intelletto, la cui natura sostanziale non accoglie 
accidenti35. L’autoritä assunta sarebbe dunque esposta nel modo seguente, 
precisa Giordano: «Cum venerit quod perfectum est, id est cum venerit unio 
intellectus agentis cum intellectu possibili, tunc evacuabitur, quod ex parte 
est, id est imperfecta nostra cognitio et etiam gratia»36, 

L'intervento soprannaturale della grazia sarebbe, dunque, un medio 
tra l’intelletto del beato e Dio e come tale si configurerebbe quale 
accidente inessenziale ed ostacolo alla visione immediata. Contrap- 
ponendosi alla dottrina proposta, Giordano obietta che il lume della gloria, 
forma soprannaturale, è necessario perché la natura delle cose inferiori 
attinga alla perfezione di quelle superiori esistendo, infatti, una 
disuguaglianza incommensurabile tra l'essenza divina e l'intelletto creato. 
L'intervento del lume della gloria, quindi, non solo non ostacola ma 
addirittura permette tale visione. Esso è, secondo Giordano, impro- 
priamente detto mediazione: non pone infatti distanza tra l’uomo e Dio ma 


33 Iordanus, Opus lor, sermo 82 A, B, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, ff. 146va-147ra. 

34 Iordanus, Opus lor, sermo 81 D, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 145va; cfr. Theodoricus 
de Vriberch, Tractatus de visione beatifica, 3.2.8.1, p. 83,42-57. 

35 Iordanus, Opus lor, sermo 81 D, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 154va; cfr. Theodoricus 
de Vriberch, Tractatus de visione beatifica, 3.2.8.1, p. 83, 57-61. 

36 Iordanus, Opus Ior, sermo 81 D, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 145vb. 
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eleva l’intelletto unendolo a Dio affinché la sua divina essenza sia per lui 
una forma intellettuale immediata. 

Caso particolare rispetto al graduale percorso dell’anima verso la 
perfezione è rappresentato dalla concessione straordinaria della grazia 
come la visione per raptum di S. Paolo. Per Giordano anche rispetto a 
quasta visione si può conseguire un ulteriore progresso: è una questione 
del tutto dipendente dall’amore, virtù in cui il progresso non può che 
essere infinito37. Fondandosi non sul soggetto ma sull’oggetto di tale 
visione, Dietrich propone una soluzione diametralmente opposta a quella 
di Giordano: la visione di S. Paolo ebbe come oggetto la natura di Dio 
semplicissima e immutabile. 


CONCLUSIONI 


Mi sembra il caso di accennare, in conclusione, a tre questioni che 
emergono da quanto sopra detto: il rapporto tra le opere in cui compaiono 
riferimenti ad Eckhart, la natura dell’interesse di Giordano per le opere del 
maestro domenicano, il problema dell’accostamento che l’autore propone 
tra le dottrine di Eckhart e quelle di Dietrich. 

In merito al primo aspetto, come ho anticipato, già nel ciclo natalizio 
dell'Opus Postillarum l’autore utilizza l’ Expositio evangelii secundum 
lohannem di Eckhart: in quello Giordano non solo condivide temi e 
formulazioni dell’opera eckhartiana, ma addirittura li espone come propri. 
In alcuni punti dello stesso ciclo, però, le dottrine più radicali del maestro 
domenicano sono stigmatizzate come errori. Nei sermoni dell’ Opus lor 
appena esaminati, poi, come abbiamo visto, le tesi eckhartiane condannate 
nel processo di Colonia ritornano come motivo polemico. Non è pura 
coincidenza che, nell’ ampio lascito scritto di Giordano, motivi 
eckhartiani, comunque valutati, siano presenti in entrambi questi cicli di 
prediche: infatti, a ben guardare, i sermoni dell’ Opus lor, liturgicamente 
successivi al ciclo natalizio, poiché formulati per la prima domenica dopo 
il Natale, mutuano - anche testualmente - e approfondiscono temi 
sviluppati in quello; seguendo i versetti 1,1-28 del Vangelo di Giovanni 
per la scansione dei paragrafi di entrambi i cicli di sermoni. 

Più difficile da valutare è, invece, la reale natura dell’interesse di 
Giordano verso Eckhart. Giordano milita in questa battaglia dottinale tra 


37 Iordanus, Opus lor, sermo 81 D, Cod. Palat. Lat. 448, f. 148ra-b. 
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le file della tradizione, difendendo la trascendenza assoluta di Dio. 
Individua una strategia che gli sembra vincente: mantenere una distinzione 
ontologica tra la processione delle persone divine e la creazione del mondo 
fisico, irriducibili l'uno ai principi dell'altro, svolgendosi il primo dalla 
stessa natura di Dio, il secondo secondo la sua volonta. Il termine di 
contatto tra i due mondi è tradizionalmente rappresentato dall immagine di 
cui l’anima umana è insignita: questa deve essere dentro di noi e deve 
rispecchiare una similitudine esigua con le tre persone della Trinità, senza 
pretendere di completarla, nonostante l’imprescindibile intervento 
soprannaturale della grazia e della gloria. A questa definizione, come 
abbiamo visto, non risponde la concezione eckhartiana perché, appunto, 
nega qualunque alterità tra Dio e la creatura, vanificando peraltro il ruolo 
della grazia nel percorso della salvezza umana. 

Tra approvazione e dissenso, una terza via mi sembra più 
convincente, e cioè il tentativo di ricondurre le dottrine di Eckhart 
nell’alveo dell’ortodossia. Il rifiuto delle dottrine eckhartiane in Giordano 
non è tuttavia radicale. Eckhart viene accettato in due modi: letteralmente, 
come avviene nel ciclo del Natale dell’ Opus Postillarum, dove le dottrine 
del commento al Vangelo di Giovanni ben si conciliano con la verità 
stabilite dalla Chiesa; attraverso diversi modi di intenderne il senso, come 
nel sermone 50 dell’ Opus lor, per sfumare la radicalità di certe posizioni 
ed esorcizzarle del loro arrischiato potenziale culturale. C’é infine un solo 
modo di rifiutarlo: smascherando paradossi ed evidenziando errori 
laddove la chiarezza di Eckhart si esprime attraverso esempi precisi per 
non permettere discussioni sull’intepretazione. È il caso di tutte quelle 
dottrine che Giordano ha riferito rispetto all’unione della creatura con Dio. 

Infine, come abbiamo visto, per Giordano la concezione eckhartiana 
dell’increato nell’anima è anche interpretabile alla luce della teoria di 
Dietrich sull’intelletto agente come immagine di Dio che l’uomo ha in sé: le 
citazioni di Meister Eckhart tratte dagli atti del processo di Colonia e le 
dottrine di Dietrich di Freiberg a lui note attraverso il De visione beatifica 
sono senz'altro avvicinate. Si tratta di un aspetto interessante, poichè 
Giordano avvicina un testo che, per quanto formulato in latino dai censori 
pontifici appartiene alla cultura in volgare tedesco, ad un testo scientifico 
scritto in latino. Mi sembra che questo elemento attesti che la predicazione in 
volgare di Eckhart era sorretta da presupposti non solo spirituali ma anche 
filosofici. Giordano è un documento e un testimone di questa interpretazione. 
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In order to provide a mechanism for God’s understanding of the world 
and for creation, divine Ideas were posited. This solution raised a host of 
difficult questions, however, and in the early fourteenth century the role of 
divine Ideas in theories of divine knowledge was often reduced!. Francis 
of Marchia’s position on the subject fits in with this general trend, and his 
theory, like this paper, concentrates on the modal problem: what role do 
divine Ideas play in solving the problem of how — leaving aside why — a 
necessary, immutable, and perfect God can contingently create a 
contingent universe? 

The closer one looks at any theologian’s solution to this particular 
problem, the more impossible the solution seems. For example, at the last 
S.LE.PM. Congress in Erfurt in 1997, Alessandro Conti presented a 
provocative paper on Peter Auriol on divine Ideas and exemplar causality. 
In the published version, Conti suggested that Auriol’s theory entails the 
«evident heresy» of a necessary creation. For Conti, Auriol’s theory 


1 [have benefitted from the comments of the participants at the Porto Congress, 
especially William Duba, Russell Friedman, Roberto Lambertini, Claude Panaccio, and the 
following scholars (along with their writings on the subject from the past decade): 
M.J.F.M. HOENEN, «Divine Ideas», in id., Marsilius of Inghen. Divine Knowledge in Late 
Medieval Thought, Leiden-New York-Köln, E.J. Brill, 1993, pp. 121-156 (Studies in the 
History of Christian Thought, 50); S. KNUUTTILA, «Duns Scotus and the Foundations of 
Logical Modalities», in L. HONNEFELDER, R. Woop and M. Dreyer (eds.), John Duns 
Scotus. Metaphysics and Ethics, Leiden-New York-Köln, 1996, pp. 127-143 (Studien und 
Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des Mittelalters, 53); J.-L. SOLERE, «Capreolus et la th&orie des 
idées divines», in G. BEDOUELLE, R. CESSARIO and K. WHITE (eds.), Jean Capreolus et son 
temps (1380-1444), Paris, Editions du Cerf, 1997, pp. 87-108; E.P. Bos, «The Theory of 
Ideas According to Francis of Meyronnes. Commentary on the Sentences (Conflatus), I, 
dist. 47», in L.G. BENAKIS (ed.), Néoplatonisme et philosophie médiévale. Actes du 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale CG LE BAL Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1589-1599. 
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«shows once again the way Christian faith exceeds its own theological 
systems, whenever they are simple transcriptions of its main contents into 
the terms of a given rigid philosophical apparatus»2. 

What little solid evidence that we have for dating suggests that the 
Franciscan Francis of Marchia lectured on the Sentences at Paris in 1319- 
20, following Auriol (1316-18) and, most probably, Landulph Caracciolo 
(1318-1979), and preceding Francis of Meyronnes (1320-21). Although 
scholars are not in agreement about the nature of the redactions of 
Marchia’s Sentences commentary, nevertheless it appears that the main 
version of the commentary on book I, surviving in 13 manuscripts, is an 
ordinatio which Marchia reworked from a reportatio in the years 
following his Parisian lectures. The ordinatio, here called the Scriptum for 
the sake of convenience, was left unfinished: it ends abruptly after 
distinction 40. Moreover, many individual questions are also incomplete, 
although ten of the thirteen manuscripts fill in the gaps with material from 
a reportatio. Three manuscripts contain a reportatio of book I, preserving 
roughly the same text for the early distinctions and diverging in the later 
distinctions3. 


Colloque international de Corfou 6-8 octobre 1995 organisé par la Société Internationale 
pour l’Etude de la Philosophie Médiévale, Tumhout, Brepols, 1997, pp. 211-227 
(Rencontres de Philosophie Médiévale, 6); Th. KoBuscH, «Heinrich von Gent und die 
neuplatonische Ideenlehre», in BENAKIS (ed.), Neoplatonisme, 197-209; T.B. NOONE, 
«Scotus on Divine Ideas: Rep. Paris. I-A, d. 36», Medioevo. Rivista di Storia della 
Filosofia Medievale 24 (1998) 359-453; R. PLEVANO, «Exemplarity and Essence in the 
Doctrine of the Divine Ideas: Some Observations on the Medieval Debate», Medioevo 25 
(1999-2000) 653-711; T. HOFFMANN, Creatura intellecta. Die Ideen und Possibilien bei 
Duns Scotus mit Ausblick auf Franz von Mayronis, Poncius und Mastrius, Münster, 
Aschendorf, 2002 (Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters, 
Neue Folge, 60); J.-C. BARDOUT and O. BOULNOIS (eds.), Sur la science divine, Paris, 
Presses Universitaires de France, 2002; and although I have not had access to it, O. 
Bou vos, J. SCHMUTZ and J.-L. SOLERE (eds.), Le Contemplateur et les idées. Modèles de 
la science divine du néoplatonisme au XVIIe siècle, Paris, J. Von, 2002. 

2 A.D. Conti, «Divine Ideas and Exemplar Causality in Auriol», Vivarium 38.1 
(2000) 99-116, quotations from p. 116. 

3 For a detailed discussion of Marchia’s Sentences commentary and extensive 
references to the literature, see R.L. FRIEDMAN and C. SCHABEL, «Francis of Marchia’s 
Commentary on the Sentences: Question List and State of Research», Mediaeval Studies 
63 (2001) 31-106. For a radically different theory of the redactions of book I, see N. 
MARIANI, «Certezze e ipotesi sul Commento alle Sentenze di Francesco della Marca 
OMin», Archivum Franciscanum Historicum 95 (2002) 93-183. I shall examine Mariani's 
proposals in a separate study. | 
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Critical editions of and commentaries on the parts of the Scriptum 
concerning divine foreknowledge (distinctions 35-38) and predestination 
(distinction 40) have been published. Sandwiched in between these 
sections is a question on divine Ideas (distinction 39), an examination of 
which will complement the.study of Marchia’s doctrine of divine 
knowledge. The Scriptum text of distinction 39 ends less than halfway 
through the corresponding reportatio material, which is found in two 
different versions for this distinction. The ten Scriptum witnesses that 
incorporate text from a reportatio borrow from the version represented by 
two witnesses (hereafter version /-B). The third reportatio witness 
probably contains a different version (hereafter I-A) of the same lectures4. 
The question titles are as follows: 

I-A, «Are there Ideas in God, are there many Ideas in God, and are 
there infinite Ideas in God?» 

I-B, «Are there many or infinite Ideas in God?» 

Scriptum, «Are there infinite Ideas in God?» 

Unlike the Sentences commentaries of most his predecessors, who 
used distinctions 35 through 40 to discuss a large number of subjects, 
Marchia's Scriptum represents a new trend to be much more selective5. On 
foreknowledge Marchia concentrated his energies on saving contingency, 
while on predestination he worried exclusively about how the saved and 
the damned contribute as causes to their fate. By being selective, Marchia 


^ For the editions, see C. ScHABEL, «Il Determinismo di Francesco di Marchia 
(Parte D», Picenum Seraphicum 18 (1999) 57-95 (d. 35); id., (Parte ID Picenum 
Seraphicum 19 (2000) 15-68 (dd. 36 and 38); and id., «La dottrina di Francesco di Marchia 
sulla predestinazione», Picenum Seraphicum 20 (2001) 9-45 (d. 40, with the truncated text 
of d. 39). For the Reportatio I-B of d. 39, see C. SCHABEL, «Francis of Marchia», in E.N. 
ZALTA (ed.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Spring 2001 edition, URL = http:// 
plato. stanford. edw/entries/ francis-marchia/primum/html. For Marchia's theories of 
angelic and human knowledge, see the papers presented at Porto by T. SUAREZ-NANI, 
«Discursivité ou saisie intuitive? La modalité de la connaissance angélique selon Frangois 
de Marchia» (based on a study of Marchia's commentary on book II of the Sentences), and 
W.O. DUBA, «Francis of Marchia on Christ's Human Cognition of the Word» (based on 
material from Marchia's commentary on III Sentences). 

5 On this see e.g. W.J. COURTENAY, Schools and Scholars in Fourteenth-Century 
England, Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1987, pp. 253-258, and P.J.J.M. BAKKER 
and C. SCHABEL, «Sentences Commentaries of the Later Fourteenth Century», in G.R. 

. EVANS (ed.), Mediaeval Commentaries on the Sentences of Peter Lombard. Current 
Research, Leiden-Boston-Köln, E.J. Brill, 2002, 426-431. 
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was able to go into some depth in both contexts, and to attack Peter 
Auriol’s radical new theories, which some later figures termed erroneous 
and even heretical. But if Auriol’s theory of divine Ideas led to an «evident 
heresy», Auriol’s opinion and the issue of divine Ideas itself do not seem 
to have preoccupied Marchia, who devoted relatively little space to the 
topic (perhaps one fourth of the space Scotus had given it); he could not — 
or would not — even finish the Scriptum version. Nevertheless, Marchia 
did get to focus on the modal aspect of the problem in the Reportatio 
versions. 

We can best approach the modal question by looking first at Marchia’s 
distinction 36, on divine foreknowledge. Most 14th-century Franciscans 
refuted a theory that God knows future contingents via divine Ideas. Like 
many of his confreres, Marchia claims that «whatever Ideas represent, they 
represent necessarily and not contingently», so they would only provide a 
mechanism for knowing the necessary future. Besides, future contingents 
are expressed via propositions (complexiones — perhaps halfway between 
propositions and states of affairs), and Ideas can only be the basis of 
knowing the terms of such propositions. But the terms of propositions are 
neutral with respect to existing or not existing, and so if Ideas could 
represent propositions, then they would represent contradictory 
propositions, which would therefore be true at the same time6. 

There is evidence that 14th-century Franciscans associated the divine 
Ideas solution to the problem of divine foreknowledge and future 
contingents, rightly or wrongly, with Thomas Aquinas. So when in 
distinction 39 Marchia opens with the statement that «It seems that Ideas 
are the bases (rationes) for knowing the quiddities of creatures and of 
producing them in the external world»7, he is hinting at the Franciscan 
complaint that Aquinas’s theory — even if it made sense — would entail the 
necessity of creation and the destruction of contingency, the very 
accusation that Conti leveled at Auriol. 

Marchia concludes his refutation of the divine Ideas solution to the 
foreknowledge problem in distinction 36 with a curious remark: 
«Therefore [God] does not understand contingents through Ideas + unless 


6 Franciscus de Marchia, Scriptum in primum librum Sententiarum, d. 36, a. 4, C. 
SCHABEL (ed.), «Il determinismo (Parte ID», pp. 51-52, 11. 695-722. 

7 Franciscus de Marchia, Scriptum, I, d. 39, a. 1, C. SCHABEL (ed.), «La dottrina», 
pp. 18-19, Il. 36-37. 
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the Ideas are taken to be God Himself, and then He does not understand 
through Ideas, but only through one Idea»8. One of the reasons a plurality 
of Ideas was posited, however, was because of the principle that «one can 
only know one». Here we have a link to Marchia’s treatment of divine 
Ideas in distinction 39, where Marchia opens with a common definition of 
Ideas as the bases for knowing and creating. Taking this definition, 
Marchia states, «there are three ways of speaking about what kind of bases 
(rationes) these are, beyond the ratio of the [divine] essence»9. Marchia 
ends up rejecting all of these positions. 

Marchia’s first two ways of speaking about what these Ideas are posit 
that the Ideas as bases of understanding «precede the divine act of 
understanding» and exist in the divine essence. The first position maintains 
that these Ideas formally exist in the essence, whereas the second opinion 
asserts that they merely exist in the essence objectively. Marchia’s main 
objection to these stances is that he sees no need for such a plurality of Ideas, 
because the ratio of the divine essence itself is sufficient for knowing a 
plurality. Marchia understands that Ideas were posited because of the 
problem of how to relate the one to the many, but Marchia insists that even if 
you refuse to accept that the one divine essence can be the basis for knowing 
a plurality, you still have to admit that God is capable of understanding this 
plurality in His one act of understanding. If God can understand many things 
in one act, does this not present the same problem10? 

The Scriptum ends with the first two positions, but the Reportatio 
versions continue. The third solution claims that the divine Ideas do not 
precede the act of the divine intellect, but rather their existence follows the 
act, because they are «relations of reason to secondary objects formed by 
the act of the divine intellect». Marchia merely objects that God must 
know these secondary objects first in order to form these relations of 
reason, since a relation presupposes the terms of the relation. So we are 
back where we started!1. 


8 Franciscus de Marchia, Scriptum, I, d 36, a. 4, SCHABEL (ed.), «Il determinismo 
(Parte II)», p. 52, 11. 720-722. 

9 Franciscus de Marchia, Scriptum, I, d. 39, a. 1, SCHABEL (ed.), «La dottrina», p. 
19, 11. 39-40. 

10 Franciscus de Marchia, Scriptum, I, d. 39, a. 1, SCHABEL (ed.), «La dottrina», pp. 
19-21, ll. 40-146. | 

ll Franciscus de Marchia, Reportatio I-B, d. 39, a. 1, C. SCHABEL (ed.), «Francis of 
Marchia». 
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Obviously the opinio propria is that the divine essence itself is 
sufficient: «The essence, taken in the most absolute way without any 
determination whatsoever, is the basis of understanding all intelligibles». 
This statement provokes three questions: first, how can one thing be the 
basis of understanding many? Marchia’s arguments defending this 
position are all based on the infinity of the divine essence: the divine 
essence is infinite in act, so it can be the one ratio of understanding an 
infinite number of things in act12. 

This does not mean that Francis of Marchia abandons divine Ideas 
altogether, however. Marchia preserves a very restricted role for such 
Ideas, and the second question is: why do we posit Ideas? This is not 
because they are the bases of understanding, but because of the «order of 
acts». The Reportatio I-B explains: 


God has a two-fold operation as regards a creature, namely an immanent operation, as 
willing and understanding, and a transient operation, as the act of creating. [The act of 
creating] is quasi transient according to reason, but it is not really any more so than the 
immanent operation, because as I see it these two operations are not distinct in God. 
Therefore, because of the order of the aforesaid acts, God has the terminus of 
intellection before the terminus of creation. Ideas, then, are nothing other than these 
very secondary objects of the act of understanding as they terminate the act itself. Thus 
a stone as known is the Idea of the stone, just as the stone itself is the terminus of the 
transient action or operation, namely creation. And it is thus with all other secondary 
objects of the divine intellect, so that just as the immanent operation is quasi the path 
toward the transient operation, thus the terminus of the immanent operation is [the 


path] to the terminus of the transient operationl3. 


The Reportatio I-A clarifies: 


Secundum rationem, God has a two-fold action as regards a creature, although it is 
one action secundum rem: namely an immanent action, such as understanding, and a 
transient action, like creating... Because of the order of these actions a creature is the 
terminus of intellection before it is the terminus of creation. And so an Idea is none 
other than the object known, such as a creature, in as much as it terminates the 


12 Franciscus de Marchia, Reportatio 1-B, d. 39, a. 2, SCHABEL (ed.), «Francis of 
Marchia». | 

13 Franciscus de Marchia, Reportatio I-B, d. 39, a. 2, SCHABEL (ed.), «Francis of 
Marchia». Unless otherwise noted, the Marchia material presented below is from the same 
Reportatio 1-B, d. 39, a. 2. 
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immanent act of divine intellection. But the creature in external reality is the terminus 
of the transient actionl4. 


Marchia’s meaning becomes clearer with his answer to the third 
question: what kind of being do these Ideas have? That is, what kind of 
being do things have as they are known from eternity by the divine 
intellect? For Marchia, whatever being this is, it cannot be wholly 
indistinct from the act of understanding, because «the divine act of 
understanding is necessary, since it is the same as God, but being 
understood or willed is contingent, for God contingently wills things other 
than Himself. Thus He is able not to will and not to understand them». 

Marchia then offers two explanations for the dual character of the 
being that the things have. First Marchia draws a distinction according to 
the immanent and transient operation dichotomy. Both types of operation 
have a terminus. In the case of the transient operation, the terminus is the 
thing produced in reality in time, and so «through this transient act of 
creation, the object receives being simpliciter». For example, in creation a 
rock receives being simpliciter, which, of course, is contingent and distinct 
from the divine intellect’s act of understanding it. But in the case of God’s 
immanent operations, like intellection and volition, the thing is understood 
and willed from eternity, and so the object receives «a certain diminished 
and secundum quid being». This diminished being is PON distinct from the 
act according to reason]. 


14 Franciscus de Marchia, Reportatio I-A, d. 39, a. 2, in Paris, Bibliothéque 
Nationale de France, lat. 3071, f. 74va: «Deus autem circa creaturam habet duplicem 
actionem secundum rationem, licet unica sit secundum rem: unam videlicet immanentem, 
sicut intelligere, et aliam transeuntem, sicut creare... Et ideo propter ordinem istarum 
actionum prius est creatura ut est terminus intellectionis quam ut est terminus creationis. Et 
secundum hoc idea non est aliud quam obiectum cognitum, sicut creatura, ut terminat 
actum immanentem divinae intellectionis. Creatura autem in re extra est terminus actionis 
transeuntis». 

15 See also Marchia, Reportatio I-A, d. 39, a. 2, in Paris, BNF, lat. 3071, f. 74va-b: 
«Dico quod duplex est actio: immanens et transiens. Transiens qualis est creatio numquam 
est sine termino, ita nec immanens. Igitur intellectio in Deo habet aliquem terminum. Isti 
termini non sunt rerum extra, quia illae sunt in tempore creatae. Igitur (?) sunt intellectae 
ab aeterno, et per consequens habent aliquod esse ab aeterno per actum immanentem. Et 
hoc probatur, quia obiectum per actum intellectus nostri capit aliquod esse distinctum ab 
actu; igitur et per actum divinum. Antecedens probatur, quia obiectum intellectus habet 
esse primo apud intellectum, intellectus non habet esse primo; igitur obiectum per 
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But in fact, Marchia states in his second explanation, an object has a 
two-fold being in God from eternity: it is in Him virtually according to 
virtual being, in such a way that the understood object and the act of 
understanding are the same thing. According to this being, -which 
corresponds to the particular diminished being mentioned above, God is 
necessarily able to produce the thing itself in reality. This is not the same 
as saying that God can produce them or not produce them according to this 
being, however. Although he does not say it here, perhaps because it may 
be an unrevised Reportatio, Marchia may be implying the distinction 
between de possibili and de inesse that he makes in other contexts. He 
seems to be maintaining that virtual being pertains to God’s ability to 
produce the thing de possibili, which is necessary. By this eternal being, 
God is necessarily able to produce it, that is, He cannot not have this 
ability any more than He is able not to be God: 


For although God could dividedly put and not put things into being, and so it is in His 
power to produce or not to produce with respect to [these things], nevertheless being 
able to produce is not [in His power]. For although He produces contingently, 
necessarily He is able to produce them. 


However, to continue with Marchia’s usual terminology, this being is 
not the being pertaining to God’s producing the thing de facto or de inesse. 
Rather the object also has being that is merely intentionally or objectively 
in God, being distinct from the act. According to their objective being in 
God, things are formed by or posited in reality by an act. Since things are 
contingently put into being, this being is also contingent!6. Therefore there 


intellectionem capit aliquod esse distinctum ab ipsa intellectione». As C. PANACCIO pointed 
out, the next paragraph, without parallel in the Reportatio I-B, appears odd with respect to 
the analogy used (about which I shall not comment): «Dico igitur quod esse volitum seu 
esse [74vb] cognitum potest dicere duo, quia vel dicit quoddam concretum includens illud 
quod cognoscitur et ipsa<m> cognitione<m>, sicut album includit illud quod est album, 
<scilicet> [sed] subiectum, et albedinem, et ut sic omne cognitum non differt ab actu sicut 
nec album ut includit albedinem differt ab albedine, et sic est aeternum, etc. Vel dicit 
substratum ipsi cognitioni quod sic a cognitione denominatur, et sic differt, nec est 
aeternum». | 

16 W. Dusa has found a parallel discussion of the different types of being and their 
modal status in q. 11 of book III, where the treatment in book I is cited explicitly: «Dico 
ergo, sicut dictum est in Primo, quod obiectum habet duplex esse...». Cfr. DUBA, «Francis 
of Marchia on Christ’s Human Cognition of the Word». For the distinction between de 
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is a three-fold being corresponding to an object: virtual being in God 
insofar as the object is possible, objective being in God insofar as it is 
created, and real being in external reality when it is created. 

This is a fancy modification of older theories. Aquinas had 
differentiated between speculative and practical Ideas. Speculative Ideas 
are of all possibles, whereas practical Ideas are apparently the exemplars 
of things that have been or will be created, although Aquinas is not very 
clear on this. God knows all possibles via speculative Ideas, and He knows 
creation via practical Ideas. Scotus responded that there could be no such 
practical Ideas before the action of the divine will. The will’s role in 
making speculative Ideas practical may have been implicit somewhere in 
Aquinas — indeed Conti simply states it as a fact — but it does not seem to 
be explicit in this context17. 

Scotus’s scheme, consisting of a non-temporal process in instants of 
nature, is given in his treatments of divine Ideas, foreknowledge, power, 
and will. For Scotus, before the action of the will, the divine intellect first 
puts all possibles into intelligible being, and, second, the things in 
intelligible being thereby have possibile being. This stage has parallels 
with Aquinas’s speculative Ideas, but whereas for Aquinas speculative 
Ideas appear to be dependent on God’s mind, for Scotus this is not so. 
Third, the divine will actualizes some of these possibles, and then fourth, 
the intellect knows, or foreknows, all of creation. In a sense, the will’s 


possibili and de facto (or de inesse) elsewhere in Marchia, see C. SCHABEL, Theology at 
Paris 1316-1345. Peter Auriol and the Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future 
Contingents, Aldershot-Burlington USA-Singapore-Sydney, Ashgate, 2000, pp. 198-205 
(Ashgate Sudies in Medieval Philosophy), and id., «Parisian Commentaries from Peter 
Auriol to Gregory of Rimini, and the Problem of Predestination», in G.R. Evans (ed.), 
Mediaeval Commentaries on the Sentences of Peter Lombard. Current Research, Leiden- 
Boston-Köln, E.J. Brill, 2002, pp. 233-235. 

17 Conti, «Divine Ideas and Exemplar Causality in Auriol», p. 101: «When any 
given possible creature is brought into existence by the divine volition, then the divine idea 
which is the corresponding paradigm also serves as a principle of divine creation, thereby 
becoming an exemplar in the strict sense of the term». The supporting text contains no 
mention of «divine volition». On Aquinas and divine Ideas, about which there is some 
disagreement, in addition to the works cited above in note 1, see V. BOLAND, Ideas in God 
According to Saint Thomas Aquinas. Sources and Synthesis, Leiden-New York, E.J. Brill, 
1996 (Studies in the History of Christian Thought, 69). For Scotus’s reaction, see also T.B. 
Noone, «Aquinas on Divine Ideas», Franciscan Studies 56 (1998) 307-324. 
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actualization brings about something parallel to Aquinas’s practical Ideas, 
although they are not exactly Ideas for Scotus18. 

Perhaps Auriol would have accepted Scotus’s theory, were it not for 
the difficulty that the divine will’s choices cannot be the basis for knowing 
the contingent actions of human free will. In a sense Auriol retreated to 
Aquinas’s solution, but he modified it so that Deity itself is the similitude 
— not Idea — of all things possible and actual. Auriol brought the divine will 
back into the equation by saying that creation is the result of the extrinsic 
(= transient?) operations of the divine will. Whereas the will is 
intrinsically necessary, its extrinsic operations are contingent, and so is 
creation19. 

Using different terminology, Marchia attempts to improve on 
previous positions, without making a radical change from, for example, 
Scotus’s stance. For Marchia, omnipotent God, from eternity, necessarily 
understands all possibilities. The Ideas corresponding to the act of 
understanding are eternal, immutable, and neutral with respect to being or 
not being in external reality. The being that these Ideas have in God is 
virtual (and diminished) being, but it is not distinct from the divine act of 
understanding, because it is God Himself. «Before» creation, all is 
necessary, including the divine Ideas. God”s omnipotence relates to these 
Ideas in that necessarily He is able to produce the things de possibili20. 

But it is not with respect to this necessary, virtual being that God does 


18 On Scotus’s stance, about which there is some controversy, see the works cited 
above in note 1, especially KNUUTILLA, «Duns Scotus and the Foundations of Logical 
Modalities», in addition to the very extensive literature on Scotus’s theory of divine 
foreknowledge and future contingents, as e.g. J.R. SÖDER, Kontingenz und Wissen. Die 
Lehre von den Futura Contingentia bei Johannes Duns Scotus, Münster, Aschendorff, 1999 
(Beitráge zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittelalters, Neue Folge, 49). 

19 See SCHABEL, Theology at Paris 1316-1345, pp. 88-105 and 124-130. 

20 It is interesting that Caracciolo, who probably lectured just before Marchia, 
describes his Scotist position in similar terms. Landulphus Caraccioli, In primum librum 
Sententiarum, d. 35, a. 3, in Wien, Österreichische Nationalbi-bliothek, lat. 1496, f. 109rb: 
«Secunda conclusio est considerare aliqua instantia in intellectione divina... In secundo 
instanti Deus producit omnia entia in quodam esse intelligibili, et istud intelligibile 
productum non intelligo quod sit esse positivum distinctum ab essentia divina et ab actu 
intellectus divini, sed sit quoddam esse secundarii obiecti contenti virtualiter in obiecto 
primario secundum esse repraesentatum». 
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produce or not produce the thing in external reality. Rather by the 
contingent and free operation of creation or non-creation God puts or does 
not put the object into external being, at which point the object created also 
has objective (and still diminished) being in God: «With respect to this 
being things are contingent, and they are formed or put into such being 
contingently». 

Judging from Marchia’s lengthy treatment of future contingents, it is 
no surprise that the modal problem is for him the main issue connected 
with divine Ideas. There are many specific ways in which Marchia’s 
theory of divine Ideas borrows from previous ones, such as the notions of 
objective and diminished being, but there is no space to discuss them here. 
I think it is clear, however, that Scotus, Auriol, and Marchia were all 
concerned with preserving both the necessity of God’s knowledge of the 
possible and the contingency of creation. Their creative solutions to this 
problem, I think, all soften their «rigid philosophical apparatus» in order 
to avoid the «evident heresy» of a necessary creation. 


University of Cyprus 
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DISCURSIVITE OU SAISIE INTUITIVE? LA MODALITE 
DE LA CONNAISSANCE ANGELIQUE SELON FRANCOIS 
DE MARCHIA 


L'intérét de la pensée de François de Marchia a été largement illustré 
par les études qui ont vu le jour au cours de la derniére décennie et qui, en 
reconstituant tel ou tel autre aspect de sa doctrine, ont désormais montré la 
valeur spéculative et l'intérét historique de l'ceuvre de Frangois ainsi que 
la nécessité d'une édition critique de ses écrits. Nous souhaitons 
contribuer à cette redécouverte par l'édition et l'analyse de ses questions 
angélologiques. Cet examen s'inscrit dans un projet plus vaste 
d'exploration de quelques doctrines angélologiques franciscaines à cheval 
entre le XIIIe et le XIVe siécle (Pierre de Jean Olivi, Jean Duns Scot, F. de 
Marchia) dans la conviction que dans chaque systéme de pensée 
l'angélologie fonctionne comme un espace de discussion sui generis qui 
en fait un des lieux théoriques les plus intéressants de la spéculation 
médiévale. 

Notre propos présent sera trés circonscrit: nous allons examiner une 
question particuliére à l'intérieur de la théorie de la connaissance du 
franciscain - celle de la modalité de la connaissance angélique - afin de 
cerner la nature de l’intellectualité des substances séparées. Frangois de 
Marchia analyse cette problématique dans la question 23 de son 
commentaire du Ile livre des Sentences et pose la question en ces termes: 
«Utrum angelus intelligat componendo et dividendo et per discursum 
syllogisticum vel non»l. L'examen se déroule en deux étapes, qui 


1  Nouscitons notre transcription de ce texte sur la base du manuscrit suivant: Città 
del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Barb. lat. 791, ff. 48rb-51ra, corrigé et/ou 
complété par huit autres témoins manuscrits. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1601-1612. 
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correspondent aux deux articles de la question 23: le premier discute la 
problématique de la composition et de la division dans les actes de 
connaissance et le deuxiéme analyse le thème de la discursivité. 


I. LA CONNAISSANCE PAR COMPOSITION ET PAR DIVISION 


Est-ce que l’ange connait par composition et par division? Avant 
d’entrer dans le vif de notre sujet, il faut préciser deux choses: 
premiérement, que cette interrogation concerne la connaissance naturelle 
de l'ange, et non pas la connaissance béatifique, qui est d'un autre ordre et 
par conséquent soumise à d'autres conditions; deuxiémement, que la 
composition et la division dont il est question ici sont les actes relatifs à la 
connaissance d'un objet, par lesquels l'intellect produit un jugement qui 
s'exprime dans l’énoncé «S est P» ou «S n’est pas P». Or, puisque ce n'est 
que dans le jugement qu'il y a vérité ou fausseté, les opérations de 
composition et de division sont essentielles dans la démarche visant à 
acquérir la connaissance vraie d'un objet2. C'est pourquoi, pour De 
Marchia, la question initiale revient à savoir si la connaissance angélique 
est capable de vérité et de fausseté3. 

La «determinatio» va se faire à partir de la confrontation avec 
l'opinion contraire à celle de notre auteur, une opinion qui veut que l'ange 
ne fait aucun recours aux actes de composition et de division, car il connait 
parfaitement son objet par un acte simple d'intuition4. Cette position est 


2 Cfr. Aristoteles, Peri Hermeneias, 1, 16a 12 et Metaphysica VI, 4, 1027b 19 sv.; 
Thomas Aquinas, In Aristotelis Peri hermeneias, Lib. I, lect. 3. Pour les différentes 
acceptions du terme ‘compositio’, cfr. Petrus Hispanus, Tractatus (Summulae logicales), tr. 
VII, n. 6, L.M. DE Ruk (éd.), Assen 1972, p. 118 sv. Pour la signification du terme 
«compositio» dans la scolastique tardive, cfr. A. MAIERÙ, Terminologia logica della tarda 
scolastica, Roma 1972, p. 499 sv. Pour les différents sens du terme compositio chez 
. Thomas d’Aquin cfr. A. ZIMMERMANN, «Les divers sens du terme «compositio» chez 
Thomas d’Aquin», in J. HAMESSE (éd.), Aux origines du lexique philosophique européen. 
L'influence de la latinitas, Louvain-la-Neuve, Brepols 1997, pp. 221-236. 

3 Cfr. Quaestio 23, f. 48b: «Contra, quia omnis intellectus capax veritatis et 
falsitatis intelligit componendo et dividendo: veritas enim et falsitas in compositione et 
divisione consistunt, secundum Philosophum 6 Metaphysice. Sed intellectus angeli est 
huiusmodi, quia sicut eius voluntas est virtualiter ad bonum et ad malum et capax bonitatis 
et malitiae, ita etiam eius intellectus est capax veritatis et falsitatis sive erroris; ergo etc.». 

4 Cfr. ibid., ff. 48vb-49ra: «Est unus modus dicendi quod intellectus angeli non 
intelligit naturaliter componendo et dividendo, sed intelligit unico actu simplici. Cuius ratio 
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celle de Thomas d' AquinS et de Gilles de Rome®, qui attribuent à l’ange la 
capacité de connaitre intégralement et de maniére parfaite chaque objet, 
grâce à la saisie intuitive de sa représentation intelligible reçue de Dieu dès 
sa création. Selon Thomas et Gilles la connaissance angélique est donc 
immédiate, instantanée et parfaite, et par là-même n'est pas susceptible 
d’ erreur’. 

Cette conception est axée sur deux théses fondamentales. La premiére 
est que l’ange connaît parfaitement et intégralement, c’est-à-dire dans 
toute l'étendue de son intelligibilité, chaque nature qu'il se donne comme 
objet ; de la sorte il connait la totalité de son contenu, ce qui signifie qu'il 
saisit intuitivement tout ce qui se rapporte à telle ou telle nature et tout ce 
qui s'en distingue8. La deuxiéme thése — qui représente en quelque sorte 
le cheval de bataille des conceptions angélologiques de Thomas d' Aquin 
et de Gilles de Rome - fait appel à l’axiome de l'ordre des choses pour 
attribuer à l'ange une modalité cognitive intermédiaire entre la 
connaissance divine, exempte de toute discursivité ou succession 
temporelle, et la connaissance humaine qui est discursive et temporelle à 
la fois9: l'ange, en tant que réalité intermédiaire, connaît précisément 


est, quia (...) intellectus angeli non diversis actibus intelligit subiectum et praedicatum, sed 
eodem actu, quo intelligit subiectum, intelligit simul omnia quae possunt subiecto attribui 
et etiam omnia quae possunt ab eo removeri». 

5 Cfr. De veritate, q. VIII, a. 11; Summa theologiae I, q. 57, a. 2; I, q. 58, a. 3-4; 
Quodlibet VII, a. 3; In II Sent., d. III, q. 3, a. 3. 

6 Cfr. De cognitione angelorum, q. IX, Venetiis, 1503, ff. 100vb-102rb. Sur la 
conception de la connaissance des anges chez Thomas d'Aquin et Gilles de Rome, cfr. 
notre étude: Connaissance et langage des anges selon Thomas d'Aquin et Gilles de Rome, 
Paris, Vrin (Etudes de philosophie médiévale) 2003. 

7 Cfr. Thomas Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles, III, 108; De malo, q. 16, a. 6; 
Summa theologiae, I, q. 58, a. 5; Aegidius Romanus, De cognitione angelorum, q. VI, 90ra. 

8 Cfr. Franciscus de Marchia, quaestio 23, f. 49ra: «Intellectus angeli potest 
intelligere quidditatem quamcumque creatam perfecte quantum intelligibilis est. Intellectus 
enim finitus potest intelligere sine contradictione quidditatem finitam, cuiusmodi est omnis 
creatura, quantum intelligibilis est. Sed intellectus perfecte intelligens quidditatem aliquam 
secundum totam suam intelligibilitatem, intelligit quidquid potest ei attribui et quidquid 
potest ab ipsa removeri». 

9 Cfr Franciscus de Marchia, quaestio 23, f. 49ra: «Praeterea, id quod tenet 
medium inter aliqua quantum ad modum essendi, tenet etiam medium inter ipsa quantum 
ad modum cognoscendi sive intelligendi; sed intellectus angelicus tenet medium quantum 
ad modum essendi inter divinum intellectum et humanum; ergo etc. Sicut ergo intellectus 
divinus intelligit sine discursu et sine aliqua successione actuum, intellectus humanus per 
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chaque objet de manière intuitive, et plusieurs objets selon une succession 
discontinue d'actes d’intuition10. 

A partir de cette mise au point, De Marchia critique radicalement la 
these de ses adversaires en s’attaquant 4 son fondement, à savoir la 
capacité angélique de saisir par un seul acte simple un sujet et tout ce qui 
s’y rapporte. Il s’agit lä d’un fondement erroné («fundamentum 
falsum»)11, qu'il faut corriger et remplacer par la thèse suivante: 
«Intellectus quicumque, qui aliquo actu intelligit predicatum et subiectum 
et habitudinem utriusque, intelligit dividendo et componendo»12. Selon 
François on ne peut donc pas saisir un sujet, ses prédicats et leur rapport 
sans faire appel à plusieurs actes d’intellection, car la connaissance de 
plusieurs contenus exige autant de représentations intelligibles distinctes 
les unes des autres: des lors, puisque la saisie de chaque espéce intelligible 
implique un acte d’intellection, la connaissance au moyen de plusieurs 
espèces implique plusieurs actes de ce typel3. Il s’ensuit que la 
formulation d’un jugement comprenant plusieurs contenus relativement à 
un méme objet ne peut étre obtenue que par composition ou division de 
ces représentations et de ces actes. Il n’est pas inutile d’observer que cette 
compréhension de la démarche cognitive ne posait pas de problème 
majeur, et que les interlocuteurs de Francois n’auraient eu aucune 
difficulté à y souscrire relativement à la connaissance humaine. 

L’affrontement des deux positions résidait en réalité dans l’attribution 
à l’ange de la modalité cognitive caractéristique de la connaissance 


contrarium cum discursu et successione, ita videtur quod angelus teneat medium, sic 
videlicet quod intelligat sine discursu et cum successione; ergo etc.». 

10 Pour la question de la succession des actes cognitifs angéliques et de leur mesure 
temporelle, cfr. T. SUAREZ-NANI, Tempo ed essere nell’autunno del Medioevo, Amsterdam- 
Philadelphia 1989 , ainsi que «Conoscenza e tempo: la simultaneità del conoscere angelico 
in Egidio Romano», in L. Cova, G. ALLINEY (éds.), Tempus, Aevum, Aeternitas. La 
concettualizzazione del tempo nel pensiero tardomedievale, Firenze, Olschky, 2000, pp. 
67-87; P. PORRO, Forme e modelli di durata nel pensiero medievale, Leuwen 1996. 

11 Cfr. Franciscus de Marchia, quaestio 23, f. 49ra: «Sed contra istam opinionem 
arguo primo sic. Ista enim opinio accipit fundamentum falsum, videlicet quod intellectus 
angelicus intelligendo subiectum intelligat naturaliter praedicatum quodcumque quod 
potest sibi attribui vel ab eo removeri». 

12 Ibid. 

13 Cfr. ibid., ff. 49ra-rb: «Intellectus qui per diversas rationes distinctas realiter 
apprehendit aliqua, apprehendit etiam ipsa per diversos actus». 
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humaine. Notre auteur le dit en toutes lettres: «intellectus quicumque». 
Tout intellect créé partage selon lui une méme démarche cognitive, ce qui 
implique un méme rapport aux objets de connaissance. Aussi, dés lors que 
la formulation d’un jugement implique la saisie de plusieurs contenus, 
plusieurs actes d’intellection sont requis, auxquels l’ange ne peut se 
soustrairel4. Composition et division sont donc le seul procédé adéquat à 
la connaissance d'un objet complexe. L'objet de connaissance détermine 
ainsi la modalité du rapport cognitif: un contenu simple (ou terme) sera 
saisi par un acte simple et un contenu EES (proposition) fera appel 4 
plusieurs actes distincts. 

Dans la perspective du franciscain, au niveau du créé il n’y a donc 
aucun sujet capable d'une relation cognitive différente, soustraite aux 
conditions qui marquent la connaissance humaine. En d’autres termes, il 
n’y a pas de différenciation radicale au niveau de la condition des sujets 
cognitifs créés: tous partagent une méme modalité de connaissance, parce 
que déterminée par l’objet. François reléve ce fait en précisant que 
l’intellect humain connaît par composition et par division pour la seule et 
simple raison qu’il a en face de lui plusieurs contenus différents 
relativement à un méme objet15. A partir de là, il refuse de considérer ce 
procédé comme une marque d’imperfection de la raison humaine en tant 
que faculté discursive et par là-méme incapable de saisir intuitivement ses 
objets. Selon lui, ce procédé résulte au contraire d'une exigence inhérente 
a l’objet de connaissance. 

Francois renverse ainsi l’ordre de valeur de ses adversaires et va 
jusqu’a déclarer que la saisie intuitive de deux contenus, en tant que l’un 
est connu dans l'autre, exige une acuité intellectuelle inférieure ou égale — 
mais en aucun cas supérieure — à celle qui est requise pour la saisie 
distincte de deux objets séparés; aussi, en prenant l'exemple d'une cause 


14 Cfr. Franciscus de Marchia, q. 23, ff. 49ra-rb: «ille intellectus qui per diversas 
rationes distinctas realiter apprehendit aliqua, apprehendit etiam ipsa per diversos actus; 
sed intellectus angelicus per diversas rationes intelligendi intelligit extrema propositionis 
et eorum habitudines». Cette idée était déjà celle de Jean Duns Scot, Ordinatio II, d. 3, p. 
2, q. 3, C. BALIC (éd.), Roma 1963, p. 590: «angelus ad cognoscendum distinctas quiditates 
habeat distinctas rationes cognoscendi»; ibid., p. 601: «hoc est aequale in omni intellectu 
finito quod quilibet respectu plurium cognoscendorum requirit proprias rationes». 

15 Cfr. ibid., f. 49rb: «Nulla enim alia ratio est, quare intellectus noster sic intelligat, 
videlicet componendo et dividendo, nisi quia diversis actibus intelligit extrema 
propositionis et habitudinem extremorum. Sed intellectus angelicus est huiusmodi». 
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et de son effet, il précise que la connaissance d'un effet dans sa cause n'est 
pas une connaissance plus parfaite que celle de l’effet à partir de sa cause 
et à l'extérieur d’elle16, 

Ces considérations méritent d’étre retenues, car elles dévoilent d’ores 
et déjà les principes directeurs adoptés par De Marchia face à ses 
interlocuteurs: le premier consiste ä déterminer la modalité cognitive ä 
partir de l'objet, et par là-méme à refuser qu'une éventuelle différenciation 
au niveau de la condition subjective puisse exercer un impact décisif sur 
le rapport cognitif; de la sorte, l'ange et l'étre humain se trouvent dans une 
situation semblable face à leurs objets!7. Le deuxiéme motif réside dans 
l'adoption d'un autre ordre de valeur: alors que pour ses adversaires la 
saisie intellectuelle unitive est la modalité cognitive la plus parfaite au 
niveau du créé, car plus ressemblante à la connaissance divine, pour 
Frangois elle ne représente pas une perfection en soi («simpliciter»): au 
contraire, la connaissance distincte et séparée des choses dans leur réalité 
propre semble avoir à ses yeux plus de valeur, en tant que plus adéquate 
aux objets. L'idéal de la connaissance comme «reductio ad unum» ou 
«reductio in principium» semble avoir perdu ici de sa force normative au 
profit d'une saisie discursive des choses plus conforme à la maniére dont 
elles subsistent en elles-mêmes et se donnent à être connues18. 


16 Cfr. ibid., f. 50vb: «Minus lumen requiritur ad cognoscendum aliqua duo obiecta 
unitive, sic quod unum cognoscatur in alio in quo unitive continetur, quam ad 
cognoscendum ista obiecta distincta et separata. Vel saltem non videtur maius lumen esse 
[necessarium] ad primum quam ad secundum, sicut nec videtur esse maior perfectionis 
cognoscere effectum in causa quam cognoscere ipsum extra suam causam et deducere 
ipsum extra eam». 

17 Cela dit, l'ange et l’homme se distinguent en ce que l'homme est réceptif à 
l'égard de ses objets au niveau de ses organes sensoriels, alors que l'ange n'est pas réceptif 
a leur égard. Lange connait en effet par une représentation causée par l'objet, non pas dans 
la faculté cognitive de l'ange, mais dans le lieu où l'ange se trouve: cette doctrine est 
exposée dans la quaestio 25 du méme commentaire du II livre des Sentences (Vat. 
Barberini lat. 791, f. 54rb), que nous examinerons dans un prochain article («Un modello 
alternativo di conoscenza? F. De Marchia e la causalità dell'oggetto»). 

18 En termes augustiniens, on pourrait dire que F. de Marchia signale ici une 
préférence pour la «cognitio vespertina» - la connaissance des choses dans leur propre étre 
— sur la «cognitio matutina» - qui rapporte la connaissance du créé à Dieu, ou, peut étre 
mieux, qu'il considére la «cognitio vespertina» plus adéquate aux capacités naturelles de 
l'intellect créé. 
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A partir de là, pour De Marchia il est nécessaire d’attribuer à l’ange le 
procédé de composition et de division: l’en exonérer ne signifierait 
d’ailleurs pas le doter d’une modalité cognitive plus parfaite, car 
l’intellection de plusieurs contenus par une seule raison intelligible et un 
seul acte produirait une saisie confuse de l’objet19. De là la conclusion que 
l’ange ne peut pas intelliger par un seul acte un sujet et tout ce qui s’y 
rapporte, mais doit faire recours a plusieurs actes ainsi qu’a la composition 
et a la division20. 


II. LES TROIS TYPES DE COMPOSITION 


A la suite de cette critique, Francois clarifie sa conception et précise 
la signification de sa thèse. Sa «determinatio» prend appui sur la notion de 
composition. Il faut distinguer trois types de composition: 1) il y a une 
«compositio materialis», propre de chaque objet qui peut être composé ou 
divisé21. Ce type de composition peut étre qualifiée d’ ontologique, car elle 
relève de la structure de l'étant. A cet égard, elle caractérise de manière 
universelle tout étant créé, car chaque réalité crée présente l'une ou l'autre 
forme de composition, qu'elle soit physique, logique ou métaphysique22. 
L'admission de ce type de composition comme condition ontologique 
implique que la connaissance vraie de tout étant soit une re-connaissance 
de la composition qui l'affecte. 

2) Le deuxiéme type de composition concerne en revanche la 
connaissance: il s'agit de la composition relative aux actes et aux modes 


19 Cfr. Franciscus de Marchia, q. 23, f. 49rb: «Intellectus angelicus per diversas 
rationes intelligendi intelligit extrema propositionis et eorum habitudines. Probo, quia si 
per unam, quaero quae est illa: aut est aliqua ratio communis eis, videlicet istis terminibus 
oppositis — et hoc non, quia per talem non potest distincte aliquod eorum cognosci; aut sunt 
propriae rationes eorum, et sic habetur propositum, quia tales sunt distinctae». 

20 Cfr. Franciscus de Marchia, q. 23, f. 49rb: «Ergo intellectus angelicus non eodem 
actu intelligit subiectum et illud quod sibi attribuit vel removet ab ipso. Ergo per 
consequens sequitur quod componat et dividat et componendo et dividendo intelligat». 
| 21 Cfr. ibid: «Est enim quaedam compositio materialis, quae se tenet ex parte 
obiecti componibilis vel divisibilis». 

22 Thomas d’Aquin donne une liste des différents types de composition qui 
affectent la réalité crée dans Summa theologiae I, q. 3, a. 7; de méme, on trouve chez Pierre 
Auriol une liste de 7 modes de composition: trois «ex parte rei» et quatre «secundum 
rationem»: cfr. In I Sent., d. VIII, sectio 24, a. 2, E. BUYTAERT (éd.), New York — Paderborn, 
The Franciscan Institute, 1956, p. 1044. 
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d'intellection et se vérifie lorsque l'intellect intellige, au moyen d'actes 
distincts, les termes d'une proposition ainsi que leurs rapports23. Ce 
deuxiéme type de composition fait partie intégrante de la démarche 
cognitive de tout sujet créé. 

3) Le troisiéme type de composition concerne également la démarche 
cognitive, mais est plus restreint que le précédent, car il est relatif 
uniquement au mode d’intellection24. Il se vérifie lorsque les termes d'une 
proposition et leurs rapports sont saisis par un seul acte simple, à partir 
duquel l'intellect opére ensuite une composition ou une division pour 
formuler sa connaissance dans une proposition du type «hoc est hoc» ou 
«hoc non est hoc». Cette composition présente donc un statut 
intermédiaire entre la connaissance par simple intuition et la connaissance 
discursive (qui correspond au second type de composition): Francois ne 
l'évoque toutefois qu'en termes hypothétiques et nous verrons bientót 
pourquoi. 

Sur la base de cette triple distinction, le franciscain précise sa pensée: 
le premier type de composition est une donnée objective de toute 
connaissance et concerne tout acte d'intellection, y compris l'intellection 
divine25. N'étant pas située du cóté du sujet, cette forme de composition 
ne dit rien quant à la perfection ou à l'imperfection du procédé cognitif26. 

Le deuxiéme type de composition, relatif aux actes d'intellection, 
qualifie par contre la modalité cognitive. Il signale la condition d'un 
intellect qui doit faire recours à plusieurs actes distincts afin de saisir son 
objet et de formuler à son égard une connaissance vraie. Ici, le besoin de 
recourir à plusieurs actes dénonce effectivement une certaine 
imperfection: c'est pourquoi ce type de composition n'affecte aucunement 
l'intellect divin27, mais frappe exclusivement la démarche cognitive des 
sujets créés. 


23 Cfr. Franciscus de Marchia, q. 23, f. 48rb: «Secunda quae se tenet ex parte actus 
et modi intelligendi, et haec est quando intellectus diversis actibus comprehendit extrema 
sive terminos propositionis et ipsorm habitudinem». 

24 Cfr. ibid.: «Tertia, quae se tenet ex parte modi intelligendi tantum». 

25 Cfr. ibid.: «Prima compositio istarum (...) cadit in quocumque intellectu, etiam 
divino». 

26 Cfr. ibid.: «Intellectus enim divinus verissime intelligit quod hoc est hoc et quod 
hoc non est hoc, quia nec ista compositio est alicuius imperfectionis». 

27 Cfr. ibid.: «Secunda autem compositio (...) est imperfectionis, et ideo non est in 
intellectu divino summe perfecto». 
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Le troisiéme type de composition, relatif au mode d’intellection, 
intervient dans la question de la vérité et de la fausseté: c’est en effet par 
rapport au mode d'intellection qu’ une connaissance est qualifiée de vraie | 
ou de fausse. Elle sera vraie lorsque l’intellect compose comme il doit le 
faire, et fausse lorsque sa composition ne sera pas conforme à 1’ objet28. 
Dans la dynamique cognitive le mode d’intellection est ainsi le lieu de 
l'adéquation avec la réalité connue: l'objet composé doit être connu selon 
la modalité de la composition et l'objet simple selon une saisie 
intellectuelle simple. La «compositio ex parte modi intelligendi» est ainsi 
le pendant subjectif de la composition matérielle ou ontologique qui 
affecte chaque étant. Son exercice est un signe de perfection, car c'est en 
elle que se joue la vérité du contenu de la connaissance. 

Or, il importe de souligner que F. de Marchia évoque cette modalité 
cognitive en termes hypothétiques, car elle ne reléve pas d'une capacité 
naturelle, mais résulte uniquement d'un don de Dieu. Ceci nous permet 
d'observer que la connaissance par la seule «compositio ex parte modi 
intelligendi» ne caractérise pas l'intellectualité comme telle, mais reléve 
d'un don divin et dépend d'une condition surnaturelle. 

A partir de ces considérations, il est désormais possible de clarifier la 
modalité de la connaissance angélique selon le franciscain: l'ange connait 
par la triple composition décrite plus haut, à savoir la composition du cóté 
de l'objet, celle des actes d'intellection et celle des modes d’intelliger29. 
Sur le plan de la connaissance naturelle, l'ange intellige donc comme 


28 Cfr. ibid.: «Veritas autem et falsitas consistunt in compositione quae est ex parte 
modi intelligendi. Intellectus autem finitus non enim est verus, quia intelligit veritatem, nec 
falsus, quia intelligit falsitatem, sed est verus quia componit sicut debet componere et 
dividit sicut debet dividere, falsus autem propter oppositam rationem». Dans le méme sens 
vont les propos de Pierre Auriol que voici: «Ex quibus colligitur quod in actu intellectus, 
qui est credere vel componere, falsitas est compositio cui non correspondet compositio in 
re, veritas autem cui correspondet» (Scriptum super I Sententiarum, d. 2, sectio 10, éd. 
Buytaert, vol. II, p. 549). Voir aussi Aristoteles, Elencationes sophisticae, 4, 165b 26 et 
166a 23-38; 20, 177a 33-b 34. 

?9 Cfr. ibid., f. 49vb: «Tunc ex hoc, ad propositum de angelis, dico quod in angelis 
est compositio et ex parte obiecti et ex parte actuum, quia non eodem actu, sed distinctis 
actibus apprehendit extrema et habitudinem ipsorum, cum intelligit ista per diversa media 
Sive per diversas rationes intelligendi. Unde non intelligit unico actu quidquid intelligit 
naturaliter, immo diversis actibus. Est etiam tertio in ipso compositio ex parte modi 
intelligendi, quia vere dicit hoc est hoc». Jean Duns Scot attribue lui aussi à l'ange une 
connaissance par composition, mais ne traite pas de cette question «ex professo» et il ne 
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n’importe quel autre intellect créé, c’est-ä-dire 4 la maniére de l’étre 
humain, et comme celui-ci il n’a accés à la modalité cognitive la plus 
parfaite que dans la vision béatifique. Chez Francois de Marchia il n’y a 
donc pas de différenciation qualitative décisive entre les sujets cognitifs 
créés sur le plan strictement naturel: le clivage se situe ici entre l’ordre 
nature] et l'ordre surnaturel, c'est-à-dire entre l'état de nature et l'état de 
grace. 


III. INTELLECTUALITE HUMAINE ET INTELLECTUALITE ANGELIQUE 


N’y a-t-il pour autant aucune différence qualitative entre 
l’intellectualité angélique et l’intellectualité humaine? La réponse du 
franciscain nous paraît significative de l’ensemble de sa position. 

L'intellectualité angélique - dit-il - diffère de l’intellectualité humaine 
du fait de ne pas dépendre du concours des facultés sensitives. 
L'intellectualité des anges est donc une «intellectualité pure» en ce qu'elle 
se suffit et fonctionne de son propre ressort, mais son procédé est le méme 
que celui de l’intellect humain. La «medietas» de la modalité cognitive des 
créatures spirituelles est ainsi sauvegardée, mais sa signification et sa 
valeur sont sensiblement réduites et affaiblies. La prérogative de 
l’intellectualité angélique n'est pas celle d'un fonctionnement différent, 
mais celle d'un conditionnement en moins, à savoir l'absence du recours 
à la connaissance sensible et au phantasme. L’exercice de l’intellectualité 
comme telle est le méme chez l’homme et chez l'ange, car il exige, chez 
les deux sujets, composition et division. La fonction paradigmatique que 
Thomas d'Aquin et Gilles de Rome attribuaient à la connaissance des 
substances séparées en tant que saisie intuitive, immédiate, totale et 
parfaite de son objet est donc supprimée. Frangois de Marchia maintient 
que l'ange et sa connaissance naturelle sont différents et plus parfaits30, 


reléve pas la triple modalité de composition clarifiée par F. De Marchia; cfr. Ordinatio II, 
d. 3, pars 2, qu. 3, C. BALIC (éd.), p. 601: «(angelus) clarius per illud cognoscit obiecta et 
citius utitur eis, componendo hoc obiectum cum illo et discurrendo ab uno cognito ad 
aliud». 

30 Cette diversité et perfection majeure de l'ange est illustrée dans Ia question 20 — 
«Utrum intellectus et voluntas in homine et in angelo sint eiusdem rationis» (ff. 40va-45va) 
-, oü Frangois défend la thése que les intellects angéliques et humains sont de nature 
différente («alterius rationis»); ici aussi, toutefois, cette différence repose, en derniére 
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mais cette difference et cette supériorité par rapport à l’étre humain sont 
fortement nuancées. Lange et son rapport aux objets signalent toujours 
une «medietas» dans l'ordre du créé, mais alors que cette «medietas» pour 
Thomas et pour Gilles signifiait une plus grande proximité de Dieu, chez 
Francois elle est ramenée à une plus grande proximité à l'égard de l'étre 
humain. 

Ces considérations sont largement confirmées dans le second article 
de la question 23, que nous n'allons pas examiner ici, mais dont nous 
retenons la conclusion, à savoir que l'ange connaít nécessairement de 
maniére discursive, car tout intellect créé doit faire appel à plusieurs actes 
pour connaître les prémisses d'un syllogisme et en inférer la conclusion. 
Ici encore, à la question qui consiste à savoir si ]a discursivité humaine et 
la discursivité angélique sont de méme nature, Francois répondra que leur 
distinction repose simplement sur le fait que le procédé discursif de la 
connaissance angélique n'implique pas l'élaboration des données de la 
sensibilité, alors que l'étre humain doit y faire recours. Le franciscain 
maintient ainsi une différence entre l'homme et l'ange, mais il ne céde en 
rien quant à la thése fondamentale de leur convergence dans une méme 
démarche discursive au niveau de |’ intellect. 


IV. UNE REMARQUE EN GUISE DE CONCLUSION 


Au terme de ce bref parcours, nous proposons une remarque en guise 
de conclusion provisoire. En effet, malgré le maintien d'une spécificité de 
la connaissance angélique, ce qu'il nous parait important de relever et de 
souligner dans la position de Frangois est la thése d'une égalité fonciére 
des sujets créés à l'égard des objets de connaissance, une égalité qui 
déclenche un processus cognitif analogue au niveau de l’intellect. Il en 
résulte, sur le plan naturel, une proximité entre l'homme et l'ange plus 
accentuée que leur diversité: l'ange reste certes supérieur dans l'ordre des 
choses, mais ne partage pas moins des points essentiels avec l'étre humain. 
Leur distinction repose uniquement sur la présence des facultés sensitives 
en l'homme et leur absence chez l'ange, et ne déploie ses conséquences 


analyse, sur l'indépendance de l'ange à l'égard du sensible aussi bien au niveau de son 
propre étre qu'à celui de sa connaissance. De la sorte, F. de Marchia maintient certes une 
différence de statut, mais n'envisage pas cette différence comme un ordre de valeur 
pouvant faire de l'ange un paradigme pour l'homme sur le plan naturel. 
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qu’au niveau des conditionnements respectifs. Aussi, dans le cas present, 
lange connait-il de la même manière que l'étre humain, mais sans être 
tributaire des données sensibles et de leur élaboration. Une fois atteint le 
plan intellectuel, les deux sujets fonctionnent cependant de la méme 
maniêre. 

Bien entendu, il serait prématuré de tirer de l’examen de la seule 
question 23 des conclusions générales quant à la conception angélologique 
du franciscain. Il nous paraît néanmoins d’ores et déjà possible de relever 
qu'en raison de la proximité ainsi posée entre l’ange et l'homme, la 
réflexion de François dans ce domaine s’inscrit dans ce que nous avons 
caractérisé ailleurs comme un «processus d’humanisation de l’ange»31: ce 
processus visait à corriger la figure de l’ange comme créature «déiforme», 
élaborée par Thomas d' Aquin et Gilles de Rome dans le sillage du Pseudo- 
Denys et du Liber de causis. Ce processus d’humanisation a été promu, 
entre autres, par le syllabus de 1277 et par ses héritiers spirituels - Henri 
de Gand, Guillaume de la Mare, P. de J. Olivi ou encore Jean Duns Scot - 
, qui ont fortement insisté sur la créaturalité de l’ange afin de le rapprocher 
de façon plus ou moins accentuée de la condition humaine — le résultat de 
cette démarche étant la suppression de la valeur et de la fonction 
paradigmatique des substances séparées sur le plan naturel. Dans la 
question 23 de son commentaire du Ile livre des Sentences François de 
Marchia contribue à ce processus par une doctrine dont Vintérêt est 
comme une invitation à explorer davantage sa pensée. 


Université de Fribourg/CH 


31 Cfr. nos études: Connaissance et langage des anges selon Thomas d’Aquin et 
Gilles de Rome, cit. p. 176 et «Pierre de Jean Olivi et la subjectivié angélique», in Archives 
d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age, 70, (2003), p. 233-316. 
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FRANCIS OF MARCHIA ON CHRIST’S COGNITION 
OF THE WORD 


Since the earliest commentaries on the Sentences, theologians have 
found Christology an important topic not merely in its own right, but also 
as a means to discuss humanity by its most perfect representative. Book III 
of Francis of Marchia’s Sentences commentary reflects this importance as 
Francis dedicates nine of the fifteen questions to discussions of the 
Assumption and Christ’s knowledge. 

Book III may derive from Francis’ lectures on the Sentences at the 
Franciscan studium in Paris in 1319-1320. There exist two redactions of 
this text. One of these has 13 full and partial witnesses; the other survives 
in a single witness, Vienna 4826. Based on the parallel structure of the 
arguments, the nearly identical length of the questions, the stylistic 
similarities and the minor differences in word choice, the most likely 
scenario is that both are reportationes of the same lecturel. 

Francis considers the knowledge possessed by the created soul of 
Christ in questions eleven through thirteen, corresponding to Peter 
Lombard’s distinction fourteen of the same book. Marchia’s interest in this 
section is limited to the knowledge that the human soul of Christ has from 


1 For the most complete modem account of Francis of Marchia’s life and work, see 
C. SCHABEL and R.L. FRIEDMAN, «Francis of Marchia’s Commentary on the Sentences: 
Question List and State of Research», Mediaeval Studies (63) 2000, 31-106. A question list 
for Book III can be found on pp. 97-98, and a preliminary stemma, based on my edition of 
question 13, can be found on pp. 57-58. I can confirm Schabel and Friedman’s suspicion 
that W is indeed a separate redaction. In this respect, cfr. N. MARIANI, «Certezze e ipotesi 
sul Commento alle Sentenze di Francesco della Marca OMin.» Archivum Franciscanum 
Historicum (95) 2002, 93-183, esp. pp. 109-115, where he asserts that there is only one 
redaction of Book UL 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1613-1624. 
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His intellection of the divine essence, that is, Christ’s knowledge in the 
Word. Christ serves as the exemplar of humanity: His knowledge in the 
Word is the perfect form of the knowledge that the saints have of the 
divine essence, that is, the beatific vision. The questions explicitly treat the 
beatific vision of the saints as much as the knowledge of Christ2. 

The questions concern how the blessed soul sees the relucentia, the 
objects that ‘shine’ in the divine essence, and the possibility of seeing the 
divine essence through mediating species. They reveal how the constraints 
of the beatific vision shape Francis’ explanation of the mechanics of 
human cognition in general. Francis states that the act of blessed 
intellection has as its object not the divine essence or the relucentia in 
themselves, but rather their objective being, that is being qua object of 
intellection, separate from extramental being. In so doing, he not only 
applies to human intellection substantially the same solution he proposes 
for divine cognition, but he also explains how the Blessed can enjoy a 
single, continuous activity of seeing the divine essence and the relucentia, 
notwithstanding the fact that what the Blessed see changes. Francis then 
guarantees the certitude of the beatific vision, and ensures epistemological 
certitude in general, by reinterpreting intuitive and abstractive cognition. 
According to Francis, intuitive and abstractive cognition differ solely in 
the presence or absence of their object, and hence it is possible that the 
divine essence be certainly represented via species. The same species 
causes intuitive or abstractive cognition according to the presence of the 
object. God can act in such a way as to cause intuitive cognition of a 
present object without species, but cannot in any way cause intuitive 
cognition of an absent object. In the beatific vision, God most likely 
causes an intuitive cognition of the divine essence without the mediation 
of species. 

Francis of Marchia begins his treatment of these issues in question 11, 
concerning whether the divine essence and the relucentia are seen in the 
same act. Here he applies the notion of objective being to the human 
cognition of secondary objects in the divine essence. In order to do so, 


2 This article is based on an edition I am preparing of Book III, qq. 11-13 of 
Francis’ Sentences commentary. I cite the passages as they appear in Paris, Bibliothèque 
Nationale, Lat. 3072 (=Y), the most accurate complete witness to Book III. Where Y 
presents a significant variant with respect to the edited text, the variant is noted in square 
brackets. 
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however, he has to establish the parallel between this human cognition and 
God’s cognition of the divine ideas, which he accomplishes through a 
discussion of two competing positions. 

Marchia’s exposition and refutation of the first position, that 
associated with Thomas Aquinas, does not suggest a direct consideration 
of the latter’s works, for it bears a strong resemblance to Scotus’ treatment 
of Thomas. Nevertheless, Francis will claim here, and in questions twelve 
and thirteen, that he supports the position of Thomas, but for reasons 
different from those of Thomas. 

For Francis of Marchia, Thomas’s position becomes: the created soul 
of Christ and the souls of the saints see the divine essence and the 
relucentia in a single act, just as a principle and its conclusions are 
understood in a single act3. Francis objects that discursive reasoning 
involves separate acts, therefore this argument cannot hold. 

Francis portrays the opposite opinion as a reaction to this argument. 
Since discursive reasoning occurs in separate acts, the vision of the divine 
essence and the relucentia occur in separate acts. Furthermore, the intellect 
can only have one object; if two objects were understood in the same act, 
the intellect would not be able to distinguish them. Moreover, it is possible 
for God to give a saint a beatific vision of the divine essence without the 
relucentia4. 


3 Francis of Marchia, Jn Sent., Lib. ID, q. 11, a. 1 [Paris, B.N., Lat. 3072, f. 156vb]: 
«Est igitur primus modus dicendi quod intellectus beati eodem actu videt essentiam 
divinam et ea que relucent in ea. Et probatur sic: non magis est principium ratio intelligendi 
conclusionem quam divina essentia creaturam; sed eodem actu quo intellectus intelligit 
principium, eodem intelligit conclusionem; ergo etc.» Cfr. Scotus, Ord., Lib. 3, d. 14, q.12, 
[Vivés, v. 14, p. 505], «Ad secundum quaestionem dicitur, quod non potuit videre omnia, 
quae videt Verbum, quia quanto causa perfectius videtur, tanto plures effectus possunt 
videri in ea, et e converso, sicut patet de principio et conclusione, quia quanto principium 
perfectius videtur, tanto plures conclusiones videntur in eo; ergo potens videre omnes 
effectus in causa prima, potest comprehendere ipsam; nullus intellectus creatus potest 
secundum; ergo nec primum». 

^ Francis of Marchia, In Sent., Lib. DI, q. 11, a. 1 [Paris, B.N., Lat. 3072, f. 156vb]: 
«Secundus modus dicendi est quod essentia divina et obiecta secundaria in ea videntur a 
beatis distinctis actibus. Probatur sic: essentia non intelligitur unico actu cum obiectis 
secundariis nisi quia ipsa est ratio intelligendi ipsa. Sed hoc principium est ratio 
intelligendi conclusionem et hoc non obstante principium et conclusio intelliguntur 
distinctis actibus, ergo etc». 
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Francis claims that both these positions miss the point: the cognition 
of the relucentia in the divine essence does not occur in a manner 
analogously to discursive reasoning. To demonstrate how this non- 
discursive cognition of primary and secondary objects can occur in a 
single act, Francis relies on a series of parallels between the divine 
intellect and the divine will, on the one hand, and the human intellect and 
will, on the other. In the same act God wills and loves Himself necessarily 
and Creation contingently. In virtue of these parallels, the created intellect 
can will God and not will anything else. Francis continues: 


Similarly, God from eternity was able to will to save Peter and to will that Judas be 
damned, and yet will this in the same act. So therefore a saint can see one of the 
relucentia without seeing another, given that in the same act the saint sees both. 


The intellect functions in a manner analogously to the will. The 
human will functions analogously to the divine will. If the blessed 
intellect’s necessity of seeing the divine essence suffices to separate this 
act from the ability to see or not to see the contingent relucentia, then the 
same reason must hold for the divine intellect. But divine simplicity 
requires that there be a single act of willing. Thus God would either have 
separate acts of willing Himself and Creation, or in that one act, God 
would will everything necessarily. Both options are absurd, so the premise, 
that contingency and necessity (or for that matter plurality of objects) are 
sufficient to posit two acts, must be rejected. 

To explain how intellection of the divine essence and the relucentia 
can occur in a single act, Francis of Marchia states that the cognition of 
one thing can proceed from the cognition of some other thing in one oftwo 
ways. First, cognition can proceed from something that is not itself a 
cognized object, but does serve as the basis of intellection (ratio 
intelligendi), that is what gives rise to cognition, and this is the case of 
cognition via species. The other way is when cognition proceeds from 
something that is itself a cognized object, and Francis subdivides this latter 
sort of mediate cognition into deduction (as cognizing a conclusion from 


5 Francis of Marchia, In Sent., Lib. III, q. 11, a. 1 [Paris, B.N., Lat. 3072, f. 157ra]: 
«Similiter ab eterno Deus potuit velle Petrum salvare et Iudam dampnare, et tamen eodem 
actu; ergo et beatus potest videre unum de illis que relucent non videndo aliud, dato quod 
eodem actu videat utrumque». 
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its principle) and intuition. In intuition, the secondary objects are 
contained within the mediate object, and the mediate object functions as a 
basis for intellection (ratio intelligendi) both insofar as it ‘moves’ the 
intellect to consider the object contained within itself and ‘terminates’ the 
cognition, since it itself gives rise to that cognition®. 

The concept formed by this process of cognition, the object as 
cognized, has diminished being. Francis, like supporters of the second 
view above, seeks to show how the intellects of the saints can undergo 
change. But if the intellect understands the divine essence and the 
relucentia in a single act, as Francis just argued, change seems impossible. 

Marchia considers the solution that the act of understanding remains 
the same, while the relations to the understood objects change. He rejects 
it, insisting again on the (double) analogy between divine and human 
intellection and will. His argument runs along these lines: since the divine 
intellect and the human intellect both understand the relucentia and the 
divine essence in a single act, this must be for the same reason. But the 
divine intellect functions in the same way as the divine will. Yet God’s act 
of willing must be prior to the existence of the created object, and hence 
prior to any relation between the divine essence and the created object. So 
the saints cannot understand secondary objects in the divine essence by 
means of relations’. 


6 Francis of Marchia, In Sent., Lib. III, q. 11, a. 2 [Paris, B.N., Lat. 3072, f. 157ra]: 
«Ideo dico quod aliud intelligitur dupliciter per aliud: vel sicut per rationem intelligendi et 
non sicut per obiectum cognitum, sicut color in pariete videtur per speciem que est in 
oculo. Alio modo intelligitur per aliud sicut per obiectum cognitum, sicut conclusio 
intelligitur per principium precognitum. Non enim intelligitur per principium nisi 
principium haberet rationem obiectum precogniti, et isto modo etiam intelligitur diffinitum 
per diffinitionem et non ens per ens. Sic aliquid intelligitur per aliud ut per obiectum 
precognitum duplex: vel deductive hoc ex hoc, vel intuitive hoc in hoc. 

Quando autem aliquid intelligitur per aliud ut per obiectum precognitum deductive, 
tunc ly ‘per’ dicit rationem intelligendi in movendo, non in terminando, quia licet 
intellectus intelligat conclusionem per principium in movendo, non tamen in terminando, 
quia actus intelligendi ita terminatur immediate ad conclusionem sicut ad principium. 

Quod autem intelligitur per aliud ut per obiectum precognitum intuitive, hoc in hoc, 
tunc ly ‘per’ dicit rationem intelligendi non solum in movendo sed etiam in terminando, 
quia quod sic intelligitur per aliud non solum non movet sine illo alio, sed etiam nec 
terminat nisi ratione illius alterius». 

7 Francis of Marchia, In Sent., Lib. III, q. 11, a. 2 [Paris, B.N., Lat. 3072, ff. 157rb- 
va]. 
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Having insisted on the parallel between the divine and human minds, 
Francis offers substantially the same solution he employed when 
discussing divine ideas8. He states: 


Therefore I say, as was said in the first book, that the object has a twofold being: one 
teal being that it has in itself, and the other an intentional, objective being that it has 
in the act of understanding and willing; and that second, intentional being that the 
object has in the act is different from the being of the act itself, because the being of 
the act itself is real; the being of such an object is intentional, secundum quid, and 
diminished9. 


Therefore, the object qua object of the intellect has a different sort of 
being than the object itself or the intellect. So when a saint understands 
different secondary objects in the divine essence, Francis concludes, the 
act remains the same, but the objective beings in that act change. 

Francis further clarifies that objective being is a rational or intentional 
accident. While real accidents have real habits of ontological dependence 
upon and information towards their subject, a rational accident is really 
dependent on its subject, but only informs its subject according to reason. 
In this way, the subject that it informs can be different from its subject of 
ontological dependence. Francis uses an example: 


A stone is a being outside the intellect, but it has objective being in the intellect. This 
being depends on the intellect, but is also related to the stone as object, because it 
denominates it. Therefore it is not related to the act of understanding as something 
that informs, but rather to the external object, and is so related according to reason. 
In this way it is reduced to the status of accident10. 


8 Cfr. C. SCHABEL, «Francis of Marchia on Divine Ideas», forthcoming. 

9 Francis of Marchia, In Sent., Lib. III, q. 11, a. 2 [Paris, B.N., Lat. 3072, f. 157va]: 
«Dico ergo, sicut dictum est in Primo, quod obiectum habet duplex esse: unum reale in se, 
et aliud esse intentionale obiectivum in actu intelligendi et volendi, et illud secundum esse 
intentionale quod habet obiectum in actu est aliud ab esse ipsius actus, quia esse actus est 
reale et esse tale obiecti est intentionale, secundum quid et diminutum». 

10 Francis of Marchia, In Sent., Lib. III, q. 11, a. 1 [Paris, B.N., Lat. 3072, f. 158ra]: 
«Dico quod accidens rationale habet necessariam habitudinem, quia accidens reale eo quod 
est perfectum in suo ordine, scilicet in genere accidentis, habet habitudinem utramque; 
accidens autem intentionale habet tantum unam habitudinem ad subiectum, scilicet 
dependentis, quia realiter dependet ab actu, sed non habet habitudinem informantis nisi 
secundum modum nostrum intelligendi, et sic etiam dicitur accidens secundum rationem. 
Nam lapis est [Y:non] ens extra; tamen [intelligitur] ab intellectu habet esse obiectivum, 
quod dependet ab intellectu, et etiam illud esse respicit lapidem ut obiectum, quia 
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That is, the accident of objective being is ontologically dependent on 
the act of understanding, but refers to (‘informs’) the external object: the 
stone as understood does not cease to be when the extramental stone 
ceases to exist, but when the mind ceases to understand the stone. 

For Francis, objective being guarantees the mutability of the single act 
of intellecting the divine essence. The blessed intellect necessarily 
cognizes the divine essence; the divine essence in turn can give rise to the 
intellection of all things that it contains. As the intellect cognizes different 
objects in the divine essence, the same single act of intellection undergoes 
accidental change. The soul rests in a single, continuous, usually eternal, 
vision of the divine essence. But how does this act of intellection come 
about? And how can we be certain of seeing the divine essence? Francis 
has these issues in mind when he discusses the possibility of cognizing the 
divine essence through species in question 13. 

According to Francis, species are caused by the object and indicate 
the presence or non-presence of that object. While not commensurate to 
the infinite divine essence, species can have a proportion of order to the 
divine essence, which is sufficient for apprehension. 

Francis portrays his position as a compromise between a theory of 
beatific cognition involving species, and Duns Scotus’ rejection of species 
in such cognition. For the former, Francis may be tapping into an 
interpretive tradition that portrays Thomas Aquinas’ notion of the Light of 
Glory, a supernatural illumination required for the beatific vision, as an 
intelligible species!l. But unlike his predecessors, such as Duns Scotus, 
Francis cannot reject outright the Light of Glory, for he must contend with 
the decrees of the Council of Vienne issued in 1317, one of which 
condemns as heretical the statement that the soul does not need the Light 
of Glory to elevate it to beatitudel2. Therefore, when discussing a view 


denominat ipsum, sic igitur non respicit actum per modum [Y:rationem] informantis, sed 
obiectum extra secundum rationem et isto modo reducitur ad genus accidentis». 

11 C. TROTTMANN (La vision béatifique des disputes scolastiques à sa définition par 
Benoît XII, Rome: Ecole francaise de Rome, 1995, pp. 334-335) identifies Francis’ 
Dominican predecessor, Dietrich of Freiburg, as interpreting Thomas Aquinas in this 
manner. 

12 Concilium Oecumenicorum Decreta, G. ALBERIGO and others (eds.), third 
edition, Bologna, 1973, p. 383, no. 28, Il. 39-41: «Quinto, quod quaelibet intellectualis 
natura in se ipsa naturaliter est beata, quodque anima non indiget lumen gloriae, ipsam 
elevante ad Deum videndum et eo beate fruendum». 
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that he clearly associates with that of Thomas, and even uses the same 
arguments against it as those found in Scotus’ refutation of Thomas, 
Francis expunges all reference to the Light of Glory13. 

Francis denies that intelligible species are necessary for the cognition 
of the divine essence, and states that cognition without species is possible. 
At the same time, he dismisses Scotus’ arguments against intuitive 
cognition by means of species, claiming that species do provide the 
intellect with epistemological certitude. Thus he sees both options as 
possible, and the arguments presented for the impossibility of the other 
option as invalid. He concludes that although the beatific vision can occur 
both with and without species, he prefers that it occur without species. 
Naturally, should the recently issued Clementines require vision by means 
of the Light of Glory, understood in a strict sense, then vision does occur 
by mediate species. 

The first exclusive position that Francis rejects is for cognition via 
species. The chief argument Francis puts forth for requiring cognition of 
the divine essence by mediate species posits the disproportion between the 
finite human intellect and the infinite divine essence as requiring 
something to mediate; this medium can only be species. His response is 
that positing a mediator simply moves the problem of disproportion to that 
of the medium and one of the extremes; the result is either a disproportion 
between finite species and infinite divine essence or infinite species and 
finite human intellect. Francis himself solves the problem of disproportion 
by claiming that two sorts of proportion exist: commensuration and 


13 Francis of Marchia, In Sent., Lib. III, q. 13 [Francis, B.N. Lat. 3072, f. 158rb]: 
«Est igitur unus modus dicendi quod impossibile est Deum videre, nisi mediante specie ab 
intellectu creato. Et probatur sic: ratio intelligendi debet esse proportionata intellectui. Sed 
essentia divina, cum sit infinita, non potest esse proportionata ratio intelligendi intellectui 
creato, qui est finitus; ergo oportet sibi dare aliam; nulla videtur alia nisi species; quare etc. 

Item, eadem ratio intelligendi non est immediate proportionata intellectui infinito et 
finito. Sed essentia divina est ratio intelligendi immediate proportionata intellectui divino 
infinito; ergo non est immediate ratio intelligendi proportionata intellectui creato; ergo 
oportet dare aliam rationem intelligendi sibi proportionatam; nulla videtur, nisi species; 
ergo etc. | 

Item, sicut intellectio naturalis ad speciem naturalem, ita supernaturalis ad 
supernaturalem; sed impossibile est intellectionem naturalem esse sine specie naturali; 
ergo, etc». 
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proportion of order, which correspond to the intellectual acts of 
comprehension and apprehension. Since human intellects see the divine 
essence by apprehension, a proportion of order suffices, and such a 
proportion exists between human souls and the divine essence without an 
intervening species. Similarly, species function as secondary efficient 
causes, and God can take the place of any secondary efficient cause. So 
species are not necessary for the cognition of the divine essencel4. 

Francis sees the major threat to the possibility of cognizing the divine 
essence by means of species in some arguments associated with Duns 
Scotus. Scotus objects that since species do not give determinate cognition 
of the object’s presence and existence, they cannot have a role in the 
cognition of the divine essence, which necessarily is existent and present 
to the blessed intellect. For this reason, Scotus argues, intuitive cognition 
must be immediate if it is to give the intellect certitude of the object’s 
presence; since abstractive cognition, on the other hand, is indifferent to 
existence, it occurs via species15. 


14 Francis of Marchia, In Sent., Lib. III, q. 13 [Francis, BN Lat. 3072, f. 159va]: 
«Istam opinionem non capio quantum est de possibili, scilicet quod Deus absolute non 
possit communicare visionem sue essentie sine specie, quidquid sit de facto. 

Sciendum tamen quod species potest accipi dupliciter: uno modo large, ut est 
communis ad actum primum et secundum, et ad qualitatem distinctam ab actu, alio modo 
proprie, ut dicit quandam qualitatem distinctam realiter ab actu intelligendi. Primo modo 
concedo quod impossibile est Deum videri sine actu videndi. Sed secundo modo, dico quod 
potest absolute videri sine qualitate media distincta ab actu primo, quia si talis species 
requiritur, quero in quo genere cause? Non in genere cause materialis, quia actus 
intelligendi non recipitur in ea, nec formalis, quia non est formaliter intelligere. Potest enim 
manere talis species sine intellectione. Nec sicut causa finalis, quia actus intelligendi 
terminatur ad obiectum. Ergo si necessario requiritur, requiritur ut aliquo modo efficiens 
realiter vel coefficiens qualitercumque intelligatur. Sed Deus potest supplere vicem 
cuiuslibet efficientis. Ergo sine tali specie potest Deus causare actum visionis de essentia 
sua in intellectu creato. 

Nec ratio ad oppositum valet. Est enim duplex proportio: quedam ordinis, alia 
commensurationis. Similiter duplex’ est notitia: quedam apprehensiva, et quedam 
comprehensiva. Tunc dico quod inter intellectum comprehensivum obiecti et. ipsum 
obiectum debet esse proportio commensurationis. Sed inter intellectum apprehensivum 
solum obiecti et obiectum sufficit proportio ordinis». 

Francis’ argument for the sort of cause to be given the «species» parallels one of 
Scotus’ arguments against the Light of Glory, Ord. 3:14:2, [Vivés, v. 14, pp. 492-494]. 

15 Francis of Marchia, In Sent., Lib. HI, q. 13 [B.N. Lat. 3072, ff. 159va-vb]. On 
Scotus and intuitive cognition, see A. WOLTER, «Scotus on Intuition, Memory and Our 
Knowledge of Individuals», in L.J. THRO (ed.), History of Philosophy in the Making. A 
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Francis counters that species do indicate the presence or non-presence 
of their object. For species are caused by their objects, and therefore can 
only be caused by them insofar as the objects themselves exist. Since a 
species is related to its object in the way that the object causes it, so a 
species represents what caused it as existing; hence a necessarily existing 
object is necessarily represented as existing. But what about the 
representation of non-present objects? Francis makes a distinction 
concerning the imagination: 


I say therefore that the imagination in us has two ways of imagining, namely in the 
manner of something present and existing when in the presence of the particular 
sense, and in the manner of something absent in the absence of the particular sense. 
There is no doubt concerning the second; that the imagination has the first way of 
imagining I prove: every power that has the nature to apprehend a present object is 
more perfect than what does not have the nature to apprehend a present object. But 
the particular sense has the nature to apprehend a present and existing object as 
present and existing; therefore if the imaginative faculty is unable to do this, it would 
follow that the particular sense is more perfect than the imaginative faculty, which is 
false. But it is true that we do not distinguish this way of imagining, because we only 
have it in the presence of the particular sensel6, 


The only difference between intuitive and abstractive cognition is the 
real presence or absence of the object. In fact, the same species can 


symposium of Essays to Honor Professor James D. Collins, Washington, D.C., University 
Press of America, 1982, pp. 81-104; K.H. TacHau, Vision and Certitude in the Age of 
Ockham, Leiden, 1988, pp. 68-75; S. DUMONT, «Theology as a Science and Duns Scotus’ 
Distinction between Intuitive and Abstractive Cognition», Speculum 64 (1989) 579-599; 
J.B. SOUTH, «Scotus and the Knowledge of the Singular Revisited», History of Philosophy 
Quarterly (19) 2002, 125-147; R. PASNAU, «Cognition», in The Cambridge Companion to 
Duns Scotus, forthcoming, pp. 285-311. 

16 Francis of Marchia, In Sent., Lib. HI, q. 13 [Paris, B.N., Lat. 3072, ff. 160ra-rb] 
«Dico quod ymaginatio in nobis habet duplicem modum ymaginandi, scilicet per modum 
presentis et existentis in presentia sensus particularis, et per modum absentis in absentia 
sensus particularis. De secundo modo non est dubium, sed quod habeat primum modum 
ymaginandi, probo sic: omnis potentia que nata est apprehendere obiectum presens est 
perfectior ea que non est nata apprehendere obiectum presens; sed sensus particularis est 
natus apprehendere obiectum [Y: om.] presens et existens ut sic; ergo si ymaginativa [Y: 
hoc add.] non potest hoc, sequitur quod sensus particularis est perfectior ymaginativa, quod 
est falsum. Verum est autem quod non discernimus istum modum ymaginandi, quia non 
habet ipsum nisi in presentia sensus particularis». 

The argument based on the superior perfection of the intellection over the particular 
sense was a favorite of Scotus; see R. PASNAU, op cit., p. 297. 
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represent the object as present or as absent, although it is not clear how the 
intellect can tell the difference between the two cognitions. Francis 
concludes: 


Whence intuitive and abstractive cognition are not distinguished according to having 
and not having species, but merely according to the disposition of the object, because 
if the object is present, the species represents it intuitively; if it is absent, it represents 
it abstractively17. 


Intuitive and abstractive cognition differ according to the presence or 
absence of the object. Not even God can cause an intuitive cognition of a 
non-existent object. But God could intervene and generate the effect of a 
mediate species without the species itself18. Therefore the beatific vision 
can occur via species, but does not have to involve species, and according 
to Francis of Marchia, probably does not. 

Francis of Marchia therefore maintains that the beatific vision 
happens as if via species, that is in the manner of cognition characterized 
by species, but he eliminates the species themselves through an appeal to 
divine power. In this way, Francis’ solution remains flexible in the face of 
uncertainty concerning the recent Clementine constitution from the 
council of Vienne: 


But what of the Light of Glory? I say that I posit the presence of ‘light’ not merely in 
the sense that ‘light’ indicates a species distinct from the act [of intellection], but also 
in the sense that it includes that act. For that act can be called ‘light’ and the 
characteristic of light is more suited to it than to species, because everything that has 
the characteristic of making something manifest can be called light. But the act has 
the characteristic of making something manifest to the highest degree, therefore etc. 
Whence if ‘light’ is taken broadly in this way, namely for that act, I say that that light 
must necessarily be posited in that beatific vision, and it is in this way that I 
understand that Clementine. But if ‘light’ is understood strictly to mean a species 
distinct from the act, or for some distinct actuality, then I say de possibili, one does 


17 Francis of Marchia, In Sent., Lib. III, q. 13 [Paris, B.N. Lat. 3072, f. 160rb]: 
«Unde intuitiva et abstractiva non distinguuntur penes habere speciem et non habere, sed 
tantum penes dispositionem obiecti, [Y: sed add.] quia si sit obiectum presens, species 
representat intuitive; si sit absens, representat abstractive». Also quoted in C. SCHABEL, 
«Francis of Marchia», in E. ZALTA (ed.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 
2002 Edition), Stanford, The Metaphysics Research Lab (URL = http://plato. stanford. 
edu/archives/fall2002/entries/francis-marchia/). 

18 Cfr. C. SCHABEL, «Francis of Marchia», loc. cit. 
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not have to posit that God is unable to show His essence without such a light, 
although de facto it is supposed, or can be supposed19. 


Marchia’s solution naturally presents some problems. For instance 
Marchia states we do not notice the mode of imagining of intuitive 
cognition because we only have it in the presence of the particular 
sensation of the present object. So then, is it at all possible for the human 
intellect to distinguish between intuitive and abstractive cognition? The 
intellect can know certainly via intuitive cognition, but can it know 
certainly that it has an intuitive and not an abstractive cognition? How can 
the intellect be certain of being certain? Moreover, Francis introduces 
objective being as the result of the analogous function of the divine and 
human intellect, but if one reverses the process, the parallel breaks down: 
the objective being of divine intellection cannot have the same ontological 
status of rational accident that it has for humans, for to do so would be to 
posit accidents in God. 

Neverthelesss, Francis elaborates a unique and intriguing system of 
human cognition in questions 11-13 of Book III of his commentary on the 
Sentences that relies on a close parallel between the function of the blessed 
human intellect and that of the divine. Only the infinity of the divine 
essence suffices to cause a distinction between the two: thus the finite 
human intellect cannot know all the relucentia at once, nor, since it knows 
God in a manner not incompatible with finite mediate species, can it 
completely comprehend the divine essence20. 


University of Iowa 


19 Francis of Marchia, In Sent., Lib. III, q. 13 [Paris, B.N., Lat. 3072, f. 160vb]: 
«Sed quid de lumine glorie? Dico quod ego pono lumen non solum prout lumen se extendit 
ad speciem ab actu distinctam, sed ad ipsum actum. Nam et ipse actus potest dici lumen et 
magis sibi convenit ratio luminis quam speciei, quia omne quod habet rationem 
manifestam potest dici lumen. Actus autem habet maxime rationem manifestam; ideo, etc. 
Unde si lumen accipiatur isto modo large, scilicet pro ipso actu, dico quod est necessario 
ponendum lumen in illa visione beata, et sic intelligo illam Clementinam. Si autem 
accipiatur stricte, pro specie distincta ab actu vel pro aliquo actu primo distincto, sic dico 
de possibili non est ponendum quin Deus possit ostendere suam essentiam sine tali lumine, 
licet de facto ponatur vel possit poni». 

20 Y would like to thank R.L. Friedman, C. Schabel, K. Tachau for their assistance 
with this article. 
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NATURAL LAW, RELIGIOUS POVERTY AND ECCLESIOLOGY 
ACCORDING TO FRANCIS OF MARCHIA* 


Francis of Marchia’s Improbatio survives in only four copies: two of 
them are but fragments, perhaps originally belonging to the same 
manuscript, but nowadays dispersed in the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris 
and in the Vatican Libraryl. According to the editor of the Improbatio, 
Father Nazzareno Mariani, one of the best witnesses is preserved in a 
Florentine manuscript that belonged to the library of the Franciscan 
studium of Santa Croce2. It is a rather famous codex, which contains other 
texts concerning the debate about Franciscan poverty, authored by 


* With minor modifications, this text reproduces the paper read at the congress. I 


would like to thank all participants in the sessions, but especially William Courtenay, 
Arthur Steven McGrade, Russell Friedman and Chris Schabel for their most useful 
comments, which will play a very important role also in a future, wider study devoted to 
Francis of Marchia, on which J am presently working. Chris Schabel and Russell Friedman 
also deserve my gratitude for their efforts to improve my English. I have limited footnotes 
to the essentials, referring to other publications for a more extensive bibliography. 

1 In addition to the manuscripts known to previous research, Eva Wittneben 
discovered a lengthy fragment in ms. Paris, Bibliothèque Nationale de France, lat. 4246; 
cfr. E.L. WITTNEBEN, R. LAMBERTINI, «Un teologo francescano alle strette. Osservazioni sul 
testimone manoscritto del processo a Francesco d' Ascoli», Picenum Seraphicum, 18 n. s. 
(1999) 97-122; the other long fragment is preserved in ms. Città del Vaticano, Bibl. 
Apostolica, Vat. Lat. 14812; for Francis’ life and works (and the fact that he is also known 
as Francesco della Marca, Francesco d’Ascoli, Francesco d’Appignano) see P. VIAN, 
«Francesco della Marca», in Dizionario biografico degli Italiani, 49, Roma 1997, 793-797; 
available on line C. SCHABEL, «Francis of Marchia», in The Stanford Encyclopedia of 
Philosophy, E.N. ZALTA (ed.), http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/francis-marchia/. 

2 Franciscus de Esculo, Improbatio, N. MARIANI (ed.) Grottaferrata (Romae) 1993, 


28-34. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.LE.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1625-1635. 
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theologians such as Peter John Olivi and Francis of Meyronnes, and some 
others3. It seems that the same hand that provided the Improbatio with 
interesting marginal notes also inserted a short anonymous text just after 
the abrupt end of Francis of Marchia’s lengthy work4. At first sight, this 
fragment deals with the much debated question of the relationship between 
natural law and positive law. I had never paid much attention to it, until I 
realised that its insertion did not happen by chance. The text is in fact an 
excerpt from Book IV of Francis of Marchia’s Commentary on the 
Sentences, strongly resembling the version witnessed by ms. Città del 
Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica, Barb. lat. 791 which Russ Friedman and 
Chris Schabel listed as «B» in their most recent article5; apparently, the 
copyist wanted to compare what the Franciscan theologian wrote in the 
Improbatio around 1330 with the position he had defended previously, 
between 1319 and 1323, when the extant versions of his Commentary on 
the Sentences were most probably composedé. At the same time, the 
juxtaposition of the two texts is a discreet but clear invitation to the reader 
to perform this comparison. 


L ACADEMIC PRELUDE: NATURAL LAW AND ORIGINS OF PROPERTY 
ACCORDING TO THE COMMENTARY ON THE SENTENCES 


As a matter of fact, the short text inserted in the Florentine manuscript 
as a sort of appendix to the /mprobatio reproduces Francis of Marchia's 
question Utrum detinens rem alienam possit vere penitere non restituendo 


3 The standard description of this ms. is still A. HEYSSE, «Descriptio Codicis 
Bibliothecae Laurentianae Florentinae S. Crucis, Plut.. 31 sin., Cod. 3» Archivum 
Franciscanum Historicum 11 (1918) 251-269. Recently, George Knysh tried to attribute to 
Ockham. a short treatise preserved only in this manuscript: G. KNvsH, «Ockham’s First 
Political Treatise? The Impugnatio Constitutionum papae Iohannis (April/May 1328)» 
Franciscan Studies 58 (2000) 237-259; in my opinion, however, Knysh’s arguments are not 
conclusive. 

4 Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, S. Croce, Plut. 31 sin., 3, ff. 85vb- 
86va. 

5 RL. FRIEDMAN, and C. SCHABEL, «Francis of Marchia's Commentary on the 
Sentences: Question List and State of Research», Mediaeval Studies 63 (2001) 31-106. 

6 As far as Francis’ Commentary is concerned, see Friedman and Schabel «Francis 
of Marchia’s Commentary» 33; Michael of Cesena refers to the Improbatio in January 
1331, see Mariani’s introduction to his edition, p. 11. 
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eam, This question, which on the surface appears only to relate to the 
theology of confession, had already been used by Scotus to discuss wide 
ranging problems conceming the origin of property and issues related to 
economics. John of Bassolis also inserted a similar discussion in the same 
context. Francis of Mayronnes - who commented on the Sentences just 
after Francis of Marchia - deals with the origin of property in a question 
on the Fourth Book bearing an almost identical titles. 

Before discussing the problem of restitution, Francis of Marchia 
remarks, as Scotus had done before him, that it is necessary to ascertain 
which kind of law, whether natural or positive, established the division of 
property; without such a division, obviously, there would not be any 
problem of theft or restitution whatsoever. As it is usual in medieval 
quaestiones, Francis of Marchia presents us with two different opinions, 
and then refutes both of them. According to the first one, which he 
considers the communis opinio, according to natural law everything is 
common, while division of property stems from positive law9. This 
position strongly recalls Scotus' own, although Francis uses a key 
expression of the Subtle Doctor, i. e., that after the Fall the command of 
natural law imposing communality was revoked, only in the refutation of 


7  Forthe purpose of the present paper, I will use only one manuscript, namely ms. 
Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica, Chig. B VII 113, ff. 213vb-214vb where our 
question is n. 2 of distinction 20, referring only occasionally to the version witnessed by 
ms. Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica, Barb. lat. 791, ff. 144va-145vb, where it is 
listed as belonging to distinction 21. For the purpose of the present paper I prefer the Chigi 
manuscript only because it offers a clearer and more understandable text. A deeper study 
of the manuscript tradition of Book IV, I am planning for the near future, will hopefully 
provide a better textual basis for further investigations. 

8 ©. LANGHOLM, Economics in the Medieval Schools. Wealth, Exchange, Value, 
Money and Usury according to the Paris Theological Tradition, 1200-1350, Leiden — New 
York — Köln, Brill, 1992, pp. 403-429; see also R. LAMBERTINI, La povertà pensata, 
Evoluzione storica della definizione dell'identità minoritica da Bonaventura ad Ockham, 
Modena, Mucchi, 2000, 193-205. 

9 Franciscus de Esculo, In IV Sententiarum, d. 20. q. 2, ms. Chis. B VII 113, f. 
213vb: «Primus modus dicendi est quod distinctio dominiorum rerum realium est de iure 
positiuo non de iure nature; omnia enim sunt communia de iure nature. Primum, uidelicet 
quod distinctio dominiorum sit de iure positiuo, declaratur sic: illud quod non fuisset in 
statu nature destitute (pro: institute, cfr. ms. Barb. 791, f. 144vb) non est de iure nature sed 
positiuo, sed distinctio dominiorum non fuisset in statu influencie (pro: innocentie, cfr. 
Barb. 791, f. 144vb), ergo et cetera». 
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this position. The second opinion maintains that division of property in 
general belongs to the sphere of natural law, while specific arrangements 
of property depend on positive law10. Although Francis attributes it 
directly to Aristotle, this second opinion bears stronger resemblance to that 
of Aquinas, who actually says that private property is not contrary to 
natural law and is regulated by positive law, and it most probably can be 
traced back even to William of Auxerre. At any rate, I was not able to 
determine the precise target of Francis’ criticism in this casell. 

Francis of Marchia attacks both solutions. Against the first he appeals 
to the principle that positive law is grounded on natural law, and therefore 
cannot contradict it. The immutability of natural law also plays an 
important role in his case: the very fact that the communality of goods was 
revoked should be taken as evidence that it cannot be a natural law 
commandl2. Our doctor, however, does not accept that the division of 
property can be considered part of natural law - not even in some general 
way. The reason is mainly of theological order. Since divine and 
evangelical law bring nature to perfection, it is impossible to imagine that 
natural law commands the division of property and evangelical law 
teaches exactly the contrary, as Luke witnesses in his Acts13. 


10 Ibid., f. 214ra: «Et ideo est secundus modus dicendi qui uidetur esse Philosophi 
2 Politicorum, quod distinctio dominiorum rerum temporalium est partim de iure nature et 
partim de iure positiuo; dicunt enim quod distinctio dominiorum in generali est de iure 
nature, distinctio autem talis uel talis in speciali est de iure positiuo». 

l1 LAMBERTINI, La povertà pensata, pp. 197-199. 

12 Franciscus de Esculo, In IV Sententiarum, d. 20. q. 2, ms. Chis. B VII 113, ff. 
213vb-214ra: «...ius positiuum non est contrarium iuri nature; unum enim uerum non est 
contrarium alteri uero, nec conclusio est contraria principio, sed ius nature est principium 
iuris positiui, ergo ius positiuum non contrariatur iuri nature, sed distinctio dominiorum //f. 
214ra//et non distinctio ipsorum sunt contraria, ergo si distinctio dominiorum rerum 
temporalium est de iure positiuo, sicut est, indistinctio, siue omnia esse communia quod 
idem est, non potest esse de iure nature ... Preterea ius nature est immobile nec reuocatum, 
sed istud est reuocatum uniuersaliter apud omnes naciones cum apud omnes rerum dominia 
sint distincta, ergo et cetera». 

13 Franciscus de Esculo, In IV Sententiarum, d. 20. q. 2, ms. Chis. B VII 113, f. 
214ra: «ius euangelicum non tollit ius nature sed magis perficit, sicut gratia perficit 
naturam, sed ius siue lex euangelica fuit non habere aliquid in proprio sed omnia esse 
communia, ut patet Actuum 4, ubi dicitur, ut supra allegatum est, quod nullus eorum que 
possidebant aliquid suum esse dicebat, sed erant omnia communia. Cum ergo lex 
euangelica non dic«t»et rerum dominia fore distinguenda in generali nec in speciali, nec 
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Confronted with the difficulties of both opinions, Francis suggests an 
unusual solution: natural law must be in a certain sense indifferent vis à vis 
communality and division, both of which should rather be considered 
depending on positive law14. For the medieval mind, there is something 
odd in thinking that communality, which was observed before the Fall, 
should be considered as depending on positive law, especially because 
medieval thinkers usually thought that positive law in itself existed only in 
the post-lapsarian statel5. Nevertheless, Francis insists that this 
communality would have been a positive law for mankind, if they had 
continued to live in the state of innocence, although they probably would 
not need, in this case, to keep a written record of such a law16. 

While insisting on the principle that communality is also an 
expression of positive law, Francis of Marchia concedes that it somehow 
comes closer to natural law. According to him, this conclusion is 
consistent with the fact that a religious life renouncing all property is 
considered more perfect than living with one’s own property17. As we can 
see, although Francis’ principal aim in this context is not to defend 


per consequens ius nature, ergo rerum dominiorum distinctio etiam in generali non est de 
iure nature, alias ius nature dictaret contrarium ei quod dictat ius euangelicum». 

14 Ibid., f. 214ra-rb: «Dico ergo aliter quod distinctio dominiorum rerum 
temporalium non est de iure nature nec //214rb// in generali nec in speciali, nec etiam 
omnia esse communia est de iure nature, nec enim ius positiuum est contrarium iuri nature; 
sed dico quod ista duo, uidelicet omnia esse communia et dominia rerum esse distincta, 
«sunt» due species subordinate iuris positiui. ... Ipsum autem ius nature est quoddam 
commune ad utramque istarum specierum, uidelicet ad distinctionem et ad indistinctionem 
dominiorum, licet perfectius saluetur cum indistinctione sicut cum eius specie perfectiori». 

15 See e. g. B. Tórrer, Urzustand und Sündenfall in der mittelalterlichen 
Gesellschafts- und Staatstheorie, Stuttgart, Hiersemann, 1999. 

16 Ibid., f. 214rb-va: «Unde et si primus homo stetisset huiusmodi omnium rerum 
communis possessio fuisset de iure positiuo sicut modo est distinctio. Illud tamen ius esse 
non oportuisset scribi tunc quia homo fuisset immortalis et memorie tenacis et ideo quod 
seme] ordinatum fuisset semper quilibet obseruasset; nunc autem oportet ius positiuum 
scribi propter rationes oppositas: homo enim mo//f. 214va//ritur, est [esse] memorie labilis 
et ideo faciliter ea que audit obliuioni interdum tradit». 

17 ]bid., f. 214rb: «Dico igitur concludendo quod sunt tres species iuris positiui, 
cum quarum qualibet stat ius nature: una est non habere aliquid proprium sed tantum in 
communi; secunda est habere aliquid proprium et aliquid in communi; tertia habere omnia 
propria et hec est infima species, prima suprema et secunda media; unde, quia ius nature 
potissime saluatur in prima specie, uidelicet in non habere aliquid in proprio sed in 
communi, ideo illa, uidelicet [etiam] omnia esse communia, in qua etiam perfecte ipsum 
ius nature saluatur, dicitur esse simpliciter de iure nature». 
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Franciscan poverty, his Minorite background emerges nevertheless in 
these lines18. 

Therefore, Francis of Marchia agrees with many other mediaeval 
authors that mankind became more estranged from natural law after Sin 
and the following institution of private property. He cannot accept, 
however, that this historical/theological event is to be interpreted as if a 
command of natural law had been revoked. His dissent from Scotus 
focuses on this particular issue: apparently, in his opinion, a hierarchy of 
different positive law arrangements, not possessing the same degree of 
perfection, is a more consistent explanation for the changes brought about 
by Original Sin than a theory which implies a change in the core — so to 
speak — of natural law19. 

In the analysis that follows of the factors which brought about 
division of property, however, Francis is much closer to Scotus. The Subtle 
Doctor had argued that, after the Fall, the division of property rested solely 
on human law, not on divine or natural law. Although Francis’ terminology 
diverges in some respects, the substance is the same. Indeed, he argues that 
after the Fall the division of property derives from human positive law, 
with the exception of the Jewish people. The Promised Land, in fact, 
according to Francis, belongs to the Jews on the basis of positive divine 
law. For the rest of mankind, however, the division of property depends on 


18 This is especially clear in the following passage: Franciscus de Esculo, In IV 
Sententiarum, d. 20, q. 2, ms. Chis. B VII 113, f. 214ra: «supremus et perfectissimus 
uiuendi modus est nihil habere in proprio nec in communi». 

19 Cfr. ibid., f. 214rb: «sunt ergo due species contrarie iuris positiui, nec est 
inconueniens quod species istius iuris sint contrarie cum ius positiuum varietur et 
diuersificetur secundum diuersa tempora; non sic autem est de iure nature, cum huiusmodi 
ius non respiciat statum vel tempus sed ipsam naturam simpliciter»; there is an echo of 
Scotus’ position in these lines, cfr. Johannes Duns Scotus, Ordinatio, IV, d. 15, q. 2, n. 3, 
A.B. WOLTER (ed.), in John Duns Scotus’ Political and Economic Philosophy, St. 
Bonaventure, New York, The Franciscan Institute, 2001, pp. 30-32: «... istud praeceptum 
legis naturae de habendo omnia communia revocatum est post lapsum. Et rationabiliter ... 
non fiebat actualiter distinctio per legem naturae ... Per legem naturae non, ut videtur esse 
probabile, quia non apparet quod illa determinet ad opposita»; see also Italian translation 
in: F. TODESCAN, Giovanni Duns Scoto, Padova, CEDAM 2002, in part. pp. 80-82; in his 
Improbatio, Francis speaks of natural law commands as «per se nota omnibus terre 
gentibus in lumine naturalis rationis», referring however to the second part of the 
Decalogue (Franciscus de Esculo, Improbatio, ed. cit., p. 452); on Scotus’ different stance 
on this issue, see LAMBERTINI, La povertä pensata, pp. 115-122. 
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the consent of the persons involved, while God limits himself approving 
that this happens exclusively on human initiative20. After all, this is 
implied in Christ’s refusal to be involved in temporal matters and even in 
his famous «Reddite ergo quae sunt Caesaris Caesari...»21. 


IL. IN THE LINE OF FIRE: THE ORIGINS OF PROPERTY AND POLITICAL 
THOUGHT IN THE STRUGGLE AGAINST JOHN XXII 


The significance of this position for ecclesiology and political theory 
surfaced some years later, when Francis of Marchia took Michael of 
Cesena’s side in the controversy that opposed the General of the Friars 
Minor to Pope John XXII. In his Quia vir reprobus, published in 
November 1329, the pope had attacked the opinion that the division of 
property is of human origin, arguing at length in favour of its divine origin. 
This thesis was obviously aimed in the first place at refuting Michael of 
Cesena’s defence of the traditional Franciscan doctrine of poverty, but it 
also supported papal claims in the temporal sphere. 

Most probably — as I have argued elsewhere - Francis of Marchia’s 
Improbatio is the first reaction to Quia vir reprobus published by the small 
group gathered around Michael of Cesena in Munich, under the protection 
of the Emperor, Louis of Bavaria22. Francis’ aim is of course to defend 
first and foremost absolute poverty, but the new issues introduced in the 
debate by the pope compel him to touch on matters that are relevant for 


20 Franciscus de Esculo, In IV Sententiarum, d 20, q. 2, ms. Chis. B VII 113, £. 
214va: «Quantum ad secundum, dico quod distinctio dominiorum rerum temporalium est 
partim de iure positiuo diuino et partim de iure positiuo humano; distinctio enim 
dominiorum in generali est ab homine hoc statuente et ordinante et est a deo hoc 
approbante. Dico autem in generali, aliquibus enim in speciali, ut genti Iudeorum, deus 
diuisit terram ... communiter autem et in generali huiusmodi diuisio facta est iure positiuo 
humano faciente(?) et ordinante et iure positiuo diuino hoc approbante». 

21 Ibid.:«...nisi enim Deus huiusmodi diuisionem et appropriacionem dominiorum 
factam iure positiuo humano a dominis et principibus terrarum approbaret, non diceret 
Apostolus prima ad Cor. 2 cap. seruis: “subditi estote dominis etc.’ ... preterea Mt. 22 dixit 
Christus illis qui eum interrogabant: ‘Reddite que sunt Cesaris Cesari etc.’». 

22 R. LAMBERTINI, «Francesco d' Ascoli e la polemica francescana contro Giovanni 
XXII: a proposito dei rapporti tra l'Improbatio e l’ Appellatio magna monacensis», Studi in 
onore di Girolamo Arnaldi offerti dalla Scuola nazionale di studi medioevali, Roma, 
Istituto Storico Italiano per il Medio Evo, 2001, pp. 277-308. 
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political thought. Now, it is interesting to note that in the Improbatio 
Francis totally leaves aside the objections he had previously raised against 
what he had called the communis opinio. In this text he clearly resorts to a 
sort of «Scotist» version of the relationship between natural law and 
positive law concerning poverty. Francis of Marchia no longer tries to 
interpret the origin of private property along the lines of a change at the 
level of positive law, but now advocates a clear-cut distinction between the 
pre-lapsarian and the post-lapsarian state. He emphasises the gap 
separating the state of innocence and the new anthropological situation 
brought about by Sin23. Contrary to previous Franciscan tradition, Francis 
speaks of a dominium before the Fall. This change in terminology is 
mainly due to polemical reasons, for immediately afterwards the Doctor 
succinctus explains that the dominium existing in the state of innocence 
was common to all mankind and, moreover, was of a completely different 
nature from the one which is characteristic of the Fallen state24. 

Writing the Improbatio, Francis therefore modified his position as 
found in his Commentary on the Sentences. It could very well be possible 
that the hand which inserted the anonymous text in the Florentine 
manuscript just wanted to point to a contradiction in Francis’ work. 

The real intention of the copyist, however, could have been less 
malicious. Maybe he merely wanted to show where the origins of Francis’ 
position in the Improbatio could lie. Indeed, if we leave aside the fact that 
the later Francis of Marchia defends a more traditional Franciscan account 
of the origin of property, some political consequences remain unmodified. 
In particular, in the Improbatio he insists with the same energy on the point 
that property rests exclusively on human law, with the only exception 


23 Cfr. Franciscus de Esculo, Improbatio, ed. cit., pp. 153-154: «... primeuum ius 
seu dominium nature, institutum ante lapsum, fuit alterius generis et condicionis a 
quocunque dominio seu iure per iniquitatem introductum, siue proprio siue communi... Et 
ideo, licet in statu innocencie omnia fuissent omnibus hominibus communia quoad 
dominium naturale, non tamen quoad proprietatem, ut iste dicit, quia tunc non fuisset 
dominium proprietatis nisi equivoce cum dominio proprietatis quod est introductum per 
peccatum». 

24 Franciscus de Esculo, Improbatio, ed. cit., pp 152-156. About the Franciscan 
tradition on this issue see also TOPFER, Urzustand und Sündenfall, in part. pp. 431-468; also 
very interesting is G.L. PoTESTA, «The State of Innocence and Private Property in the 
Polemic on Evangelical Poverty at the Beginning of the Fourteenth Century» in FR. 
PsAKI, Ch. HINDLEY (eds.), The Earthly Paradise. The Garden of Eden from Antiquity to 
Modernity, Binghamton University, Global Publications, 2002, pp. 149-163. 
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being the Jewish people. This is easily understandable, because, as many 
scholars have already pointed out, the very possibility of Franciscan 
poverty rested on the argument that it is licit to renounce every right which 
is of human origin, and that every such right was, so to speak, added to the 
original anthropological structure of human beings or, in other words, to 
what is natural in the proper sense of the word25. Now, in the Improbatio, 
Francis adds that the original privilege of the Jewish people lost its validity 
as time went on, so that already at the moment of Christ’s incarnation 
Palestine was divided and ruled according to human laws26. 

This last remark leads to a relevant consequence in the field of 
political theory. Since dominium depends on human law and, as we have 
already seen in Francis’ Commentary on the Sentences, human initiative in 
this sphere is part of God’s plan, the government of the pagan rulers when 
Jesus lived was legitimate. As is well known, the legitimacy of pagan 
rulers was a hotly debated issue in the political and ecclesiological 
controversies of the first decades of the fourteenth century. In particular, 
supporters of the papal plenitude of power maintained that pagan rulers 
were but usurpers or at least that their power lacked a full, authentic 
legitimacy. In this way, the seemingly abstract discussion about the origin 
of property reveals its relevance for the political debate, since it can be 
used to argue in favour of the autonomy of the temporal sphere, without 
having recourse to the naturalness of dominium, as other adversaries of 
hierocratic theories -such as John of Paris - had done27. 

Conceived in this way, this autonomy of secular powers leads to 
another important conclusion. Recognising the legitimacy of the pagan 
rulers is in fact a fundamental presupposition for an argument aimed at 
refuting John XXII’s claim that Christ, as a man, was king of the universe 
in a temporal sense. In the Quia vir reprobus, this christological doctrine 


25 Cfr. A. TABARRONI «Francescanesimo e riflessione politica sino ad Ockham», in 
Etica e politica: le teorie dei frati mendicanti nel Due e Trecento, Atti del XXVI Convegno 
internazionale. Assisi, 15-17 ottobre 1998, Spoleto, Centro Italiano di Studi sull’ Alto 
Medioevo, 1999, pp. 203-230; V. MAKINEN, Property Rights in the Late Medieval 
Discussion on Franciscan Poverty, Leuven, Peeters, 2001. 

26 Franciscus de Esculo, Improbatio, ed. cit., 385-387. 

27 For these debates, see C. DOLCINI, (ed.), in Il pensiero politico dell'età antica e 
medioevale, Torino 2000, and J. MIETHKE, De potestate papae, Die päpstliche 
Amiskompetenz im Widerstreit der politischen Theorie von Thomas von Aquin bis Wilhelm 
von Ockham, Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck 2000, especially pp. 116-126. 
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was mainly used against the Franciscan theory of the absolute poverty of 
Christ and of the Apostles, but it had obvious political implications, 
especially if one thinks that the pope, as his vicar, inherited Christ’s 
powers as a man. Francis of Marchia rejects this claim on the basis that 
Christ lived under the rule of legitimate emperors, kings and governors28. 
In the Gospels we do not find any trace of the fact that Christ exercised 
any jurisdiction; on the contrary, many passages show that Christ 
recognised the authority of the rulers of his time. Among them Francis 
quotes again the famous «Reddite quae sunt Caesaris Caesari...» he had 
used in his Commentary on the Sentences to show that God approves that 
the division of property is brought about by human initiative29. 


CONCLUSION 


Francis’ claim that the distinctio dominiorum is solely of human 
origin provides a cornerstone of a new ecclesiology that is compatible with 
the main tenets of the Franciscan theory of property and recognises the 
autonomy of «temporal» institutions. William of Ockham, who used 
Francis’ Improbatio for his Opus Nonaginta Dierum, as Offler and 
Miethke have already shown30, would go on to develop further many of 
Francis’ suggestions and write one of the most interesting chapters in the 


28 Franciscus de Esculo, Improbatio, ed. cit., pp. 408-409. I stressed this aspect of 
Francis’ Improbatio in «Oltre la proprieta, alle origini del potere: Francesco d’Appignano 
nel pensiero ecclesiologico-politico del Trecento», which is available online, at 
www.francescodappignano.it/I_Convegno.htm and in print in the proceedings of the first 
Convegno Internazionale su Fr. Francesco d’Appignano, Appignano del Tronto (AP, Italy), 
26-27 maggio 2001, Appignano del Tronto 2003, pp. 51-66. 

29 Franciscus de Esculo, Improbatio, ed. cit., p. 409; «...ipse Christus, Mathei xxii. 
cap., in eo quod pronunciando ait: Reddite quae sunt Cesaris Cesari et que sunt Dei Deo, 
satis clare ostendit Cesarem nulli mortali in temporalibus fuisse subiectum». 

30 H.S. OFFLER, «Introduction» in, Guillelmus de Ockham, Opus Nonaginta 
Dierum (cc. 7-124), in Guillelmi de Ockham Opera Politica, IL, rec. J.G. SIKES, retract. 
HS OFFLER, Manchester, Manchester University Press, 1963, pp. xvii-xviii; J. MIETHKE, 
Ockhams Weg zur Sozialphilosophie, Berlin, De Gruyter, 1969, pp. 78-79 e ad indicem, 
Franciscus Rubeo de Marchia (Improbacio); I deal in detail with this issue in a forthcoming 
article: «Nonnumquam impugnantium diversorum personas assumpsi: Francesco d' Ascoli 
come fonte del pensiero politico di Ockham», Pensiero politico medievale, 1 (2003) 97- 
140. 
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history of late medieval political thought, where a political theory grows - 
so to speak — out of his defence of Franciscan poverty. 

Francis of Marchia does not deserve our attention solely because he 
was a very influential source for Ockham, however. Most importantly, 
Marchia is the only member of the group gathered around Michael of 
Cesena whose «academic» work deals, as we have seen, with problems 
that were going to become core-issues of the controversy with the pope. 
Of course, we have nothing similar for Ockham: on the contrary, studying 
Francis’ example we can follow how a Franciscan theologian applied and 
modified his previous, academic views to use them in his polemical works. 
I think that it is fair to say that Francis, responding to the Pope, drew 
inspiration from his Commentary on the Sentences, thereby adjusting his 
views to the context of the polemics; at the same time, the new challenge 
represented by John XXII’s Quia vir reprobus led him to make explicit and 
to develop further the political and ecclesiological implications of his 
opinions. 

Maybe the copyist of the Florentine manuscript inserted Francis’ 
fragment with this very intention, although perhaps this would have been 
too «modern» for a medieval mind. At any rate, I think that for modern 
scholars the kind of comparison outlined in the present article can be a 
very interesting way to accept the implicit invitation of the anonymous 
scribe. 
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A METAFORA DO «MURO DO PARAISO» E A CARTOGRAFIA 
DO CONHECIMENTO EM NICOLAU DE CUSA 


I. 

«Nota, meu filho, que nos movemos neste mundo através de imagens 
e de enigmas porque o espírito da verdade não é deste mundo nem pode 
por ele ser captado a näo ser que, parabolicamente e por simbolos por nös 
conhecidos, sejamos elevados ao desconhecido»!. Estas palavras escritas 
por Nicolau de Cusa um ano antes da sua morte, na Carta a Albergati2, ao 
iluminarem retrospectivamente todo o seu percurso filosófico, 
caracterizam não só a enigmática ciência que é a sua hermenêutica dos 
nomes divinos, mas também toda a sua reflexão crítica sobre as vias e os 
limites do conhecimento que. fazem da sua metafísica da mente «uma 
forma prévia da metafísica moderna»3. Não é, pois, de estranhar que, 
depois de ter tentado caracterizar especulativamente, em algumas das suas 
principais obras, as nossas faculdades e potências cognoscitivas, opte 
também por recorrer inovadoramente à reescrita de uma antiga e bíblica 
metáfora, como a do «muro do paraíso», para exprimir não só a distinção, 
mas também a concepção dinâmica das relações entre a «ratio» e o 
«intellectus» e entre os princípios lógicos a que cada uma destas instâncias 
se subordina, devendo merecer-nos especial atenção o lugar da imaginação 


1  Nicolau de Cusa, Carta a Nicolau Albergati, in: Cusanus-Texte, IV. Briefwechsel 
des Nikolaus von Kues. Dritte Sammlung. Das Vermiichtnis des Nikolaus vom Kues. Der 
Brief an Nikolaus Albergati nebst der Predigt in Montoliveto (1463), herausg. von G. VON 
BREDOW, Heidelberg, Karl Winter Universitätsverlag, 1955, n° 48, p. 46, linhas 23-26. 

2 Esta carta foi considerada justamente por Gerda von Bredow uma espécie de 
testamento filosófico do autor: Cfr. G. von BREDOW, Das Vermächtins des Nikolaus von 
Kues, cit. 

3 Cfr. K.-H. VOLKMANN-SCHLUCK, «Die Philosophie des Nicolaus von Cues. Eine 
Vorform der neuzeitlichen Meptaphysik», Archiv für Philosphie, 3 (1949) 379-359. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1639-1650. 
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neste processo de metaforização do conhecimento, bem como o princípio 
da coincidéncia dos opostos em que todo ele se apoia. 


II. 

Uma análise rigorosa de De docta ignorantia permitir-nos-á concluir 
que, embora a caracterizacáo das faculdades mentais näo se encontre ainda 
definitivamente estabelecida, registando-se alguma flutuação de sentido 
sobretudo na utilização do conceito de «intellectus», que ora designa a 
mente no seu conjunto, ora apenas uma das instâncias da mente, é 
possível, no entanto, perceber que estão já delineados, com alguma 
clareza, não só o concurso das quatro instâncias ou regiões no processo do 
conhecimento (sentidos, imaginação, razão e intelecto), mas também a 
distinção que entre elas se estabelece. Com efeito, logo no capítulo 4 do 
Livro I, ao falar-se do nosso conhecimento das coisas, fala--se da 
possibilidade de as apreender através dos sentidos, da razão e do 
intelecto4, e no Capítulo 10 do mesmo livro põe-se como condição para 
chegar à «intelligentia» mais simples e abstracta do Máximo, a 
necessidade de rejeitar o que se capta pelos sentidos, pela imaginação ou 
pela razáo5. Mas, no Livro II, as diversas enumerações das potências 
cognoscitivas remetem já com toda a clareza para as quatro instâncias. É 
assim que, no capítulo 5, o dito de Anaxágoras, segundo o qual «tudo está 
em tudo», é aplicado aos sentidos, à imaginação, à razão e ao intelecto6, 
permitindo a referência aos platónicos no capítulo 97 concluir que este 
escalonamento e a caracterização das diferentes instâncias é herdada, entre 
outros, de Thierry de Chartres. Já no 3º livro é claramente assumida a 
posição da razão entre os sentidos e o intelecto8 sendo também 
reconhecida, com as suas implicações éticas, a necessidade de subordinar 
os sentidos à razão e a razão ao intelecto”. 


^ Cfr. Nicolau de Cusa, De docta ignorantia, L. I, Cap. 4, H. I, p. 10, linhas 8-10. 
Salvo referência em contrário, citaremos as obras de Nicolau de Cusa a partir da sua edição 
critica: Opera omnia. Iussu et auctoritate Academiae Heidelbergensis ad codicum fidem 
edita, Leipzig, 1932 e ss; Hamburg 1959 e ss. A sigla H refere-se a esta edição e o número 
que se Ihe segue ao volume correspondente. 

5 Cfr. Idem, ibidem, L. I, Cap. 10, H. I, p. 20, linhas 4-7. 

Cfr. Idem, ibidem, L. II, Cap. 5, H. I, p. 77, linhas 19-22. 
Cfr. Idem, ibidem, L. II. H. I, Cap. 9, p. 92, linhas 2-5. 

Cfr. Idem, ibidem, Liv. III, Cap. 6, H. I, p. 136, linhas 4-10. 
Cfr. Idem; ibidem, Cap. 6, H. I, p. 137, linhas 10-13. 
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Quando se trata de estabelecer a diferenca entre estas instàncias, 
aparecem também jä esbogados, com uma certa nitidez, os caminhos que 
os escritos posteriores irào percorrer, nomeadamente no que se refere à 
contraposição entre a «ratio» e o «intellectus»,. sendo quase sempre o 
motivo da «coincidência dos opostos» a definir os termos em que essa 
demarcação pode ser estabelecida. É assim que, logo no capítulo 4 do 
Livro I, se afirma explicitamente que a nossa capacidade de intelecção não 
pode «combinar os contraditórios no seu princípio pela via da razão, 
porque caminhamos só através daquelas coisas que se nos tornam claras 
por natureza e a razão, situando-se longe desta força infinita, não pode ao 
mesmo tempo ligar os contraditórios que distam infinitamente uns dos 
outros», acrescentando logo a seguir, numa referência implícita às 
capacidades do intelecto: «vemos, pois, incompreensivelmente, acima de 
todo o discurso da razão, que a maximidade absoluta é infinita, que nada 
se lhe opõe, e que com ela coincide o minimo»10. Já ao tratar dos símbolos 
e da forma como eles devem ser utilizados e superados para chegar ao 
máximo simplicíssimo, se entende que «se deve necessariamente rejeitar 
aquilo que, por intermédio dos sentidos, da imaginação ou da razão se 
atinge com meios materiais, a fim de chegarmos à inteligência mais 
simples e mais abstracta, em que todas as coisas são uma só»ll. Está 
obviamente subjacente a todas estas considerações a percepção da razão 
como a faculdade que se move no âmbito da finitude, da discriminação e 
da determinação, sujeitando-se, por isso, ao princípio fundamental da 
lógica aristotélica que é o princípio de não contradição, sendo também 
essa a faculdade responsável pela imposição dos nomesi2. É neste 
contexto que se compreende que a implícita superioridade do intelecto em 
relação à razão se fundamente numa capacidade que implica naturalmente 
o princípio da coincidência como único princípio susceptível de 
proporcionar uma orientação na apreensão da incompreensível natureza do 
máximo: «Apreendes, assim, pelo intelecto, como o máximo não é 
idêntico a nada nem de nada é diferente e como tudo é nele, a partir dele 
e por ele, porque é circunferência, diâmetro e centro»13. 


10 Idem, ibidem, L. I, Cap. 4, H. I, p. 11, linhas 12-18. 

11 Idem, ibidem, L. I, Cap. 10, H. I, p. 20, linhas 4-8. 

12 Cfr. Idem, ibidem, L. I, Cap. 24, H. I, p. 48, linhas 10-12. 

13 Idem, ibidem L. I, cap. 21, H. I, p. 43, linhas 17-20. Não deixa, ao mesmo tempo 
de ser significativo que, no Livro III (Cap. 7, H. I, p. 141, linhas 27-30 e p. 142, linha 1) 
esta superioridade do intelecto sobre a razão radique, por um lado, na sua capacidade de se 
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Importa ainda captar algumas das referências mais significativas ao 
papel específico da imaginação, na sua relação com a razão e o intelecto, 
para podermos posteriormente ver em que medida esta instância do 
conhecimento está ou não também presente no desenvolvimento dado à 
metáfora do muro do paraíso. No que se refere às superiores aptidões e 
funções do intelecto, a imaginação assume sempre, no texto de Nicolau de 
Cusa, um lugar paradoxal: tal como as proposições de Wittgenstein no 
Tractatus devem ser vistas como uma escada que, uma vez utilizada, tem 
de se lançar foral4, também os produtos da imaginação são simultanea- 
mente indispensáveis e rejeitáveis no caminho para o Máximo absoluto. 
Com efeito, se o intelecto toma como fácil o que aparece como impossível 
à imaginação15 e se, para chegar à unidade máxima, é necessário rejeitar 
tudo o que é imaginável e racionalizávell6, reconhece--se, por outro lado, 
que o intelecto, no caminho da «douta ignorância», encontra um 
importante auxílio nas comparagöes17, nomeadamente nas comparações 
matemáticas, precisamente aquelas que escapam, por um lado, à sujeição 
total à mutabilidade sensível, mas não carecem dos meios pelos quais 
podem ser imaginadas, o que justifica o facto de terem sido privilegiadas 
pelos sábios nos percursos do intelectol8. A imaginação está, assim, presa 
ao finito, mas o intelecto, que se propõe investigar o infinito, não consegue 
dispensar o recurso às imagens finitas que a imaginação lhe proporciona. 


II. 

Antes de passarmos ao De visione Dei, texto em que toda esta teoria 
aparece traduzida plasticamente na metáfora do «muro do paraíso, convirà 
determo-nos, ainda que brevemente, no De coniecturis, obra que 
estabelece com contornos mais precisos a progressão sentidos, razão e 
intelecto no quadro das quatro unidades mentais, que incluem Deus como 


desligar do corpóreo e do material, ou seja, pureza supratemporal: «Sic et veritas animae 
contracta est ut umbra animae a tempore absolutae; videtur enim potius sensus aut ratio 
quam intellectus, dum est in tempore, ubi sine phantasmatibus non apprehendit; et supra 
tempus elevata intellectus est ab hiis liber et absolutus». 

14 L. WITTGENSTEIN, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, 6.54. 

15 Cfr. Nicolau de Cusa, De docta ignorantia, L. I, Cap. 14, H. I, p. 27, linhas 
23-25. | 

16 Cfr. Idem, ibidem, L. I, Cap. 10, H. I, p. 20, linhas 4-7. 

17 Cfr Idem, ibidem, L. I, Cap. 17, H. I, p. 35, linhas 1-3. 

18 Cfr. Idem, ibidem, L. I, Cap. 11, H. I, p. 22, linhas 21-24 e p. 23, linhas 1-4. 
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última e sumamente perfeita unidadel9. Apresentada esta teoria no 
capítulo IV do primeiro livro daquela obra e desenvolvida nos quatro 
capítulos imediatamente a seguir, ela é retomada no capítulo 16 do 
segundo livro. Começando da unidade inferior para a unidade superior, 
resulta deste tratamento das regiões cognoscitivas que a mente se articula 
com a verdade por intermédio da última unidade que são os sentidos, por 
intermédio da terceira unidade que aqui é designada alma e por intermédio 
da segunda unidade chamada intelecto ou inteligência e que acima da 
unidade intelectual e como sua raiz se encontra a unidade divina. Falando 
de unidades mentais, sublinha-se, por um lado, a unidade da mente que 
está subjacente a cada uma destas regiões, mas acentua-se, por outro lado, 
o seu desdobramento nas diversas instâncias ou potências em que ela se 
exprime e em que o seu movimento se concretiza. Não vamos deter-nos na 
natureza dos sentidos, na sua passividade ou actividade, nem na questão 
da pertinência de poderem ser considerados uma unidade mental, mas, no 
contexto desta nossa reflexão, interessa-nos fundamentalmente centrar a 
atenção na segunda e na terceira unidades. 

A segunda unidade desdobra-se em duas instâncias que no capítulo 16 
aparecem claramente distintas e que o capítulo 8 do Idiota de mente 
pormenorizará também: por um lado, a instância da imaginação, mais 
voltada para a configuração dos dados provenientes dos sentidos; por 
outro lado, a instância especificamente racional, através da qual se exerce 
a capacidade discriminativa da mente. Esta dupla orientação da alma 
racional prende-se com a sua situação intermédia entre os sentidos, ligados 
à matéria corpórea, e o intelecto, domínio da pura inteligibilidade, como 
se depreende do passo em que Nicolau de Cusa lhe aplica a «Figura 
paradigmática»20. Pela imaginação, a mente humana pode formar imagens 
dos objectos na sua ausência e pela razão distingue-os, analisa-os, 
discrimina-os, numera-os, denomina-os, mede-os e opera mesmo a sua 
definição. Não deixa de ser, no entanto, interessante constatar que, no 
Idiota de mente, se afirme que, apesar de a razão ser a instância mais 
próxima da inteligência pura e, por isso, mais liberta do peso dos sentidos, 
ela é ainda considerada como uma potência em que a alma se serve do ` 
«instrumento corpóreo»21, ou não fosse justamente esta a potência 


19 Cfr Idem, De coniecturis, L. I, Cap. 4, H. III; nos. 13 e 14. 
20 Cfr. Idem, ibidem, L. II, Cap. 16, H. III, n° 157, linhas 3-10, p. 156. 
21 Cfr. Idem, Idiota de mente, Cap. 8, H. V, nº 115, linha 3, p. 170. 


1644 JOAO MARIA ANDRE 


cognoscitiva em que se dä a criacäo dos instrumentos para medir o tempo 
e o movimento e que constitui a sede das ciéncias do «quadrivium», como 
a aritmética, a geometria, a müsica e a astronomia22. 

Acima da razào situa-se a forca do intelecto, no qual a mente atinge a 
perfeição do seu movimento23. Todavia, a determinação da natureza do 
intelecto num discurso sobre as potências cognoscitivas apresenta um 
carácter paradoxal: é que se, por um lado, parece clara a sua anterioridade 
relativamente à razão, por outro lado, tendo em conta que o nosso discurso 
é, fundamentalmente, um discurso racional, é-lhe inacessível a unidade 
intelectual que, por ser a raiz da unidade racional, assim se vê remetida já 
para o próprio plano do inefável24. Mas esse mesmo facto de o intelecto 
ser a raiz da razão permite que o De coniecturis caracterize a actividade do 
intelecto insistindo na sua capacidade de operar a união e a conciliação dos 
opostos, ou melhor, para utilizar os próprios termos de Nicolau de Cusa, 
para operar a complicação dos opostos na raiz da sua unidade25. 

Ainda mais inacessível ao nosso conhecimento é a primeira unidade, 
a unidade divina, em que a verdade existe tal como é26 e à qual 
corresponde, em último grau, a visão, não a visão intuitiva intelectual 
característica da segunda unidade, mas a visão suprema da verdade em si 
que escapa a qualquer possibilidade cognoscitiva humana, 
irremediavelmente circunscrita ao mundo da alteridade e que, para nós, 
assume apenas uma dimensão escatológica27. 


IV. 
O discurso de Nicolau de Cusa sobre as instâncias do conhecimento 
em que se explica o poder da nossa mente é, quase em sentido moderno e 
kantiano28, um discurso crítico, mas é também, talvez por esse mesmo 


22 Cfr. Idem, De ludo globi, L. II, nº 93. 

23 Cfr. Idem, Idiota de mente, Cap. 8, H. V, nº 108, linhas 7-9, p. 162. 

24 Cfr. Idem, De coniecturis, L. I, Cap. 6, H. III, nº 25, linhas 1-5, p. 32 e n° 26, 
linhas 1-3. 

25 Cfr. Idem, ibidem, L. I, Cap. 6, H. III, nº 23, linhas 6-8. 

26 Cfr. Idem, Ibidem, L. I, Cap. 4, H. III, nº 15, linhas 1-7, p. 20. 

27 Cfr. Idem; ibidem, L.U, Cap. 16, H. II, nº 167, linhas 15-22, p. 169. 

28 Sobre o confronto entre a perspectiva gnosiológica de Nicolau de Cusa e o 
criticismo kantiano, cfr. entre outros: E. CASSIRER, El problema del conocimiento en la 
_ filosofia y las ciencias modernas, I, Buenos Aires, Fondo de Cultura Económica, 1953, 
especialmente pp. 79-80; E. COLOMER, «Nicolau de Cusa (1401-1464). Um pensador na 
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facto, um discurso irönico, na medida em que ao definir as regiöes do 
conhecimento, define simultaneamente os seus limites e fronteiras e, ao 
definir esses mesmos limites e fronteiras, näo pode deixar de os transgredir 
no pröprio acto da sua definição. A esta ironia, que supõe uma capacidade 
permanente de distanciamento relativamente ao que é dito pela sua radical 
inadequação ao que com ele é visado, corresponde, em termos 
metodológicos, a via simbólica e, por isso, não é de estranhar que uma das 
formas mais privilegiadas pelo autor para exprimir a cartografia do 
conhecimento que aqui é suposta e as suas respectivas regiões? se traduza 
numa metáfora que emerge ela própria no seio de uma obra inteiramente 
marcada pela sua configuração igualmente metafórica. Assim, no contexto 
da reflexão sobre o olhar omnividente do De visione Dei emerge o mapa 
do nosso conhecimento desenhado pelo olhar finito e contraído com que 
respondemos a esse olhar omnividente. E é no desenho desse mapa que 
irrompe, no capítulo 9, a metáfora do muro do paraíso que, na sua primeira 
formulação, deixa já claramente estabelecida a sua configuração 
gnosiológica. Após o delineamento de um percurso para Deus em que se 
apresenta a coincidência dos opostos como incontornável ponto de 
passagem para o acesso à verdade, e também depois de afirmar que «é 
necessário entrar na escuridão, admitir a coincidência dos opostos sobre 
toda a capacidade racional e procurar a verdade aí onde se depara a 


fronteira de dois mundos», Revista Portuguesa de Filosofia 20 (1964) p. 418; M. DE 
GANDILLAC, La philosophie de Nicolas de Cues, Paris, Aubier-Montaigne, 1941, p. 149; J. 
Koch, Die ars coniecturalis des Nikolaus von Kues, Köln/Opladen, Westdeutscher Verlag, 
1956, p. 48; J. STALLMACH, «Ansätze neuzeitlichen Philosophierens bei Cusanus», 
Mitteilungen und Forschungsbeiträge der Cusanus-Gesellschaft, 4 (1964) 339-356; Idem, 
«Die cusanische Erkenntnisauffassung zwischen Realismus und Idealismus», Mitteilungen 
und Forschungsbeiträge der Cusanus-Gesellschaft, 6 (1967) 50-53; Idem, «Geist als 
Einheit und Andersheit. Die Noologie des Cusanus in De coniecturis und De quaerendo 
Deum», Mitteilungen und Forschungsbeiträge der Cusanus-Gesellschaft, 11 (1975) 86- 
-116; T. VAN VELTHOVEN, Gottesschau und Menschliche Kreativität. Studien zur 
Erkenntnislehre des Nikolaus von Kues, Leiden, J. Brill, 1977, pp. 109-112. 

29 Limitámo-nos, na introdução anterior, a apontar brevemente os primeiros passos 
do Cusano para esta teoria das regiões cognoscitivas. Que nas últimas obras esta teoria se 
mantém é o que poderá ser comprovado com uma passagem quer pelo De ludo globi (cfr. 
por exemplo, L. II, nº 104), quer pelo Compendium (cfr. sobretudo capítulos 4-6 e capítulo. 
10). Veja-se também o capítulo 8 do mesmo Compendium onde é apresentada uma outra 
metáfora igualmente cartográfica para falar do próprio processo do conhecimento, a 
metáfora do homo cosmographus. 
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impossibilidade e acima dela, acima também de toda a ascensäo 
intelectual mais elevada»30, Nicolau de Cusa confessa: «E descobri o 
lugar em que te revelas, cercado pela coincidéncia dos contraditörios. E 
esse o muro do paraiso em que habitas; a sua porta guarda-a o espirito 
altíssimo da razão, que não franqueará o acesso a não ser que seja vencido. 
Por isso, é para lá da coincidência dos contraditórios que poderás ser visto 
e nunca aquém dela»31. Desde esta primeira referência fica marcado o tom 
com que a metáfora será posteriormente utilizada, já que é claramente para 
uma definição das regiões do conhecimento que ela aponta: o muro é o 
muro da coincidência, aqui assumida expressamente como coincidência 
não apenas de opostos ou contrários mas explicitamente de contraditórios; 
a região para cá (citra) desse muro é a região da razão, cujo espírito, 
marcado pelo princípio de não contradição, substitui aqui o anjo colocado 
por Deus à entrada do paraíso; a região da unidade divina não é a da 
coincidência, mas a que se situa para lá (ultra) da coincidência; 
finalmente, o ponto mais alto da ascensão intelectual parece situar-se 
acima da razão32, mas fora do espaço interior ao muro, o que nos permite 
concluir que se situaria precisamente no próprio muro em si, sendo assim 
a coincidência a região do intelecto (numa convergência, aliás, com a 
teoria desenvolvida no De coniecturis). A metáfora do paraíso em que a 
metáfora do muro se inscreve, radica na Bíblia (Génesis, 3, 23-24) e foi, 
como refere R. Haubst33, profusamente tratada na Idade Média e mesmo 
nos séculos XVI e XVII, quer na pintura quer na literatura, quer ainda na 
arquitectura. A partir dela teceram alguns autores certas variações em 
torno do muro, com especial destaque para Berthold von Regensburg, 
Mechtild von Magdeburg e mesmo Mestre Eckhart34, mas uma leitura 
atenta dos diversos passos permite-nos concluir que tais variações têm 
fundamentalmente uma dimensão soteriológico-escatológica. Daí que seja 
evidente a originalidade do cusano, pois, como refere o próprio Haubst, «o 


30 Idem, De visione Dei, Cap. 9, H. VI, nº 36, linhas 1-7, p. 34. 

31 Idem, ibidem, Cap. 9, H. VI, nº 37, linhas 7-12, p. 35. 

32 Sobre as marcas, no De visione Dei, da distinção entre a razão e o intelecto, cfr. 
Cap. 22, nº 100, p. 78 e cap. 24, nº 111, pp. 84-85. 

33 Cfr. R. HAUBST, «Die erkenntnistheoretische uns mystische Bedeutung der 
‘Mauer der Koinzidenz’», Mitteilungen und Forschungsbeiträge der Cusanus- 
-Gesellschaft, 18 (1989) 168-171. | 

34 Cfr. Idem, ibidem, pp. 169-170, n. 13. 
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ponto fulcral de toda a simbélica do muro reside nos acentos cognoscitivo- 
teoréticos que Nicolau de Cusa reüne uns com os outros sob o pensamento 
condutor da “coincidência dos opostos’»35. Nas vinte e duas ocorrências 
registadas por este investigador essa dimensão gnosiológica é uma 
constante, ainda que, em alguns casos, ao cruzar a referência ao muro com 
a referência ao «jardim das delícias», se possa perceber igualmente a 
presença de conotações escatológicas, com evidentes implicações éticas36. 
É sempre, no entanto, a coincidência que está em causa, seja ela a 
coincidência dos diferentes momentos temporais37, a coincidência da 
«complicatio» com a «explicatio» que arrasta consigo a coincidência da 
nossa entrada com a nossa saída do muro38 numa profunda dinamização 
do processo do conhecimento e do inter-relacionamento das potências 
cognoscitivas39 , a coincidência do tudo com o nada40, do criar com ser 
criado41, do poder ser feito com o poder fazer e da potência com o acto42, 
da pluralidade com a singularidade43 e do amante com o amável44. Mas 
essa coincidência, ao ser focada a propósito do muro, é-o em função da 
definição do poder e dos limites tanto das nossas instâncias cognoscitivas, 


35 Idem, ibidem, p. 171. 

36 É também para esta dimensão gnosiológica com as suas implicações éticas que 
W. HAUG chama a atenção no seu texto «Die Mauer des Paradieses. Zur mystica theologia 
des Nicolaus Cusanus in De visione Dei», Theologische Zeitschrift, 45 (1989) 216-230, ao 
articular o movimento de pensamento para que esta metáfora apela com a experiência de 
liberdade que lhe é inerente e ao concluir sintomaticamente (p. 230) que «die Mauer des 
Paradieses liegt als coincidentia oppositorum im menschlichen Geist selbst». 

37. Cfr. Nicolau de Cusa, De visione Dei, Cap. 10, H. VI, n° 42, linhas 7-9, p. 38. 

38 Cfr. Idem, ibidem, Cap. 11, H. VI, nos 45 e 46, pp. 40-41. 

39 Presentifica-se assim também na exploração da metáfora do muro o carácter 
sistémico e dinâmico para que apontava, por exemplo, o De coniecturis, L. II; Cap. 16, H. 
III, n° 159, linhas 10-15, pp. 159-160. A este propósito cfr. a articulação a que se refere 
STALLMACH entre movimento redutivo-transcendental e movimento dedutivo-trans- 
cendental em «Geist als Einheit und Andersheit. Die Noologie des Cusanus in De 
coniecturis und De quaerendo Deum», Mitteilungen und Forschungsbeitráge der Cusanus- 
Gesellschaft, 11 (1975) 86-116; cfr. também a indissociabilidade entre dedução e redução 
a que alude J. HIRSCHBERGER em «Gegenstand und Geist bei Nikolaus von Kues», Studium 
Generale, 21 (1968), pp. 274-284. . 

40 Cfr. Nicolau de Cusa, De visione Dei, , Cap. 12, H. VI, n° 48, linhas 2-3, p. 41. 

41 Cfr. Idem, ibidem, Cap. 12, H. VI, nos 49 e 50, pp. 42-43. 

42 Cfr Idem, ibidem, Cap. 15, H. VI, n° 61, linhas 14-17, p. 52. 

43 Cfr. Idem, ibidem, Cap. 17, H. VI, n° 74, linhas 3-5, p. 60. 

44 Cfr. Idem, ibidem, Cap. 17, H. VI, n° 75, linhas 2-9, pp. 60-61. 
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como do nosso poder discursivo e denominativo («o termo de qualquer 
modo de significar dos nomes é o muro para lá do qual te vejo» e «todo o 
conceito tem o seu termo no muro do paraíso»45). O objectivo da metáfora 
é, assim, sobretudo, gnosiologicamente geográfico ou cartográfico: 
estabelecer fronteiras, definir espaços, circunscrever limites. E é 
justamente nesse sentido que se compreende a aproximação que Donald 
Duclow fez entre esta metáfora e o id quo maius cogitari nequit e o maius 
quam cogitari possit do Proslogion de Anselmo46, embora a comparação 
não possa ser levada até ao fim, na medida em que, como já tive 
oportunidade de referir noutro texto47, o muro, «na geografia discursiva 
cusana», supõe uma lógica intelectual coincidencial que não aparece ainda 
no texto anselmiano, pois todo o discurso sobre o maius quo cogitari 
nequit/maius quam cogitari possit se baseia na lógica racional da reductio 
ad absurdum e não em qualquer instrumento semelhante ao princípio 
metodológico da coincidência dos opostos. Assim, em Anselmo, apesar de 
se estabelecer o limite e apesar de se poder entender a fórmula do Cap. 15 
(maius quam cogitari possit) como a abertura para uma via negativa, esse 
limite não constitui uma zona discursiva diferente da que lhe é anterior, 
sendo um limite sem espaço, que separa o discurso da mística, enquanto 
em Nicolau de Cusa é um limite preenchido pelo intelecto que funciona 
como uma espécie de trampolim para a zona que se lhe segue e que é 
indizível e inconceptualizável. Com efeito, é claramente afirmado que o 
espaço interior ao muro ultrapassa mesmo a potência de todo o intelecto, 
de tal maneira que «o que os olhos vêem para lá do muro não o podem 
dizer (dicere) nem entender (intelligere)», encontrando-se «dentro do 
muro da coincidência do escondido e do manifesto»48. 

Poderá perguntar-se o que é feito da imaginação em toda esta 
cartografia gnosiológica do muro, uma vez que até agora não encontrámos 
qualquer referência a ela. Assim, importa, antes de mais, dizer que a 
imaginação não está ausente do De visione Dei. Ela aparece referida 


45 Idem, ibidem, Cap. 13, H. VI, nº 51, linhas 8-9 e 11-12, p. 44. 

46 Cfr. D DucLow, «Anselm's Proslogion and Nicholas of Cusa’s Wall of 
Paradise», Downside Review, 100 (1982) 22-30. 

47 Cfr. J.M. ANDRE, Sentido, simbolismo e interpretação no discurso filosófico de 
Nicolau de Cusa, Lisboa, Fundação Calouste Gulbenkian/JNICT, 1997, pp. 209, 210, n. 
202. 

48 Nicolau de Cusa, De visione Dei, Cap. 17, H. VI, n° 75, linhas 9-14, p. 61. 
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diversas vezes, tanto para ser enumerada ao lado das outras instäncias do 
conhecimento49, como para sublinhar os seus limites50, os quais dizem 
fundamentalmente respeito 4 sua incapacidade para captar qualquer 
coincidência de opostos a partir da figuração plástica do olhar 
omnividente. Mas é precisamente aqui que se revela o carácter paradoxal, 
mas ao mesmo tempo rico e fecundo da estratégia cusana. É que, por um 
lado, todo o livro assenta no movimento que a imaginação permite 
imprimir quer à nossa razão, quer ao nosso intelecto e, se tivermos em 
conta que é a razão a instância operadora das comparações, porque é nela 
que radica a nossa capacidade de figurar, então temos de concluir que a 
metáfora do muro, aquela que nos permite desenhar o mapa cartográfico 
do conhecimento, é uma sublime expressão da nossa potência imaginativa. 
Mas, por outro lado, desenhar esse mapa é entrar no inacessível e 
descrever o que não pode ser descrito, porque nem a imaginação tem 
acesso ao muro que é o intelecto, nem pode vislumbrar o que para lá do 
muro se oculta. Assim, a metáfora que a imaginação desenha é uma 
metáfora que se curto-cicuita a si própria nesse mesmo desenho, 
traduzindo o paradoxo de toda a mística do logos: dizer o indizível. 
Desenhando-a, a imaginação quase não tem lugar nela (ou, quando muito, 
ocupa um dos muitos lugares para cá do muro), mas sem ela é a própria 
metáfora que não tem lugar, perdendo, assim, a possibilidade de aceder 
(sempre simbolicamente) ao mundo do conhecimento. 


V. 

Entretanto, e com esta nota concluiria as presentes reflexões em torno 
da metáfora do muro do paraíso e da cartografia do conhecimento em 
Nicolau de Cusa, näo deixa de ser interessante verificar que, fazendo tal 
metáfora apenas a sua aparicáo neste texto que acaba por revelar, nas suas 
linhas, os limites profundos da imaginação, há, no entanto, um conjunto de 
categorias, fundamentais no pensamento do autor, cujo radical nela 
encontra a sua origem e que dela passam para todos os outros textos: as 
categorias de translatio, transcensus, transsumptio, com os verbos que 
Ihes andam associados como transcendere, transferre, trasnssilire ou 
transsumere. Marcadas pelo prefixo «trans», mesmo serm se referirem 


49 Cfr. Idem, ibidem, Cap. 24, H. VI, n° 109, linhas 10-15 e n° 111, linhas 10-13. 
50 Cfr. Idem, ibidem, «Praefatio», H. VI, n° 3, linhas 8-10 e linhas 16-18; Cap. 9, 
n° 32, linhas 6-10. 
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explicitamente ä metäfora do muro, estes conceitos e o movimento para 
que apontam supöem-na sempre, e o lugar que ocupam no pensamento do 
autor €, assim o cremos, fulcral para compreender näo sö a sua mistica, 
mas também o seu projecto existencial, praxistico e societal5l. As 
metáforas, afinal, são sempre formuladas para serem ultrapassadas numa 
caminhada cujo sentido é a fonte da vida, do saber e do discurso na sua 
misteriosa plenitude. 


Universidade de Coimbra 


51 Cfr. a este propósito, o nosso texto «Coincidentia oppositorum, concordia e o 
sentido existencial da transsumptio em Nicolau de Cusa», in J.M. ANDRÉ e M.A. Gomez, 
Coincidéncia dos opostos e concérdia: caminhos do pensamento em Nicolau de Cusa. 
Actas do Congresso Internacional realizado em Coimbra e Salamanca nos dias 25 a 9 de 
Novembro de 2001, Coimbra, Faculdade de Letras, 2001, pp. 213-243. 
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INTELLECT, IMAGINATION ET CONNAISSANCE DE SOI 
CHEZ NICOLAS DE CUES 


Dans le De Docta Ignorantia, le thème de la connaissance de soi, sans 
être totalement absent, ne jouait qu’un röle mineur à côté de celui de la 
connaissance de Dieu ou de celle du monde. Mais dans le deuxiéme grand 
ouvrage philosophique de Nicolas de Cues, le De Coniecturis, il vient 3 
l'avant-plan et contribue directement à la visée de l’œuvre. 

Il suffit pour s'en assurer de regarder de plus près le plan de l’œuvre 
en question. Aprés avoir développé dans la premiére partie du De 
Coniecturis la théorie générale de l'art des conjectures, il en présente dans 
la seconde partie quelques applications concrétes pour en montrer la 
fécondité. Il applique successivement cet art aux éléments, aux composés 
corps-ämes, 4 la vie, 4 la nature et l’art, 4 la nature intellectuelle, a 
l'homme, à l'àme humaine et enfin à la connaissance de soi. Ce dernier 
chapitre semble avoir valeur d'accomplissement et son objet étre fixé par 
un processus de cadrage de plus en plus précis sur le point le plus 
important. 

On peut aussi mentionner à l'appui de cette thése ce que Nicolas 
énonce au début du méme livre: «Plus nous connaissons et nous 
explicitons les capacités internes de notre esprit, plus celui-ci se connait 
lui-méme et plus il s'éléve à la ressemblance avec la raison infinie qui est 
son unique centre vital»! . Ce passage montre que la connaissance de Dieu 
est bien médiatisée dans le De Coniecturis par la connaissance de soi. 
Dans cette communication, nous voudrions préciser les contributions 


1 Nicolaus Cusanus, De Coniecturis, I, 3, GABRIEL (éd.) 1967, t.I, p. 6: «Ad cuius 
(= ratio infinita) assimilationem tanto propinquius erigimur, quanto magis mentem nostram 
profundaverimus, cuius ipsa unicum vitale centrum existit». 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp.1651-1660. 
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respectives de l’intellect et de l’imagination dans cette cognitio sui telle 
que le De Coniecturis la conçoit. 

L'intellect est bien entendu concerné au premier chef. Il est la faculté 
réflexive par excellence, capable de retour complet sur soi-méme, de 
reditio completa comme l'énonce le Liber de Causis2. Mais il paraît 
intéressant d'étudier aussi la contribution de l'imagination et méme de la 
sensibilité en général en ce domaine. La connaissance de soi qu'a en vue 
Nicolas de Cues n'est pas purement intellectuelle, elle intégre le corps et 
son unité, l'ordre des parties entre elles, le lien du corps à l'àme et à 
l'humanité en général3. 

De plus Nicolas semble attribuer aussi à la sensibilité la faculté de la 
reditio completa comme l'indique un texte important du De Coniecturis : 
«Sois attentif au fait que tu as entendu que l'intellect, en vue de sa 
perfection descend et revient à lui-méme d'un retour complet. Concois 
qu'il en va ainsi (aussi) pour le sens. En effet, en vue de la perfection de 
la vie sensitive, il s'éléve et parvient à l’intellect4». 

Nicolas laisse entendre que ce théme de la reditio completa est un lieu 
commun en ce qui concerne l'intellect, bien connu du lecteur cultivé 
(audisti), mais que pour le sens il y a un travail de compréhension à 
effectuer pour saisir ce qu'il en est. Que signifie le fait que la vue se voit 
elle-méme, que l'ouie s'entend elle-méme ou que l'imagination 
s’appr&hende elle-méme dans les images qu'elle recoit ou qu'elle produit? 

Nous procéderons en trois étapes. Tout d'abord, nous rappellerons 
quelques généralités sur la figure P, ensuite nous préciserons ce qu'il faut 
entendre par «conjectures» et enfin nous aborderons ce qu'implique la 
connaissance de soi dans un tel contexte, ainsi que le rôle qu'y jouent 
intellect et imagination. 


2 Liber de Causis VI n? 68, PATTIN (éd.) p. 62: significatio quidem illius est reditio 
sui super essentiam suam; XIV n? 124, éd. Pattin p. 79: Omnis sciens qui scit essentiam 
suam est rediens ad essentiam suam reditione completa. 

3 De Coniecturis, IL 17, GABRIEL (éd.) t. II, p. 204: «Membra enim omnia iustitiam, 
ordinemque aequalitatis unius tuae entitatis habere manifestum est: membra quidem 
corporalia ad corpum ipsum, corpus ad animam vitalem, vitalis ad sensibilem; sensibilis ad 
rationalem, rationalis ad intellectualem atque omnia ad unitatem humanitatis tuae». 

4 Ibid., II, 14, p. 180: «Adverte etiam, ut intellectum ob suam perfectionem 
descendere et reditione completa ad se reverti audisti, ita de sensu concipe. Nam ob 
perfectionem vitae sensitivae sursum ad intellectum pergit». 
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I. LA FIGURE P. 


Nicolas congoit la réalité comme résultante de différents modes 
d'union de deux grands principes métaphysiques: l'unité et l'altérité. La 
figure P-P comme paradigme-résume 4 elle seule de fagon 
particulièrement heureuse sa conception et il s’y réfère constamment dans 
le De Coniecturis. Deux pyramides qui s’interpénétrent, la pyramide de 
lumiére ou de l'unité, op l'unité est maximale à la base, puis oü elle va 
s’affaiblissant jusqu'à s' annuler à la pointe et la pyramide des ténèbres ou 
de l’altérité où là aussi les ténébres sont maximales à la base puis 
s'affaiblissent progressivement jusqu'au sommet. 

Combinant les deux pyramides et les interpénétrant, Nicolas délimite 
trois régions de la réalités: celle oü l'unité l'emporte sur l'altérité, celle oü, 
inversement, l'altérité l'emporte sur l'unité, et enfin celle op unité et 
altérité s'opposent en étant extérieures l'une à l'autre sans que l'une 
d'elles prenne vraiment l’ ascendant sur l'autre au point de la réduire à soi. 

Ce modêle des pyramides s'applique à toutes sortes de réalités 
marquées par des oppositions dialectiques: l'étre et non-étre, la forme et la 
matiére, le nécessaire et le contingent, le masculin et le féminin, la 
similitude et la dissimilitude, etc. 

Pour acquérir une bonne intelligence de cette figure P, il faut la concevoir 
de facon dynamique, avec une descente du póle de l'unité dans l'altérité et une 
élévation de l'altérité dans l'unité. En vertu de la coincidence des opposés, ces 
deux mouvements n'en font d'ailleurs qu'un seul: Ia descente de l'unité dans 
l’altérité est l'élévation de l'altérité dans l'unité et vice versa. 

Une réalité quelconque, dans la mesure oü elle refléte le tout, 
contiendra en elle cette opposition dialectique entre póles opposés et le 
mouvement de passage de l'un à l'autre qui la caractérise pourra donc étre 
décrit par le biais de la figure P. Inversement, c'est ce dynamisme présent 
en toute réalité qui fait de cette réalité un reflet du tout, de l'univers entier, 
un peu comme la monade de Leibniz exprime de son point de vue 
l'harmonie du monde dans son ensemble. 

Si nous appliquons ce paradigme à l’äme humaine, comme le fait 
Nicolas dans le De Coniecturis5, nous serons amenés à distinguer en elle 
différents niveaux de réalité. L'intellect, caractérisé par l'unité la plus 
grande, contient en lui ce qui est autre que lui, mais sans extériorité. Il est 


5 Ibid. 11, 16, pp. 172-194. 
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pour ainsi dire son autre. Le sens, au contraire, ne posséde qu’une unité 
dérivée de la pluralité de ses parties. Il n’a pas d’intériorité véritable et par 
conséquent on ne peut pas non plus parler 4 son sujet d’une extériorité: 
pour reprendre les termes utilisés pour l’intellect, son autre est lui-méme. 

Entre les deux nous trouvons la raison, qui se subdivise pour Nicolas 
en deux: la faculté appréhensive et la faculté imaginative. La faculté 
appréhensive peut étre assimilée ä la raison au sens étroit du terme. Les 
noms importent d’ailleurs peu; seul compte le fait que l’unité et l’alterite 
se retrouvent en opposition dans ces deux facultés, avec un primat de 
l'unité sur l’altérité pour la faculté appréhensive et un primat de l'altérité 
sur l’unité pour l’imagination: dans les deux cas cette opposition entre les 
deux pöles s’exprime par une extériorité mutuelle. 

Après avoir ainsi énuméré ce qu’il va appeler analogiquement les 
quatre éléments de l’âme humaine, Nicolas s'attache à l'aspect dynamique 
des relations qui les relient l'un à l'autre. L'intellect descend dans le sens 
et sans cette descente, il n’y a pas de perception véritable. L'inattention de 
l'intellect, lorsqu'il est accaparé par quelque chose, l'empéche de 
percevoir d'autres objets. Il faut donc une attention de l'intellect, une 
présence à l'activité du sens - une intentio comme diraient beaucoup de 
penseurs au Moyen Age- pour que le sens remplisse convenablement sa 
mission. Inversement un homme aveugle ne peut connaitre ce qu'est une 
couleur. Le sens est donc lui aussi nécessaire à l'intellect et les données 
sensibles fournies par lui s'élévent à travers l'imagination et la raison 
jusqu'à l’intellect. ' 

Manifestement c'est là l'argument théorique de base qui justifie 
l’ affirmation vue plus haut comme quoi le sens est susceptible de reditio 
completa: sens et intellect ont besoin l'un de l'autre pour être eux-mêmes. 
‘L’intellect humain, dernier dans l’ordre des intelligences, n'est au départ 
que purement potentiel; il a besoin de l'expérience sensible pour passer à 
l'acte. Il se fait sens, dira Nicolas de Cues, pour obtenir 1” accomplis- 
sement qu'il ne peut obtenir autrement. L'image qu'il utilise est celle d'un 
noble désargenté qui, pour apprendre le métier des armes indispensable à 
son état, s'enróle comme simple soldat dans une armée et se soumet à la 
discipline de celle-ci pour acquérir les connaissances souhaitées6. Comme 
autre image plus classique pour exprimer les rapports entre esprit et corps, 


6 Ibid. Il, 16, p. 178: «Ita quidem supra se ipsum intellectus redit circulari completa 
reditione quasi nobilis, qui in potentia militiae existens, quam ob paupertatem ad actum 
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citons celle de la semence jetée dans la terre pour qu'elle s’y développe et 
y porte beaucoup de fruits. 

Mais il reste 4 comprendre la signification effective du processus en 
profondeur: la figure P, avec son jeu dialectique où sont appliquées des 
règles définies une fois pour toutes, ne fournit qu’ une compréhension très 
générale, qui doit se concrétiser dans chaque cas par des considérations 
propres 4 l’objet considéré. 


U. LA NOTION DE CONJECTURE 


La notion de conjecture est souvent considérée comme synonyme de 
connaissance en général, de concept fabriqué par la mens. Ce théme de la 
mens fabricatrix est trés important chez Nicolas et on en trouve beaucoup 
d'occurrences dans ses écrits?. 

Mais en réalité ce point de vue reste trop général. Une conjecture 
semble être comprise à l’intérieur d'un ensemble, dans lequel elle s’insére 


D 


et prend place. Nicolas insiste 4 plusieurs reprises sur le fait que les 
conjectures sont au monde réel ce que l'esprit humain est à Dieu8. Il faut 
prendre au sérieux cette analogie et se rappeler que le monde réel, créé par 
Dieu, n’est pas un simple agrégat de substances individuelles, séparées les 
unes des autres, mais un tout organique, un univers fait d’éléments 
essentiellement corrélés entre eux et où chaque partie est le reflet du tout. Il 
est dés lors logique de concevoir le monde conjectural de la méme maniére. 


deducere nequit, se ad tempus subiicit, ut sic ea acquirit, per quae se in actu militiae 
constituat». 

7 Ibid., GABRIEL (éd.) t. II p. 6: «Rationalis mundi explicatio a nostra complicante 
mente progrediens propter ipsam est fabricatricem». I, 4, GABRIEL (éd.) t. II, p. 8: 
«Rationalis fabricae naturale pullulans principium numerus est»; De Berylio, 32, GABRIEL 
(éd.) t. II, p. 66: «Si considerasset hoc, repperisset utique mentem nostram , quae 
mathamaticalia fabricat, ea, quae sui sunt officii, verius apud se habere quam sint extra 
ipsam»; De Venatione Sapientiae XXVII, GABRIEL (éd.) t. L p. 128: «Quicquid facere 
proponit intra se determinat et est omnium operum suorum terminus»; De Mente I, 4 , 
GABRIEL (éd.) p. 510: «Experimur ex hoc mentem esse vim illam quae licet careat omni 
notionali forma potest tamen excitata se sipsam omni formae assimilare et omnium rerum 
notiones facere»; Sermo 162, Vat. Lat. 1245, fol. 43 va: «Experimur autem in nobis hanc 
vivam admirabilem virtutem semen divinum esse uti vivam imaginem quia sumus 
creatores assimilativi». 

8 Ibid. I, 3, GABRIEL (éd.) t. I, p. 6: «Coniecturas a mente nostra uti realis mundus 
a divina infinita ratione prodire oportet». 
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L’esprit humain produit donc un ensemble organique de conjectures, reliées 
entre elles et qui portent sur le tout, sur l’univers comme tel. 

C'est ce qu’illustre la belle métaphore du cosmographe dans le 
Compendium9. Sur base des données récoltées par les envoyés qui 
franchissent les cinq portes de la ville, le cosmographe réalise une carte de 
la région explorée. Cette image de l'activité de l'esprit est trés éclairante 
sur plusieurs points: 

1? la connaissance est bien une similitude des choses connues 

2? cette similitude est d'une précision limitée. Elle peut étre améliorée 
mais un écart subsiste toujours avec la précision absolue, de même qu'une 
carte n'est jamais précise à 10096 

3? ]a connaissance porte sur un ensemble: il s'agit de respecter les 
proportions, les relations entre éléments, bien plus importantes que les 
éléments eux-mémes 

Dans un passage important du De Coniecturis, Nicolas souligne que 
le dynamisme foncier de la mens l'améne à prétendre que rien dans la 
réalité n'échappe à ses prises, c'est-à-dire qu'elle est bien visée au moins 
implicite du tout10. 

Cette dimension de visée de la totalité était du reste déjà présente dans 
l'emploi du terme coniectura par les prédécesseurs de Nicolas. Ainsi chez 
Augustin et Thomas d'Aquin, un des sens les plus courants des termes 
concerne les prédictions astrologiques!i: il n'y a là aucune connaissance 
scientifique, car aucune démonstration apodictique n'est possible: ces 
prédictions relévent de la conjecture. Il est intéressant de noter qu'elles 
concernent les rapports entre ciel et terre et donc l'univers dans sa totalité. 

Le dernier point à mentionner est qu'une conjecture saisit le tout, mais 
d'un point de vue particulier, en perspective en quelque sorte. L'exemple 
de la vue est cité quelquefois et il est simple et éclairant. Nous ne pouvons 
jamais voir un objet avec tous ses côtés simultanément, mais avec 
quelques uns d'entre eux seulement. Cette limitation n'est pas propre à la 


9 Nicolaus Cusanus, Compendium, VIII, GABRIEL (éd.) t. II, pp. 706-708: «Est 
igitur animal perfectum, in quo sensus et intellectus considerandum, ut homo 
cosmographus habens civitatem quinque portarum, quinque sensussm, per quas intrant 
nuntii ex toto mundo, denuntiantes omnem mundi dispositionem...». 

10 Ibid., I, 6, p. 14: «Mens ipsa omnia se ambire et omnia lustrare 
comprehendereque supponens...». 

11 Aurelius Augustinus, Cité de Dieu V, 9 et dans un contexte différent Cité de Dieu 
XII, 17; Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologica la q. 57 a.3; la q. 86 a. 4; Tallae q. 95 a. 1. 
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sensation, mais se retrouve, mutatis mutandis, à tous les niveaux de 
connaissance. Toute conjecture est donc l’œuvre d'un homme situé et la 
vue en perspective qu'il acquiert du tout renvoie vers lui comme à son 
origine. Pas de conjecture sans soi, méme si ce soi n'est pas 
nécessairement conscient de lui-méme. 


III. RAPPORT DE LA MENS A L'IMAGINATION 


Nous sommes maintenant à méme de regarder de plus prés le rapport 
de la mens à l'imagination. L'imagination est une faculté à laquelle le 
Cusain fait souvent référence, lorsqu'il s'agit de distinguer entre elles les 
différentes facultés de connaissance. L'imaginatio ou la phantasia 
conserve les images regues et en produit de nouvelles à partir de celles 
qu'elle regoit. Elle nous donne aussi les objets complets et pas seulement 
des morceaux d'objets comme les sens. Elle saisit les quiddités ou 
essences, en les habillant de propriétés quantitatives et en leur attribuant 
repos ou mouvementi2. Ce thème n'est pas sans faire penser à celui de 
l'inspiration prophétique chez les penseurs musulmans comme Avicenne, 
pour lesquels des notions purement intellectuelles regues dans l’intellect 
du prophéte, peuvent se trouver déployées dans l'imagination et rendues 
par là accessibles à une explicitation discursive. 

Nous trouvons là une mise en avant des qualités premiéres qui allaient 
connaitre chez Descartes la promotion que l'on sait. L'imagination est 
encore l'auxiliaire de la ratio dans la production des objets mathématiques. 

Enfin - et c'est là un point particuliérement important à nos yeux - 
l'imagination installe son sujet dans un monde dont il constitue le centre. 
Dans un passage trés intéressant du De Coniecturis, Nicolas dit de 
l'imagination qu'elle ne peut concevoir que les habitants des antipodes ne 
tombent pas vers le bas. Par contre, la raison, qui saisit la cause du 
phénomène de la pesanteur, conclut qu'il n'y a évidemment aucun risque 
pour les gens habitant de «l'autre cóté»13. Ce texte, qui montre 
l'imagination comme incapable de décentrement, a un paralléle dans le De 


12 Cfr. Nicolaus Cusanus,De Non-Aliud, VIII, GABRIEL (éd.) t. II, p. 472. 

13 Nicolaus Cusanus, De Coniecturis, II, 14, GABRIEL (éd.) t. II, p. 156: «Ratio 
autem imaginationem supergreditur, ut videat antipodes cadere posse potius quam nos, cum 
grave ad centrum moveatur, quod inter eos et nos mediat. Haec autem imaginatio non 
attingit». 
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Visione Dei; devant le tableau de l’Omnivoyant, tous les spectateurs ont 
l’impression d’étre regardés par le visage du tableau et d’étre les seuls ä 
étre regardés. L’imagination ne peut concevoir, selon le Cusain, que le 
regard fixe en même temps les spectateurs de toutes les directions14. 

Ce monde, dont l’imagination nous fait centre, est l’objet d'un 
dépassement par la mens. On peut parler d’un double dépassement de 
l’imagination et de ses images: 

le premier de ces dépassements est l’abstraction. Ce dépassement est 
l'eeuvre de la raison. Chacun quitte son monde à soi, monde que l'on 
pourrait qualifier d'imaginaire, pour entrer dans un monde commun, en 
produisant des concepts qui éliminent les particularités liées aux points de 
vue individuels. Ne reste que quelque chose de commun, que nous 
pouvons partager avec d'autres dans un processus de communication. Les 
mathématiques rationnelles notamment ont pour but de permettre une 
communication entre univers conjecturaux différents, qui sans elles, 
resteraient hermétiques les uns aux autres. 

Le résultat de cet abandon des particularités imaginaires est 
l’avènement d'un monde commun, possédant un centre théorique, qui 
n'est à confondre avec l'emplacement d'aucun sujet concret. Ce monde 
commun coincide en pratique pour Nicolas avec le cosmos aristotélicien. 

La rupture de la raison avec l'imagination n'est pas pour Nicolas une 
vraie rupture: en témoignent le fait que la matiére intelligible, saisie par 
l'imagination, est nécessaire pour saisir les figures mathématiques et le 
fait que l'imagination et la ratio sont étroitement associées dans le 
paradigme de la figure P consacré à l’äme humaine, à tel point qu'on 
pourrait les considérer comme deux branches d'une méme faculté, liée 
intrinséquement au sensible. 

Le second de ces dépassements est donné par le retour à soi opéré par 
l’intellect15 . 


14 Nicolaus Cusanus, De Visione Dei, Praefatio, GABRIEL (éd.) t. III, p. 96: «Nam 

. imaginatio statis in oriente nequaquam capit visum iconae ad aliam plagam versum scilicet 

occasum vel meridiem. Deinde frater qui fuit. in oriente se locet in occasu et experietur 

visum in eo figi in occasu quemadmodum prius in oriente... Et admirabitur quomodo 

immobiliter movebatur neque poterit imaginatio capere, quod cum aliquo alio sibi 
contrario moto obviante similiter moveatur». 

15 Sur la différence de rapport aux images de la ratio et de intellect cfr. K. 
KREMER, «Erkennen bei Nikolaus von Kues. Apriorismus — Assimilation —Abstraktion» 
MFCG (13) 1978, pp. 23-57 et «Das kognitive und affektive Apriori bei der Erfassung des 
Sittlichen» MFCG (26) 2000, pp. 101-144. 
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Devant son univers conjectural, l’esprit prend conscience qu’il est le 
producteur, le cr&ateur de tout celal6. Les conjectures manifestent la 
fécondité de la mens, elles parlent autant d’elle que du monde extérieur 
dont elles constituent pourtant le reflet et dont elles semblent provenir. Il 
y a donc ici un processus de r&appropriation des contenus cognitifs par 
l’esprit lui-méme. 

Nous nous proposons d’illustrer ce processus avec l’exemple de la 
genése des nombres. Quand il s’agit de décrire cette genése, on peut 
procéder de deux maniéres différentes: 

— soit par addition d’unités extérieures les unes aux autres. L’esprit 
les rassemble et le nombre est produit par une synthése. Ainsi le deux est- 
il la réunion de deux unités constituantes extérieures l'une à l'autre. 
L'accent est mis dans ce cas sur l'activité synthétique de l'esprit et sur le 
passage de la multiplicité, considérée comme premiére, à une unité 
résultante. Ce mode de genêse est caractéristique de la raison: il implique 
une abstraction à partir du sensible, une extériorité des éléments 
considérés les uns par rapport aux autres et le passage de l'un à l'autre par 
l'activité discursive qui caractérise la raison; 

— soit par subdivision d'une unité primordiale. Le deux, par exemple, 
est alors engendré par différenciation interne. Ce mode d'engendrement a 
toujours été jugé comme plus fondamental que le premier. L'unité est ici 
premiére et donne naissance à une multiplicité par différenciation. Nous 
sommes ici devant un modèle d'inspiration plus biologique, qui n'est pas 
sans faire penser au développement d'un organisme cellulaire qui grandit 
par division de ses cellules. Ce modéle convient davantage à l'intellect, 
qui ne sort pas de lui-méme et qui ne peut donc s'actualiser que par un 
processus de différenciation interne. 

On voit sans difficulté que la premiére genése, attribuée à la raison, 
implique et présuppose la deuxiéme. Il pourrait donc étre envisagé que 
face à la genése opérée par la raison, l'intellect actualise ses propres 
contenus à titre de conditions de possibilité de ceux de la raison et par là 
se réapproprie à l'intérieur méme de lui-méme ce que la raison unifie 


16 Nicolaus Cusanus, Compendium, 8, GABRIEL (éd.) t. II, p. 708: «Nuntiosque 
amplius licentiat, clauditque portas et ad conditorem mundi internum transfert intuitum, qui 
nihil eorum est omnium, quae a nuntiis intellexit et notavit. Sed omnium est artifex et 
causa, quem cogitat sic se habere ad universum mundum anterioriter, sicut ipse ut 
cosmographus ad mappam». 
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comme éléments extérieurs. Bien entend le procédé peut étre étendu à tous 
les concepts, puisque les nombres en sont les exemples-types. L’intellect 
réintégrerait ainsi tout l’univers conceptuel ce que la raison considérait 
comme fondamentalement reçu de l'extérieur même si ces réalités 
extérieures ont été travaillées par elle. 


Cette réappropriation ne porte pas seulement sur les concepts, mais 
également sur les images de la sensibilité ; bien que l’esprit ne les produise 
pas seul, il joue un röle &minemment actif dans leur production, en étant 
présent intentionnellement à l’activité des sens, que l’on peut considérer 
comme ses instruments. La mens peut considérer les images comme étant 
elles aussi, dans une large mesure, expression de son dynamisme propre et 
de celui de l’äme en général. A travers cette réappropriation, c’est 
l’imagination qui saisit ses propres caractéristiques dans ses images, et qui 
se saisit imaginant; c'est même le sens qui saisit sa propre vertu cognitive 
dans la perception de l'objet. 

Dans cette perspective de l'intellect, le point de vue de l'imagination 
sur le monde, tout en étant dépassé, est réhabilité dans une large mesure. 
Je suis centre du monde, mais à condition de me rendre compte qu'il y a 
autant de centres et de mondes qu'il y a d'intellects pour les produire. 
L'univers est une sphére dont le centre est partout et la circonférence nulle 
part!7: cette doctrine du De Docta Ignorantia trouve ici un 
approfondissement noétique important. 

Avant de clore cet article, notons encore un dernier point important: 
lorsque l'esprit effectue cette réappropriation de tout son univers noétique, 
il se découvre par le fait méme image de l'esprit créateur. C'est bien par 
un seu] et méme mouvement que l'esprit effectue les deux opérations : se 
saisir lui-méme dans les images et les concepts dont il est la source et se 
saisir image vivante du créateur. 

Ce pouvoir de réappropriation n'est d’ailleurs lui-même que l'image 
au niveau de l'intellect humain du processus créateur par lequel Dieu 
suscite un monde autre que lui, mais qui ne posséde vis-à-vis de lui aucune 
extériorité et auquel il ne cesse d'étre totalement présent. 


Université Catholique de Louvain-la-Neuve 


17 Nicolaus Cusanus De Docta Ignorantia, II, 11, GABRIEL (éd.) t. I, pp. 388-390. 
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CONCEPTUS ABSOLUTUS - ZU EINER PARALLELE 
ZWISCHEN WILHELM VON OCKHAM, JOHANNES BURIDAN 
UND NICOLAUS CUSANUS 


Zu den nach wie vor kontrovers diskutierten Fragen in bezug auf die 
spätmittelalterliche Philosophie zählt die des Verhältnisses zwischen dem 
Nominalismus einerseits und Nikolaus von Kues andererseits!. Die 


1 Vgl. dazu F. HOFFMANN, «Nominalistische Vorläufer für die Erkenntnis- 
problematik bei Nikolaus von Kues», Mitteilungen und Forschungsbeiträge der Cusanus- 
Gesellschaft 11 (1975) 125-67. Hoffmann sieht die «kritische Einstellung zur 
menschlichen Erkenntnis (bei Cusanus) auf der Linie der durch den Nominalismus 
verbreiteten Erkenntniskritik» liegen, a.a.O. 125. Für H SCHEPERS ist die «Frage nach 
nominalistischen Tendenzen oder Strukturen bei Nikolaus von Kues sehr interessant, aber 
[...] eine viel zu früh gestellte», wie der genannte Autor in der a.a.O. wiedergegebenen 
Diskussion der Überlegungen von Hoffman bemerkt (165). Sowohl die Auffassung 
Hoffmanns als auch die Einschätzung von Schepers teilt H. MEINHARDT, «Exaktheit und 
Mutmaßungscharakter der Erkenntnis», in K. JacoBI (Hrg.), Nikolaus von Kues. 
Einführung in sein philosophisches Denken, Freiburg, München 1979, 101-120, hier: 103: 
«Diese Reserviertheit gegenüber dem Ideal einer «sicheren Methode» hat gewiß einen ihrer 
Gründe in dem Einfluß, den nominalistische Tendenzen auf Nikolaus gehabt haben. Einer 
solchen, bewußt vagen Formulierung dürfte kaum jemand widersprechen. Die Probleme 
tauchen auf, wenn man den Einfluß quellenanalytisch genau bestimmen will. [...] Die 
Frage nach nominalistischen Quellen des Kardinals dürfte noch zu früh gestellt sein». Das 
Verhältnis des Cusanus zum Nominalismus hat vor den genannten Beiträgen bereits 
Beachtung gefunden bei K.O. APEL, «Die Idee der Sprache bei Nicolaus von Cues», Archiv 
für Begriffsgeschichte 1 (1955) 200-221. Apel deutet das Denken des Cusanus (207) als 
eine «Synthese von Logosmystik, emeuertem Platonismus, Mathematik und 
Nominalismus». Im Besonderen sieht er (210) bei Cusanus «einen nominalistischen 
Standpunkt formuliert, (soweit) die «Verstandesbegriffe» nur subjektive Zeichen (sind), die 
zugleich mit den verschiedenen Namen als entia rationis dem jeweils sinnlich gegebenen 
Weltaspekt abgewonnen» werden. Vgl. zu dieser Deutung weiter unten 36. Einen weiteren 
Beitrag zu der zur Diskussion stehenden Frage hat P. WiLPERT geleistet, der nach Aussage 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.LE.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1661-1677. 
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folgende Stellungnahme dazu setzt beim Verständnis des conceptus 
absolutus an2. Näherhin werden die betreffenden Auffassungen von zwei 
als nominalistisch angesehenen Autoren und die des Nikolaus dargestellt. 
Die beiden nominalistischen Autoren sind Wilhelm von Ockham und 


von H. MEINHARDT (in der genannten Diskussion der Überlegungen Hoffmanns, a.a.O. 164 
Anm. 10) auf dem Internationalen Cusanus-Kongreß in Brixen 1964 einen Vortrag mit dem 
Thema «Nikolaus von Kues und der Nominalismus» gehalten hat. Allerdings wurde dieser 
Vortrag nicht für den Druck in den Kongreßakten fertiggestellt. Auf andere Weise hat das 
Verhältnis des Nikolaus zum Nominalismus bei H. BLUMENBERG, Die Legitimität der 
Neuzeit. Vierter Teil: Aspekte der Epochenschwelle, Erneuerte Ausgabe Frankfurt 
a.M.19992, Beachtung gefunden. Für Blumenberg stellt sich das infrage stehende Problem 
im Zusammenhang seines Deutungsversuches des Epochenumbruchs vom Mittelalter zur 
Neuzeit. Im Rahmen dieser Betrachtung besteht das Problem des Verhältnisses zwischen 
Cusanus und dem Nominalismus darin, Cusanus als den «Versuch zur Rettung des 
Mittelalters aus der Substanz und mit den geistigen Mitteln der Epoche» (a.a.0., 559) 
verständlich zu machen. Dabei ist der Versuch des Cusanus insoweit in spezifischer Weise 
durch den Nominalismus bestimmt, als dieser zu einem vergleichbaren Schritt nach 
Auffassung Blumenbergs zwar seinerseits nicht fähig war, aber wegen seiner (d.h. 
nominalistischerseits betriebenen) Übersteigerung der göttlichen Transzendenz bedingt, 
daß das Bemühen des Cusanus eine «allzu späte Anstrengung» (199) darstellt. Zur Deutung 
des Cusanischen Denkens durch Blumenberg vgl. weiter unten Anm. 29, 31 u. 36. 

2 K. FLASCH zeigt sich solange, bis ihn «ein neuaufgefundenes Manuskript (...) 
widerlegen kann, (davon) überzeugt», daß bei Cusanus «zum ersten Mal der Ausdruck 
‘absoluter Begriff’ als Gottesname» vorkommt, in Nikolaus von Kues. Geschichte einer 
Entwicklung, Frankfurt a.M. 1998, hier: 259. Dabei bezieht sich Flasch auf eine Stelle in 
De sapientia: II n. 34, 6 f.: «(...) cum deus sit conceptionum conceptus (...) quomodo 
conceptus de conceptu non est nisi conceptus idealis forma omnium (...) absolutus 
conceptus aliud esse nequit quam idealis forma omnium». Wie die weiteren Überlegungen 
zeigen werden, verwendet von den hier behandelten Autoren zwar allein Cusanus diesen 
Terminus als Gottesnamen. Flasch geht aber darüber hinaus davon aus, daß in der 
philosophiegeschichtlichen Forschung «die Spezialisten voraussetzen, der Terminus 
‘absoluter Begriff’ stamme (überhaupt, auch also über die genannte Verwendung hinaus) 
erst von Hegel». Insofern übersieht Flasch seinerseits sowohl die im weiteren 
herangezogenen Quellen, die im übrigen nicht lediglich als Manuskripte, sondern in 
kritisch edierter Form vorliegen, als auch den in der folgenden Anm. angegebenen Beitrag 
von L.M. De Rijk, der auf Ockhams Verwendung dieses Terminus hinweist, sowie die in 
Anm. 14 angegebene Arbeit von R. Schönberger, der auf Buridans Verständnis des 
conceptus absolutus eingeht. Im übrigen erweckt Flasch den Eindruck, Cusanus verwende 
den genannten Ausdruck nur im Zusammenhang von De sapientia, jedenfalls unterläßt 
Flasch jeglichen Hinweis auf die Verwendung des infrage stehenden Terminus in De non 
aliud. In bezug auf das Cusanische Verständnis des conceptus absolutus hat K. Flasch 
insoweit eine Verbindung zum Nominalismus hergestellt, als er (260) annimmt, daß 
Cusanus dabei «unterstellt, er habe den Nominalismus mit Gründen hinter sich gelassen». 
Zu Flaschs Deutung des Cusanischen Verständnisses vgl. weiter unten Anm. 29 u. 36. 
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Johannes Buridan. Deren Auffassungen können gemäß dem Verhältnis von 
Frage und Antwort gedeutet werden. Im Ergebnis werden also drei 
Verständnisweisen des conceptus absolutus zur Darstellung gelangen (I. 1- 
3). Im zweiten Schritt soll auf das Verhältnis zwischen den drei 
Auffassungen eingegangen werden (IL.). 


I 


1. Im Verständnis des Wilhelm von Ockham3 verweist der absolute 
Charakter eines Begriffs zunächst auf die distinkte Seinsweise des 
betreffenden Gehaltes. Demgemäß unterscheidet sich das Reale nach zwei 
Bereichen: auf der einen Seite distinkt unterscheidbare Realitäten wie 
Menschen oder Steine u.ä. sowie auf der anderen Seite konkrete 
Eigenschaften wie einzelne Farben, Gemütszustände u.ä. Diese sind 
insoweit realer Natur, wie sie den erstgenannten Gegenständen jeweils 
zukommen, während sie in ihrer begrifflichen Existenz, als das Weiße oder 
die Furcht, abstrakter Natur sind und damit zugleich — wie der Begriff des 
Menschen oder der des Steins — absolute Begriffe darstellen4. 

Die mit dem Verständnis des conceptus absolutus verknüpfte 
Einteilung der Realität führt weiter zu der Frage nach Ockhams Auffassung 
in bezug auf den Begriff des Seienden als solchen. Näherhin verweist die 
angesprochene Eigenschaft absoluter Begriffe darauf, daß der Begriff des 
Seienden als solchen dem Gehalt nach nicht kategorial bestimmt werden 
kann. Denn ansonsten wäre die mit den absoluten Begriffen verknüpfte 
Einteilung der Realität kategorial auflösbar. Dementsprechend stellt der 
Begriff des Seienden als solchen für Ockham einen transkategorialen und 
in diesem Sinne transzendentalen Begriff dars. 


3 In den Überlegungen zu Ockham greife ich entsprechende Ausführungen auf von 
L.M. DE Rısk, «War Ockham ein Antimetaphysiker? Eine semantische Betrachtung», in L. 
HONNEFELDER u.a. (Hrg.), Philosophie im Mittelalter. Entwicklungslinien und Paradigmen, 
Hamburg 19962, 313-328, bes. 317£., 321-324. Dazu ferner L. HONNEFELDER, Wilhelm von 
Ockham. Die Möglichkeit der Metaphysik», in T. KoBuscH (Hrg.), Philosophen des 
Mittelalters. Eine Einführung, Darmstadt 2000, 250-268, bes. 255-264. 

4 Summa Logica 1, 10 (OPh I, 35): «Nomina mere absoluta sunt illa, quae non 
significant aliud principaliter et aliud vel idem secundario, sed quidquid significatur per 
illud nomen, aeque primo». 

5 Summa Logica 1, 38 (OPh I, 106): «(...) accipitur hoc nomen ens, secundum quod 
sibi correspondens unus conceptus communis omnibus rebus praedicabilis in omnibus in 
quid illo modo, quo transcendens potest in quid praedicari». 
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Die Analyse des Begriffs des Seienden als solchen zeigt, daß unter 
den transzendentalen Begriffen allein dieser von absoluter Natur ist6. 
Näherhin beruht diese Eigenschaft auf der Begründungsfunktion des 
Faktischen gegenüber dem Möglichen: Dies bedeutet zunächst, daß «sein» 
auszusagen heißt, das zu bezeichnen, dem es nicht widerstreitet, in 
Wirklichkeit zu existieren?. Damit legt sich nahe, den Sinn von Sein von 
dem her zu bestimmen, was möglich ist. Möglichsein (possibile esse) 
definiert sich für Ockham wiederum nicht vom Denkbaren her, d.h. von 
der logischen Möglichkeit, sondern von dem her, was tatsächlich existiert. 
Deshalb kann von etwas gesagt werden, es sei möglich, «weil es in 
Wirklichkeit existieren kann»8. Insofern führt das Verständnis des 
conceptus absolutus bei Ockham zu den Fragen, was in Wirklichkeit 
existieren kann, wonach sich dies bestimmt und wie dies erkennbar ist. 


2. Der Zusammenhang, in dem bei Johannes Buridan vom conceptus 
absolutus die Rede ist, entspricht insoweit den Überlegungen Ockhams, 
als Buridan im Blick auf die transzendentalen Begriffe bzw. Prädikate 
Stellung nimmt?. Buridan nimmt aber in zweifacher Weise eine 
Einschränkung in bezug auf das traditionelle Verständnis dieser Begriffe 
vor: zum einen insoweit, als er die Vorgängigkeit des Begriffs im Sinne 
des Aktes des Begreifens gegenüber der sachhaltigen Bestimmtheit betont, 
und zum anderen insoweit, als er den nominalen Charakter der 
transzendentalen Begriffe unterstreicht!0. 

Die Vorgängigkeit des Aktes des Begreifens gegenüber der 
Sachhaltigkeit erklärt sich in praktischer Hinsicht insoweit, als die 
Realisierung des genannten Aktes einen Willen erfordert, dessen 


6 Vgl Ord. I, prol. q. 2 (OTh I, 127). 
7 Vgl. Ord. I, d. 36, q. un. (OTh IV, 547). 
8 


A.a.0. (OTh IV 650). 

9 Im Hintergrund der folgenden Überlegungen zu Buridan stehen die Ergebnisse 
meiner Untersuchungen zu dessen Grundlegung der praktischen und theoretischen 
Philosophie: Der Begriff der praktischen Vernunft nach Johannes Buridan, Münster, 
(BGPhThM NF. 28) 1986, Subjekt und Metaphysik. Die Metaphysik des Johannes Buridan, 
Münster (BGPhThM NE) 2003. 

10 Quaest. in praedicamenta, q. 9, J. SCHNEIDER (ed.), München 1983, 96: «prius 
enim oportet concipere rem absolute, saltem conceptu, a quo sumitur hoc nomen ens, res 
vel aliquid». 
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Bestimmtheit die ursprüngliche und ausschließlich rationale 
Selbsterkenntnis eben dieses Willens voraussetzt11. Insofern beruht die 
angesprochene Vorgängigkeit des Begreifens in praktischer Hinsicht auf 
dem Primat der praktischen Vernunft als des apriorischen 
Selbstverhältnisses des Willens12. In theoretischer Hinsicht erklärt sich die 
zur Diskussion stehende Vorgängigkeit des Begreifens aus dessen 
sachhaltiger Bestimmtheit. Denn dieser Gehalt ist die Vernunft in ihrer 
Bestimmtheit als solche. Insofern erklärt sich die Vorgängigkeit des 
Begreifens gegenüber der Sachhaltigkeit in theoretischer Hinsicht aus der 
reflexiven und apriorischen Bestimmtheit dieses Aktes. Der infrage 
stehende Akt des Begreifens ist die apriorische Selbstbejahung der 
Vernunft und damit die Erkenntnis des Begriffs als solchen13. Insofern 
versteht sich Buridans Betonung der Vorgängigkeit des Begreifens 
gegenüber der Sachhaltigkeit im Sinne der Transformation des 
traditionellen Verständnisses der Transzendentalität in das ihrer 
Begründung auf dem Boden des Begreifens und Erkennens selbst. 
Dementsprechend besitzt die transzendentale Betrachtung in ihrem 
traditionellen Verständnis nur eine nominale Bedeutung!4. 


ll Quaest. in libr. ethicorum, Paris 1513 (Nachdr. Frankfurt a.M. 1968), Fol 135 va: 
«(...) ultimus finis agibilium determinatus est nobis per naturam secundum communem 
rationem intantum, quod nullus sic mentitur de eo secundum intellectum, quin sit amandus 
et prosequendus. Et voluntas non potest ferri in oppositum secundum oppositam rationem 
` (...) Ideo necesse est, si voluntas debeat transire in actum circa vitam optimam sub ratione 
optimitatis quod velit eam». 

12 Quaest. in libr. ethicorum, a.a.O., Fol 207 va: «(...) actum volendi primo et 
immediate producimus libere tamquam secundum se libere elicitum, actum intelligendi 
non producimus libere nisi consecutive tamquam libere imperatum. Et ideo actum 
intelligendi libere producimus propter libere producere actum volendi, per quem illum 
imperamus et propter unumquodque tale et illud magis». 

13 Quaest. in libr. metaphys., Paris 1518 (Nachdr. Frankfurt a.M. 1964), Fol 6 ra: 
«errare circa primum principium (...) est ipsi dissentire vel eius opposito assentire. Et de 
hoc dico cum Aristoteli quod impossibile est sic circa primum principium errare, saltem 
naturaliter. Tamen Aristoteles bene demonstrat propter quid est, scilicet quia ei dissentire 
vel eius opposito assentire est habere simul in intellectu opiniones contradictoriorum. Et 
hoc est impossibile, cum opiniones contradictoriorum sint contrariae, et contraria non 
possunt esse simul in eodem subiecto vel intellectu». 

14 Dementsprechend nimmt Buridan, wie R. SCHÖNBERGER, Relation als Vergleich. 
Die Relationstheorie des Johannes Buridan im Kontext seines Denkens und der Scholastik, 
Leiden u.a., 1994, 353, feststellt, «eine direkte Thematisierung des Wortes ‘seiend’ 
nirgends vor». 
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In praktischer Hinsicht beruht die Vorgängigkeit des Begreifens also 
auf dem Primat der praktischen Vernunft als des willentlichen 
Selbstverhältnisses, während sich diese Vorgängigkeit in theoretischer 
Hinsicht aus der Apriorität der Vernunft selbst herleitet. Die Einheit der 
Vernunft unter diesen beiden Hinsichten basiert schließlich auf der 
Bestimmtheit der Vernunft ihrer Realität nach. Das besagt in theoretischer 
Hinsicht die fehlende Beweisbarkeit der Vernunft ihrer Realität nach15. 
Denn ansonsten hätte der auf der Apriorität der Vernunft beruhende 
Beweis ihrer Selbstbejahung zugleich deren Realität zur Folge und führte 
damit zur Aufhebung der Faktizität und Endlichkeit der Vernunft. In 
prinzipientheoretischer Hinsicht hat dieser Zusammenhang zur Folge, daß 
das erste Prinzip des Wissens und der Wissenschaft die Hypothese 
darstellt, daß etwas ein Identisches ist. Denn mit der Selbstbejahung der 
Vernunft ist diese in ihrer Identität und damit der Begriff der Identität 
erkannt, und infolge der Voraussetzung der Realität oder des Faktums der 
Vernunft ist das erste Prinzip in seiner hypothetischen Gestalt 
gerechtfertigt. Die hypothetische Gestalt des ersten Prinzips ist zugleich 
Ausdruck subjektiver Gewißheit der Vernunft als unhintergehbarer 
Voraussetzung des Willens zum Wissen!6. 

Vor diesem Hintergrund läßt sich Buridans Antwort auf die aus 
Ockhams Verständnis des conceptus absolutus resultierenden Fragen nach 
dem in Wirklichkeit Existierenden, nach dessen Grund und dessen 
Erkennbarkeit so zusammenfassen: Das Wirkliche bestimmt sich nach den 
Bedingungen von Erkenntnis und Wissenschaft, soweit diese ihren Grund 
im Ichbewußtsein des Menschen findet, sofern dieser Mensch und als 
solcher Individuum ist. Insofern könnte man auch sagen, daß Buridan die 
Frage nach dem in Wirklichkeit Existierenden mit dem Hinweis auf die 
Bedingung oder das Kriterium des ‘Ich denke, das alle meine 
Vorstellungen begleiten können muß’, beantwortet. 


3. Nicolaus Cusanus gebraucht den Ausdruck conceptus absolutus zur 
Bezeichnung des Begriffs des non aliud, des Nicht-Anderen!7. Cusanus 


15 Quaest. in libr metaphys., a.a.O., Fol 21 va: «Et ista conclusio (scl. quod 
impossibile est primo principio ipsi dissentire vel eius opposito assentire) non potest 
probari quantum ad quia est». 

16 A.a.O., Fol 23 ra: «Sed ego credo quod simpliciter primum principium debet 
poni ista propositio: quodlibet est vel non est. Vel ista universalis: nihil idem est et non est». 

17 Directio speculantis seu De non aliud (Opera omnia; 13), Leipzig 1944, c. 20, 
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knüpft dabei an das Verständnis des absoluten Einen im Sinne des Proklos 
an: 
Das Eine also, das nach seinen (des Proklos‘) Worten vor dem Einen ist, welches 
ihm seine Einheit verdankt, ist nicht ein Anderes, da es dessen Grund ist; deshalb 
bezeichnet er den Grund des seienden Einen als Eines in der Absicht, dem "Nicht. 
Anderen’ Ausdruck zu verleihen18. 


Das Problem, das Cusanus mit seinem Begriff des Nicht-Anderen zu 
bewältigen versucht, läßt sich folgendermaßen kennzeichnen: Wird das 
Eine als in sich schlechthin einfach und gänzlich einig angesehen, scheint 
es eine Einheit darzustellen, die sich einer Teilhabe an ihm von dem aus, 
was aus ihm als dem Ersten heraus besteht, sowohl dem Sein als auch dem 
Erkennen nach entzieht. Insofern ist es ein Eines «jenseits» und 
«verborgen» von allem19. Das Problem, auf das sich Cusanus mit seinem 
Begriff des Nicht-Anderen bezieht, ist also die Vorstellung des Einen, das 
auf der einen Seite schlechthin transzendent und gegenüber jeglicher 
Differenz sowohl dem Sein als auch dem Erkennen nach vorgängig und 
unabhängig ist. Auf der anderen Seite steht dieses Eine sowohl dem Sein 
als auch der Erkenntnis nach in einem konstitutiv-begründenden 
Verhältnis zu dem von ihm Verschiedenen. Im Ergebnis handelt es sich 
um jenes Eine, das vor dem Hintergrund seines Verständnisses in der 
parmenideisch-platonisch-neuplatonischen Metaphysik als absolut 
transzendentes das Problem seiner Verbindbarkeit mit dem Denken und 


49: «Vocetur igitur ipsum non aliud conceptus absolutus». Die folgenden Ausführungen 
stützen sich auf entsprechende Überlegungen zum Begriff des Nicht-Anderen bei Cusanus 
im Zusammenhang meines Beitrages: «Metaphysik und Verborgenheit Gottes. Zur 
historischen Bedeutung mittelalterlicher Philosophie im Blick auf Nicolaus Cusanus», in J. 
BRACHTENDORF (Hrg.), Prudentia und Contemplatio. Ethik und Metaphysik im Mittelalter. 
Paderborn u.a. 2002, 253-275. Über die dort herangezogene Literatur hinaus beziehe ich 
mich auf W. BEIERWALTES, «Centrum tocius vite. Zur Bedeutung von Proklos‘ “Theologia 
Platonis’ im Denken des Cusanus», in A.Ph. SEGONDS, C. STEEL (Hrg.), Proclus et la 
théologie platonicienne (Actes du Colloque International de Louvain [13-16 mai 1998)), 
Leuven, Paris 2000, 629-651. 

18 De non aliud, a.a.O.: «Ideo ipsum unum, quod dicit (Proclus) esse ante unum, 
quod est unum ab eo, non est aliud, cum eius sit causa; quare causam ipsius unius, quod 
est, ideo unum nominat, ut non aliud exprimat». Übersetzung nach P. WILPERT, in Nikolaus 
von Kues, Vom Nichtanderen (De li non aliud), übers. u. mit einer Einf. u. Anm. Hg. v. P. 
WiLPERT, Hamburg 31987, 72. 

19 Vgl. Platon, Politeia 509b 9. 
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insbesondere mit dem Sich-Selbst-Denken aufwirft20. Dabei wird man den 
Begriff des Nicht-Anderen insoweit stellvertretend für andere, von 
Cusanus geprägte aenigmata ansehen dürfen, als diese ihrerseits auf dieses 
Problem des Einen bezogen werden können. 

Die Lösung, die Cusanus dem skizzierten Problem mit seinem 
conceptus absolutus des non aliud zu geben versucht, hat zum einen die 
Ausgrenzung des Göttlichen als des Unendlichen in seinem An-sich zur 
Voraussetzung. Cusanus" bekannte Maxime von der fehlenden 
Proportionalität zwischen Endlichem und Unendlichem sowie seine Lehre 
vom Zusammenfall der Gegensätze in Gott können als Darstellung und 
Entfaltung dieser Ausgrenzung des Göttlichen verstanden werden. Diese 
Ausgrenzung fungiert ihrerseits in zweifacher Hinsicht als Voraussetzung 
des Begriffs des Nicht-Anderen: zunächst insoweit, als sie sich im Sinne 
des Weges oder Verhaltens, d.h. auf methodische Weise, und insofern als 
Wissen legitimiert21. Zugleich begreift sich dieses Wissen vom Bezug zur 
Sache selbst her. Dieser Bezug verhindert einerseits, daß sich das Wissen 
in seinem Selbstverständnis auf den methodischen Aspekt begrenzt. 
Andererseits bewahrt dieser Bezug die Erkenntnis im Bewußtsein der 
damit gegebenen Differenz zur Sache selbst vor falscher Endgültigkeit 
und Vollständigkeit. Mit seiner Ausgrenzung des Göttlichen und 
Unendlichen schafft Cusanus also insoweit eine Voraussetzung zur 
Lösung des skizzierten Problems des Einen, als dieses in seinem An-sich 
und zugleich im Bewußtsein der Differenz und Defizienz seiner Erfassung 
zugänglich wird. 

Diese Ausgrenzung des Unendlichen und Göttlichen in seinem An- 
sich erlaubt zum zweiten dessen Kennzeichnung durch sein Nicht- 


20 Im platonischen Charmides (164d 3-169c 2) taucht zwar der Gedanke der mit 
der Erkenntnis unmittelbar verknüpften Selbsterkenntnis auf, Platon steht dieser Position 
aber ablehnend gegenüber. Vgl. dazu E. MARTENS, Das selbstbezügliche Wissen in Platons 
«Charmides», München 1973, K. GLoy. «Platons Theorie der £miotüum avti 
Charmides als Vorläufer der modernen Selbstbewußtseinstheorien», Kant-Studien 77 
(1986), 137-164. Für Plotin kann dem Einen keinerlei Erkennen und damit auch keine 
Selbsterkenntnis zu eigen sein, da es als Eines schlechthin einfach ist, vgl. dazu K. 
KREMER, «Plotin — Eine frühe Form von Subjektivitätsphilosophie», in G. KRIEGER, H.-L. 
OLLIG (Hrg.), Fluchtpunkt Subjekt. Facetten und Chancen des Subjektgedankens, 
Paderborn u.a. 2001, 19-35, bes. 31ff. 

21 In vergleichbarer Weise spricht auch B. MossiscH von «dem 
Koinzidenzgedanken verpfichteter Wissensmethode», in: «Notiz zu docta ignorantia», 
Bochumer Philosophisches Jahrbuch für Antike und Mittelalter 6 (2001) 242. | 
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Anderssein: Jedes Endliche und Begrenzte zeigt sich in seiner Identität 
sowohl durch sich selbst als auch durch ein Anderes bestimmt: Auf der 
einen Seite ist der Himmel Himmel und nichts anderes, auf der anderen 
Seite ist der Himmel im Verhältnis zur Erde ein Anderes. Im Unterschied 
dazu definiert sich das Göttliche gemäß seiner Unbegrenztheit als das 
Nicht-Andere: Da das Göttliche als Grenze von allem durch keines von 
allem eingrenzbar ist, ist es nicht durch ein Anderes bestimmt und 
bestimmbar. Es ist vielmehr nur durch sich selbst begrenzt und bestimmt. 
Das unendliche Göttliche ist somit frei von jedem Anderssein und damit 
das Nicht-Andere. Insofern das Göttliche gemäß diesem Nicht-Anderssein 
zugleich das Identische selbst ist, hat die Identität jedes Endlichen seinen 
Grund im Nicht-Anderssein des Göttlichen. Das Nicht-Andere ist somit 
einerseits grenze-los und damit anders als alles Begrenzte und Endliche. 
Indem es zugleich dessen Identität oder Nicht-Anderssein ermöglicht, 
transzendiert es als die Anderes gründende Kraft die von ihm selbst 
gesetzte Grenze. 

Die Lösung, die Cusanus dem Problem des Einen gibt, beruht also 
darauf, daß das Eine den Gegensatz von Einheit und Vielheit, von Sein und 
Nicht-Sein in sich umfaßt, und dieses Verständnis hat zum inneren Grund 
den Begriff des Einen als Selbstdefinition im Sinne der Selbstgründung, 
Selbstbewegung und Selbstbegrenzung22.. Vor dem Hintergrund des 
skizzierten Verständnisses des Einen in der parmenideisch-platonisch- 
neuplatonischen Metaphysik als absolut transzendent und insofern auch 
dem Denken und Sich-Selbst-Denken gegenüber unverbunden besteht die 
Besonderheit des conceptus absolutus des non-aliud somit darin, daß 
Cusanus dem Einen selbst das Denken und Sich-Selbst-Denken 
zuspricht23. 


22 De non aliud 5, 13: «Quando enim primum principium ipsum se definit per non 
aliud significatum, in eo definitivo motu de non alio non aliud oritur atque de non alio et 
non alio exorto in non alio concluditur definitio». 

23 In diesem Punkte greife ich entsprechende Überlegungen von W. BEIERWALTES, 
a.a.0. (vgl. Anm.17), 649f., auf. K. FLASCH sieht a.a.O. (vgl. Anm. 2), 262, in der «These 
von Gott als absolutem Begriff (...) eine Neufassung der neuplatonischen Ideen- und 
Logoslehre». Flasch hält diese These demnach insoweit für eine «Neuerung», als es 
«geschichtlich etwas anderes (ist), ob ich sage, Gott ist der Logos aller Wesen, oder ob ich 
sage: Gott, das ist der absolute Begriff». Insofern reduziert sich das historische Neue für 
Flasch auf die Verwendung eines neuen sprachlichen Ausdrucks, während dies gemäß der 
hier vorgetragenen Deutung im sachlichen Fortschritt der Verknüpfung der Begriffe des 
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Wenn in dem jetzt anstehenden zweiten Schritt auf das Verhältnis der 
drei dargestellten Verständnisweisen des conceptus absolutus eingegangen 
wird, dann kann diese Betrachtung vor dem Hintergrund der 
vorangegangenen Überlegungen auf das Verhältnis zwischen Buridan und 
Cusanus begrenzt werden. Denn Ockhams Auffassung mündet in die 
Frage nach dem in Wirklichkeit Existierenden, und diese Frage findet bei 
Buridan ihre Antwort in dem Hinweis auf das menschliche 
Selbstbewußtsein. Insofern stellt sich die Aufgabe der Verhältnisbest- 
immung der drei zur Sprache gebrachten Auffassungen in bezug auf den 
conceptus absolutus der Sache nach als das Problem des Verhältnisses des 
menschlichen Selbstbewußtseins auf der einen Seite und des 
Selbstbewußtseins des göttlichen Einen auf der anderen Seite. 

In den Zusammenhang dieser Diskussion soll hier der 
wirkungsgeschichtliche Aspekt miteinbezogen werden. Insofern soll die 
skizzierte Frage in historischer Perspektive erörtert werden. Dieser Aspekt 
legt sich zunächst deswegen nahe, weil auf diese Weise die beiden hier in 
ihrem Verhältnis zu beurteilenden sachlichen Gesichtspunkte in den 
Zusammenhang mit dem christlichen Denken als gemeinsamen 
Hintergrund gebracht werden können. Im Einzelnen steht bei Buridan im 
Hintergrund seines Verständnisses des menschlichen Willens bzw. der 
praktischen Vernunft die christliche Auffassung vom göttlichen Willen24, 
während für Cusanus insbesondere der Gesichtspunkt der Trinität das 
maßgebliche Motiv darstellt25. 


Einen und des Logos (als Denken und Sich-Selbst-Denken) besteht. Dieser Schritt erklärt 
sich insbesondere mit dem Motiv des christlichen Trinitätsgedankens, aus diesem Grund 
erfolgt in dem sachlichen Fortschritt zugleich ein historischer Fortschritt über die antike 
Philosophie hinaus, vgl. dazu weiter unten Anm. 25. 

24 Unmittelbarer Anknüpfungspunkt für Buridan ist der Willensbegriff des Duns 
Scotus, vgl. dazu H. MÖHLE, Ethik als scientia practica nach Johannes Duns Scotus, 
(BGPhTh NF 44) Münster 1995 Kap. II. 

25 Vgl. dazu W. BEIERWALTES, a.a.O. (vgl. Anm. 17), 649: «Trotz der von Proklos’ 
Theorie des Einen auf Cusanus ausgehenden Impulse (...) bleibt der (...) fundamentale 
Unterschied des cusanischen Nicht-Anderen zum proklischen Einen: der christliche 
Kontext, vor allem die Notwendigkeit, auf das Sein der Trinität zu reflektieren» 
(Hervorhebung im Original). M.-A. Arıs, «Praegnans affirmatio. Gotteserkenntnis als 
Ästhetik des Nichtsichtbaren bei Nikolaus von Kues», Theologische Quartalschrift 181 
(2001), 97-111, macht (108) deutlich, daß die mit dem Begriff des Nicht-Anderen 
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Die historische Perspektive erlaubt weiter, die beiden zur Diskussion 
stehenden Auffassungen in den Zusammenhang der geschichtlichen 
Beurteilung der mittelalterlichen Philosophie insgesamt zu stellen. Die 
zuvor in den Blick genommene Verbindung zum christlichen Denken ist 
in diesem Zusammenhang. insoweit von Interesse, als die Auffassungen 
Buridans und des Cusanus gleichermaßen der Sache nach über die antike 
Philosophie hinausführen und diese Einsichten jedenfalls historisch vor 
dem christlichen Hintergrund erreicht werden. Der Zusammenhang der 
allgemeinen historischen Bedeutung mittelalterlicher Philosophie läßt die 
Auffassungen Buridans und des Cusanus darüber hinaus in ihrem 
Verhältnis zur neuzeitlichen und modernen Philosophie in den Blick 
nehmen. 

Vor dem Hintergrund der gegenwärtigen Forschungsdiskussion kann 
die dabei leitende Perspektive der Sache nach im Sinne der Frage nach 
dem Verhältnis Buridans und des Cusanus zum Gedanken der 
Subjektivität verstanden werden, wobei hier mit dem Gedanken der 
Subjektivität die Hinwendung zum Subjekt als dem maßgeblichen und 
maßgebenden Prinzip theoretischer und praktischer Weltorientierung 
angesprochen wird26. Wenn die Bedeutung der genannten beiden Autoren 
im Blick auf die neuzeitliche und moderne Philosophie unter diesem 
Aspekt näher betrachtet wird, ist damit zunächst insoweit eine negative 
Entscheidung verbunden, als die weiteren Überlegungen nicht das 
Cusanische Verständnis des Einen als solchen für das infrage stehende 
Verhältnis in den Blick nehmen. Die hier anzusprechende Rolle der 
beiden genannten Autoren betrifft das Cusanische Eine nicht unmittelbar 
als den conceptus absolutus des non-aliud. Denn insofern sich nach 
Buridans Auffassung das wirklich Existierende nach Maßgabe des 
Ichbewußtseins des Menschen bestimmt, soweit dieser Mensch und als 
solcher Individuum ist, bemißt sich das Verhältnis des mittelalterlichen 


ausgesagte «absolute Identität Gottes als Denkakt (auch) auf dem Hintergrund eines 
Aristoteles-Exzerpts von der Hand des Cusanus» und insoweit als «ein Reflex auf die 
aristotelische Philosophie» zu verstehen ist. 

26 Im Besonderen sind im Blick auf diese Problemstellung die Überlegungen von 
H. BLUMENBERG (vgl. Anm. 1) zu nennen. Zu diesen Überlegungen im Blick sowohl auf 
die betreffende Forschungsdiskussion als auch auf die Bedeutung des Subjektgedankens 
Buridans für diese vgl. die betreffenden Überlegungen in meiner o.a. (vgl. Anm. 9) 
Untersuchung zu Buridans Metaphysik. 
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Denkens zur neuzeitlichen und modernen Philosophie von dieser Position 
her, wie immer man die Differenz bewerten mag, die zwischen Buridans 
Verständnis des Subjekts und dem Prinzip der Subjektivität als dem 
Prinzip des Selbstbewußtsein überhaupt besteht. Insoweit ist mit dieser 
Entscheidung auch eine Abrenzung gegenüber all jenen 
Deutungsversuchen der historischen Bedeutung des Cusanus verknüpft, 
die dessen Metaphysik des Einen als solcher die maßgebliche Rolle im 
Zusammenhang des Verhältnisses von mittelalterlicher und neuzeitlicher 
bzw. moderner Philosophie zuerkennen27. | 

Die Verbindung, die hier zwischen Buridan und Cusanus hinsichtlich 
des Verhältnis zur neuzeitlichen und modernen Philosophie in den Blick 
genommen werden soll, ergibt sich also nicht in bezug auf eine 
Übereinstimmung zwischen Buridans Verständnis des conceptus 
absolutus und dem des Cusanus. Im Unterschied dazu soll der Blick auf 
die Verbindung gerichtet werden, die zwischen Buridans Begriff des 
conceptus absolutus und dem Vergleich hergestellt werden kann, den 
Cusanus zwischen der Kreativität des göttlichen Schöpfergeistes auf der 
einen Seite und dem menschlichen Geist auf der anderen Seite 
durchführt28. 


27 Repräsentativ für diese Deutung ist etwa die Betrachtungsweise von P. 
SCHULTHESS, «Die Philosophie im lateinischen Mittelalter», in ders., R. IMBACH, Die 
Philosophie im lateinischen Mittelalter. Ein Handbuch mit einem bio-bibliographischen 
Repertorium, Zürich 1996, hier 292f.: «Nikolaus v. Kues (...) versucht die Metaphysik zu 
rehabilitieren, und zwar eine Metaphysik der Einheit (...) Was Cusanus in die Neuzeit 
verweist, ist, daß der Mensch als lebendiger Spiegel Gottes diesen in seiner Selbstreflexion 
zu erfassen sucht und sich dabei seiner selbst bewußt wird und sich die Funktion des 
Subjekts im Erkennen deutlich macht». Vgl. zu dessen Überlegungen, soweit sie die 
Bedeutung des mittelalterlichen Denkens betreffen, das Schulthess seinerseits nicht der 
platonisierenden Tradition der Metaphysik des Einen zurechnet, meine im Zusammenhang 
mit der in der vorangegangenen Anm. angeführten Auseinandersetzung vorgetragene 
Kritik. ) 

28 In bezug auf diesen Vergleich besteht zunächst insoweit eine Verbindung zum 
Verständnis des conceptus absolutus des non aliud, als Cusanus dem proklischen Begriff 
des conditor intellectus als der im Denken von Ideen und der durch sie wirkenden 
Schópferkraft besondere Aufmerksamkeit schenkt und diesen Begriff dabei, wie W. 
BEIERWALTES, a.a.0. (Anm. 17), 635 Anm. 18, feststellt, als «das (bestätigende) Analogon 
zum christlichen, vor allem durch Augustinus geprägten Schöpfungsbegriff sieht». 
Beierwaltes verweist in diesem Zusammenhang auf die Marginalien des Cusanus zur 
Theologia Platonis 349, 358 und 366, nach H G. ENGER (Hrg.), Cusanus-Texte. IIT. 
Marginalien. 2. Proclus Latinus. Die Exzerpte und Randnotizen des Nikolaus von Kues zu 
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Der Sache nach läßt sich der Punkt, der dabei von entscheidender 
Bedeutung ist, so umschreiben: Wonach bemißt sich das kreative 
Leistungsvermögen des menschlichen Geistes? Inwieweit orientiert sich 
Cusanus dabei letztlich am Prinzip der Nachahmung als dem von der 
Antike her vorgegebenen MaBstab29? Oder bricht er mit diesem Prinzip so 
weitgehend, daf letztlich nur die Evidenz der kreativen Leistung selbst 
zählt? In dem Maße, wie dies der Fall ist, ergibt sich jedenfalls insoweit 
eine Übereinstimmung mit dem in Buridans conceptus absolutus zum 
Ausdruck kommenden Gedankens des Subjekts, als der Móglichkeits- 
grund des Erkennbaren die menschliche Erkenntnis selbst ist. 

Daß tatsächlich in dieser Weise von einer gemeinsamen 
Überzeugung der beiden genannten Autoren gesprochen werden kann, 
soll hier im Ausgang von der Begründung der technischen Formen durch 
Cusanus verdeutlicht werden. Cusanus schreibt diese Begründung nicht 


den lateinischen Übersetzungen der Proclus-Schriften. 2.1 Theologia Platonis. Elementatio 
Proclus. Hrg. u. erl. v. H.G. ENGER. Abhdlg. d. Heidelberger Akademie d. Wissenschaften. 
Phil.-hist. Klasse Jg. 198, 2. Abhdlg., Heidelberg 1986. 

29 Für K. FLASCH, «Ars imitatur naturam. Platonischer Naturbegriff und 
mittelalterliche Philosophie der Kunst», in ders. (Hrg.), Parusia, Frankfurt a.M. 1965, 265- 
306, hier 291f., «vereinigt Cusanus das Programm der Naturnachahmung mit dem Lob der 
Erfindungskraft des menschlichen Geistes. (...) Cusanus verbindet mühelos die beiden 
konträren Aspekte: Die Kunstwerke sind nichts als Ähnlichkeiten unseres schópferischen 
Geistes und doch zugleich Abbilder der inneren Natur der Sache». Für H. BLUMENBERG, 
«Nachahmung der Natur. Zur Vorgeschichte der Idee des schöpferischen Menschen», 
Studium generale 10/5 (1957) 266-283, hier 268, ist es «von unschátzbarer signifikativer 
Bedeutung, daß (bei Cusanus) das ganze Pathos des schöpferisch-originären Menschen und 
der Bruch mit dem Nachahmungsprinzip beim technischen, nicht beim künstlerischen 
Menschen hervortreten» (Hervorhebungen im Original). Ähnlich wie die beiden genannten 
Autoren spricht auch G. WIELAND, «Zwischen Nachahmung und Kreativität. Zum 
mittelalterlichen Verständnis der Technik», Philosophisches Jahrbuch 90 (1983), 258-276, 
hier 275f., im Blick auf Cusanus von einer «für das Mittelalter beispiellosen Steigerung des 
Gedankens der menschlichen Kreativität». Zugleich sieht Wieland «die genuin 
mittelalterliche Antwort auf die Frage nach der Technik» aufgrund der christlichen 
Voraussetzungen in diesem Gedanken der Kreativität statt in der Rezeption und 
Weiterführung des Nachahmungsprinzips. Allerdings vermag dieser Gedanke seine 
eigentliche Kraft nach Auffassung Wielands erst zu entfalten, «wenn er sich mit Ideen 
verbindet, die das Mittelalter noch nicht kannte». Auf andere Weise bringt H. 
KOHLENBERGER Anmerkungen zur Rationalitätskrise im Spätmittelalter», Mediaevalia 
Philosophica Polonorum 23 (2001) 115-122, dieses Ergebnis in dem Hinweis darauf zum 
Ausdruck (122), daß es mit dem Nominalismus einerseits und Cusanus andererseits am 
Ende des Mittelalters zur «‘sprachlosen’ Technik» kommt. 
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mehr der Natur zu, sondern «allein der menschlichen Kunst» (sola 
humana arte)30. Dieser originären schöpferischen Leistung liegt nur noch 
insoweit das Prinzip der Nachahmung zugrunde, als der Mensch auf diese 
Weise unmittelbar den absoluten Ursprung alles Nachahmbaren 
nachahmt31. 

Daß wiederum diese Nachahmung göttlicher Kreativität ihren 
Móglichkeitsgrund im Erkennen selbst hat, zeigt sich in der Begründung, 
die Cusanus der Logik und Mathematik gibt, und zwar ganz im Sinne ihres 
hier zur Debatte stehenden Móglichkeitsgrundes. In bezug auf die Logik 
besteht die Nachahmung darin, daß der Intellekt des Logikers in der 
Erschaffung des Móglichkeitsgrundes seiner Kunst die Gottheit selbst in 
bezug auf die Erschaffung des Weltkunstwerkes unmittelbar nachahmt: 
Wie Gott zuerst den Móglichkeitsgrund der Welt, d.h. die Voraussetzung 

für ihr Werdenkónnen, setzt und gewährleistet, um sie dann der Natur 
gleichsam zur Anwendung zu übergeben, so schafft der Intellekt des 
Logikers selbst zuerst die Voraussetzung dafür, daß es die Logik überhaupt 
gibt: «Intellectus magistri vult creare artem syllogisticam. (...) Ponit igitur 
et firmat posse fieri huius artis. » Diesem kreativen Aspekt tritt dann das 
imitative an die Seite, da die logischen Formen derart in der Vernunft 
verankert sich, daß jede konkrete Schlußfolgerung sie nachahmen muß32. 


30 Idiota de mente, 2, n. 62, 96: «Tales enim formae cocleares, scutellares et ollares 
sola humana arte perficiuntur». 

31 A.a.O., 13: «unde mens est creata ab arte creatrice, quasi ars illa seipsam creare 
vellet (...) in hoc enim infinitatem imaginis modo, quo potest, imitatur». In diesem 
Ergebnis stimmt die vorliegende Deutung mit der H. BLUMENBERGS überein, wenn dieser 
a.a.0. (vgl. Anm. 1), 622f. feststellt: «Die Durchbrechung des Nachahmungsprinzips für 
das produktive Verhältnis des Menschen zur Welt geschieht beim Cusaner im Grunde nur, 
um den Begriff der imitatio nachdrücklicher und ausschließlicher für die andere Seite 
seines metaphysischen Dreiecks zu verwenden: Indem der Mensch nicht nachahmt, 
sondern originär hervorbringt, ahmt er unmittelbar den absoluten Ursprung alles 
Nachahmbaren selbst nach». 

32 De venatione sapientiae IV 9 — 10, 11f.: «Intellectus magistri vult creare artem 
syllogisticam. Ipse enim posse fieri huius artis praecedit; quae ars in ipso est ut in causa. 
Ponit igitur et firmat posse fieri huius artis. (...) Et hae sunt specificae formae syllogisticae 
in ratione fundatae et permanentes, quas necesse est omnem syllogismum, qui sensibili 
sermone exprimitur, imitari. Et ita posse fieri huius artis explicatur. (...) Sic forte se 
aliqualiter habet mundi artificium. Nam eius magister, gloriosus deus, volens constituere 
mundum pulchrum, posse fieri ipsius et in ipso complicite omnia ad illius mundi 
constitutionem creavit necessariam. (...) Hoc divinum opificium deus oboedienti scilicet 
naturae ipsi posse fieri concreatae tradidit, ut posse fieri mundi (...) explicaret». 
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Die Wahrheit der logischen Erkenntnis erweist sich so letztlich aufgrund 
ihrer Evidenz. 

In analoger Weise liegt die schöpferische Kraft des menschlichen 
Geistes auch der Mathematik zugrunde. Wie im logischen Feld jede 
konkrete Schlußfolgerung die in der Vernunft selbst grundgelegte logische 
Form nachahmt, liegt bei der mathematischen Erkenntnis insoweit eine 
Nachahmung vor, als es sich um die jeweilige konstruktive 
Sichtbarmachung des mathematischen Gehaltes handelt. Da dieser Gehalt 
freilich nicht einen vergleichbaren Grund zur Voraussetzung hat, wie es 
die Vernunft in bezug auf die logische Form darstellt, bringt die 
mathematische Erkenntnis ihren Gehalt nicht dadurch zur Erscheinung, 
daß sie die betreffende «Idee» abbildet. Vielmehr stellt die mathematische 
Erkenntnis ein Verfahren dar, das insoweit der Kreativität des 
menschlichen Geistes entspringt, als diesem Verfahren jeweils eine 
Anweisung zugrunde liegt, wie im gegebenen Falle der betreffende Gehalt 
zur Darstellung zu bringen ist. Insofern realisiert sich diese Erkenntnis 
nichts bereits im Wissen etwa der Definition des Kreises. Vielmehr ist der 
Kreis erst erkannt, insofern man in der Lage ist, diese Definition 
konstruktiv zur Darstellung zu bringen. Dabei folgt man einer Anweisung 
bezüglich des Abstandes der auf der Peripherie angebbaren Punkte vom 
Mittelpunkt, die über die Größe des Radius nichts enthält33. D.h. erst die 
tatsächliche Anwendung der Regeln, die in der mathematischen 
Erkenntnis realisiert werden, ohne daß deswegen der Gehalt als solcher 
verändert wird, zeugt von der Richtigkeit dieser Erkenntnis. Die Wahrheit 
der mathematischen Erkenntnis erweist sich ebenso wie die der logischen 
Erkenntnis aufgrund ihrer Evidenz. Insofern stellt die der Veränderbarkeit 
der mathematischen Regeln zugrundeliegende Kreativität des 


33 De venatione sapientiae V 11-12, 13f.: «Videtur autem naturam imitari geometer, 
dum circulum figurat. Nam ad praedeterminatam circuli respicit rationem, secundum quam 
studet operari, quantum hoc posse fieri sensibilis subiecti permittit; unum enim aptius est 
alio. Nec aliud est haec ratio quam aequidistantia centri circuli a circumferentia, quae est 
vera circuli ratio seu causa, non recipiens magis nec minus. Sed nullus circulus adeo 
perfecte fieri potest, quod rationem illam praecise attingat. Nam posse fieri sensibilis 
circulus est post illam intelligibilem rationem fixam et stabilem, quam ut imago veritatem 
sequitur et imitatur posse fieri circulum in sensibili materia. (...) Sic nec natura respicit ad 
aliam speciem quam humanam». 

Ahnlich De beryllo XXIII, 26: «In indivisibilitate puncti complicantur omnes illae 
indivisibilitates. Nihil igitur reperitur in his nisi explicatio indivsibilitatis puncti. Omne 
igitur, quod reperitur in corpore, non est nisi punctus seu similitudo ipsius unius». 
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menschlichen Geistes den Möglichkeitsgrund der mathematischen 
Erkenntnis dar34. Und in dieser Kreativität ist die mathematische 
Erkenntnis zugleich von besonderer Bedeutung sowohl zur Ermöglichung 
als auch zur Veranschaulichung der Gotteserkenntnis33. 

Cusanus folgt dem Prinzip der Nachahmung in der Begründung 
sowohl der technischen Formen als auch der Logik und Mathematik also 
nur noch insoweit, als der Mensch in den genannten Feldern unmittelbar 
den absoluten Ursprung alles Nachahmbaren nachahmt. Damit gibt 
Cusanus dieses Prinzip insoweit auf, als der Sache nach letztlich nur die 
Evidenz der kreativen Leistung selbst zählt. Insofern stimmt er mit 
Buridan darin überein, daß der Móglichkeitsgrund des Erkennbaren die 
menschliche Erkenntnis selbst ist. Demgemäß kann darin die gemeinsame 
Überzeugung zwischen dem Nominalismus und Nicolaus Cusanus 


34 Vel. Idiota de mente, 3, n. 70, 107: «Tu nosti, orator, quomodo nos exserimus ex 
vi mentis mathematicales figuras. Unde dum triangularitatem visibilem facere voluero, 
figuram facio, in qua tres angulos constituto ut tunc in figura sic habituata et proportionata 
triangularitas reluceat.» Daß Cusanus den hier herausgestellten Punkt der Konstruktivität 
als solchen in den Blick nimmt, zeigt sich im Besonderen in seinen Versuchen zum 
Problem der Kreisquadratur. Methodologisch deutet Cusanus die Konstruktivität als 
Konsequenz des Prinzips vom Zusammenfall der Gegensátze, in «De geometricis 
transmutationibus», zitiert nach F. NAGEL, Nicolaus Cusanus und die Entstehung der 
exakten Wissenschaften, Münster 1984, 63, Anm. 6 (Buchreihe der Cusanus-Gesellschaft 
Bd. 9): «Post innumeros pene modos, quibus (semper tamen deficiens) ad institutam artem 
pervenire contendi, tandem ad principium, quo in libris de docta ignorantia usus sum, 
respiciens, via mihi patefacta exstitit». Vor diesem Hintergrund bringt Cusanus ein 
Verfahren zur Anwendung, in dem er, wie E. NAGEL, (66) feststellt, das Problem der 
Kreisquadratur «durch konstruktive Definition eines geeigneten neuen mathematischen 
Gleichheitsbegriffs» zu lösen sich bemüht. Ähnlich urteilt H. BLUMENBERG, vgl. die 
folgende Anm. 

35 Vgl. dazu die im Zusammenhang der Erläuterung der Cusanischen Lösung des 
Problems der Verbindung des Einen mit dem Denken und Sich-Selbst-Denken in bezug auf 
die Gotteserkenntnis herausgestellte Bedeutung der Maxime. von der: fehlenden 
Proportionalität zwischen Endlichem und Unendlichem sowie der Lehre vom 
Zusammenfall der Gegensätze in Gott. In diesem Sinne stellt H. BLUMENBERG a.a.O. (vgl. 
Anm. 1), 626, fest: «Der Vorteil der mathematicalia zur Veranschaulichung der 
Gotteserkenntnis liegt gegenüber den naturalia gerade darin, daß sie als Produkte der 
menschlichen Konstruktion durch bestimmte Regeln (...) ‘verformbar’ sind, daß der 
Mensch nicht an eine vorgegebene Wesensform gebunden ist und sie zu respektieren hätte. 
Daher kann in diesem Feld die ‘Sprengmetaphorik’ als Mittel der symbolischen Forschung 
exekutiert werden». 
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gesehen werden36. Auf andere Weise könnte man diese Gemeinsamkeit 
auch als die Rückkehr des Sokrates bezeichnen. 


Theologische Fakultät Trier 


36 Diese Gemeinsamkeit wird von den in Anm. 1 und 2 genannten Interpreten eher 
in ihrer negativen Seite berührt. Ihr am nächsten kommt H. BLUMENBERG. Insofern er die 
Auffassung des Cusanus letztlich (638) am «Willen des Menschen (...), sich seines eigenen 
Rechtes gegen die Transzendenz zu versichern und vor dem überhöhten Gott selbst nicht 
zunichte zu werden», mißt, gehört Cusanus aber auf die Seite des mittelalterlichen 
Denkens, gegen das sich neuzeitliche und moderne Philosophie nur negativ behaupten 
kann. 
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INTELECTO CONTEMPLATIVO EN LE FORMULA CUSANA 
«SIS TU TUUS ET EGO ERO TUUS» 


Todo intento de aproximaciön a la comprensiön integral del 
pensamiento de Nicoläs de Cusa no puede desconocer lo que podriamos 
denominar el aspecto teolögico. Pero aclaremos inmediatamente que el 
término lo aplicamos no en el sentido formal de la llamada ciencia 
teolögica, es decir, la organizaciön sistemätica del saber que desde la 
revelaciön y la fe intenta proponer una cierta inteligibilidad de la palabra 
de Dios, sino que lo entendemos en el mismo sentido en el que por 
ejemplo Werner Jaeger habla de la teologia de los primeros filösofos 
griegos, es decir reconociendo en la especulaciön cusana el rol 
convergente que asigna a Dios. En efecto, para Nicoläs de Cusa Dios es lo 
absoluto a quien podemos vislumbrar desde la docta ignorancia, la cual 
regula todos nuestros modos de conocer y en virtud de ello el nombre de 
Dios serä repetidamente objeto de intentos de expresarlo lo menos 
imperfectamente posible; Dios es asimismo fuente y principio del 
universo, presente y trascendente, a la vez, a toda concreciön creatural, y 
esta relaciön la expresa de modo tan audaz que ello le acarrearä el estigma 
de panteista ya desde los primeros tiempos de su obra; Dios que se 
manifiesta muy especialmente en su imagen el hombre, a quien no teme 
denominar «secundus deus» y cuyo paradigma definitivo no es sino 
Cristo, llamado máximo absoluto y contracto a la vez. 

Por ello no es de extrafiar que, especificamente, el tema de la mistica 
constituya argumento explicito de un escrito suyo. Es el caso del opüsculo 
De Visione Dei, escrito en 1453 y dedicado a sus amigos los monjes de la 
abadia de San Quirino en el Tegernsee. Estamos ante un escrito donde no 
sölo se muestra la habitual agudeza metafisica del cusano, sino que en su 
estilo nos revela, por el tono profundamente religioso, la enorme riqueza 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.PM.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1679-1693. 
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espiritual de su vivencia y en donde apela a un diälogo entre el alma y Dios 
que nos recuerda las vibrantes expresiones de San Agustin en su primer 
libro de los Soliloquios. De ahi que podamos explicarnos el significativo 
lugar de esta obra dentro de la literatura mistica de su tiempo. 

La ocasiön para el tema de este opüsculo provino de la discusiön que, 
en ämbitos teolögicos y monacales, se sostenia respecto del caräcter 
propio de la uniön mistica con Dios. A este propösito, contamos con varias 
cartas intercambiadas entre los monjes benedictinos Bernardo de 
Wagging, prior, y Gaspar Aindorffer, abad de la abadia de Tergernsee con 
el entonces obispo de Brixen, Nicoläs de Cusal. Los monjes solicitan a 
quien consideran su maestro les aclare cuäl es el sentido del «intendere 
ignote» que el Pseudo Dionisio, en su Theologia Mystica, recomienda 
cuando establece las condiciones requeridas para ascender a la uniön con 
Dios. Y el motivo de la cuestiön proviene de la interpretaciön que el monje 
cartujo, Vicente de Aggsbach propone sobre el texto dionisiano. Según él, 
el Pseudo Dionisio enuncia la negaciön de todo conocimiento de modo tal 
que el ascenso mistico sölo pueda lograrse por la via del afecto. Tal 
interpretaciön era resistida por los monjes de Tegernsee invocando para 
ello, entre otros autores, los escritos del Canciller de la Universidad de 
Paris Juan Gerson2. Pero los monjes esperan la palabra esclarecedora de 
Nicolás de Cusa. En carta del 22 de setiembre de 1452 responde Nicolás a 
los monjes: «Pues es imposible que el afecto sea movido a no ser por 
medio de la dilecciön y cuanto se ama, no puede ser amado sino bajo la 
razón de bien. Por tanto se da el conocimiento en todo amor con el que 
alguien es impulsado hacia Dios, atin cuando ignore aquello que ama. 
Tenemos, en consecuencia, la coincidencia de la ciencia y la ignorancia, o 
sea la docta ignorancia»3. Al afio siguiente, tambien en una carta al abad y 


1 La documentación correspondiente ha sido recogida por E. VANSTEENBERGHE en 
Autour de la docte Ignorance. Une controverse sur la théologie de la mystique au XV 
siècle, Münster in W. 1915. 

2 ` Cfr. VANSTEENBERGHE, O.C. pgs.22ss, y las correspondientes cartas. 

3 «Impossibile est enim affectum moveri nisi per dilectionem, et quidquid diligitur 
non potest nisi sub ratione boni diligi, nemo autem bonus nisi Deus...Inest igitur in omni 
tali dilectione, qua quis vehitur in Deum, cognicio, licet quid sit id quod diligit ignoret. Est 
igitur coincidentia sciencie et ignorancie, seu docta ignorancia». Cusa a G. AINDORFFER, 
27.91452. VANSTEENBERGHE, O.C., p. 111 ss. 
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a los monjes fechada el 14 de setiembre de 1453, se explaya ampliamente 
acerca de la correcta lectura del texto dionisiano, particularmente de la 
Theologia Mystica. «Sobretodo a propösito del consejo del Pseudo 
Dionisio es necesario que el que hace teologia mistica se introduzca en la 
tiniebla por sobre toda razön e inteligencia, aün dejändose de lado a si 
mismo»4. La carta de Nicoläs es explicita en su respuesta: «No quiero 
censurar a ninguno, escribe, pero me parece que Dionisio de ningün modo 
pretendiö que Timoteo debia elevarse de modo ignorante, a la manera 
como quiere el cartujo, esto es, por el afecto dejando de lado el intelecto», 
y aclarando esta afirmación agrega: «Porque elevarse en ignorancia no 
puede ser dicho sino de la virtud intelectual. El afecto, por su parte no se 
eleva en Ignorancia, la ciencia y la ignorancia se relacionan con el 
intelecto, no con la voluntad, como el bien y el mal se refieren a la 
voluntad, no al intelecto»5. 

Esta misma perspectiva intelectual es reiterada en un opüsculo escrito 
contemporäneamente con el De visione Dei y que Nicoläs anuncia en su 
carta que enviarä a los monjes, porque en él insertö un capitulo que 
muestra «cómo a partir de la imagen que tengo pintada del que ve todo y 
a la vez lo singular, podamos ser conducidos a la teologia mistica por un 
cierto experimento sensible, a fin de que intuyamos con toda certeza que 
la mirada infinita de tal manera ve todo simultinea como singularmente y 
lo abraza todo con amor y cuidado»6. 


^ Nicolas utiliza la novisima versión del texto del Ps.Dionisio preparada por 
Ambrosio Traversari. Cfr. VANSTEENBERGHE oc p. 115. «Unde necesse est mystice 
theologizantes supra omnem rationm et intelligentiam, eciam se ipsum linquendo». Sobre 
la versión de Traversari ver p. 114, nota 1. 

5 «Nolo reprehendere quemquam, sed hoc mihi videtur nequaquam Dyonisium 
voluisse Thymoteum ignote debere consurgere, nisi modo quo predixi, et non modo quo 
vult cartusiensis, per affectum linquendo intellectum... Ignote enim consurgere non potest 
dici nisi de virtute intellectuali, affectus autem non consurgit ignote... Sciencia et 
ignorancia respiciunt intellectum, non voluntatem, sicut bonum et malum voluntatem, non 
intellectum». VANSTEENBERGHE 0.c. p. 115. 

6  VANSTEENBERGHE, oc pag. 116. «Et inserui capitulum quomodo ex ymagine 
simul omnia et singula videntis, quam depictam habeo quodam sensibili experimento 
ducamur ad misticam theologiam, ut certissime intueamur infinitum visum ita omnia simul 
videre quod singulariter singula, et omni amore et diligencia». Cfr De theologis 
complementis (h, vol. X2a), que adjunta el texto del códice Br con el capitulo a que hace 
alusión Nicolás. - 
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Similar itinerario realiza el texto del opüsculo sobre la visiön de Dios. 
Nicolas se propone explicar «la facilidad de la teologia mistica», y por eso 
intenta «de manera muy simple y comin, conducir a los monjes 
experimentalmente a la oscuridad sacratisima, para que una vez alli, segün 
el modo cömo Dios concede a cada uno, puedan ascender y pregustar 
aquella felicidad a la que han sido Ilamados»7. A propósito de este texto, 
como también de los que anteriormente hemos citado, valga la advertencia 
general que si bien Nicolas de Cusa asigna un rol prevalente al caräcter 
cognoscitivo de la visiön, de ninguna manera descuida el aspecto de 
plenitud afectiva que tal visiön importa como precisamente lo marcan los 
textos aducidos. 

Apelando al modelo icönico al que aludiera, advierte cómo «a mirada 
desde el cuadro no sölo ve todo en todas las direcciones»8. Con la ayuda 
de la imagen se interna en el anälisis de la correspondencia entre el ver de 
Dios y el ver del hombre y la reflexiön asciende a la consideraciön de los 
principios o del principio que proporcione una mäs cabal comprensiön de 
estos hechos y que a la vez permita la superación del experimento 
puramente sensible. Precisamente la relaciön entre el ver determinado y 
concreto del hombre, sujeto a variaciones y el ver propio de Dios libre de 
toda limitaciön es propuesta apelando a la relaciön contracto-absoluto: 
«Ten en cuenta, dice al comienzo del capitulo segundo, luego de esto, que 
el ver puede variar en los que ven a causa de su contracciön, de donde 
alguno ve amorosa y alegremente, otro dolorosamente y con ira..., en 


7 Utilizamos el texto De Visione Dei, preparado por A.D. RIEMANN para la edicón 
critica, vol. 6 de la Opera Omnia Nicolai de Cusa, iussu et auctoritate Academiae 
Litterarum Heidelbergensis ad codicum fidem editam. F. MEINER, Hamburg 2000. La 
traducciön al castellano es responsabilidad del autor. « Pandam...circa facilitatem mysticae 
theologiae... Conabor autem simplicissimo atque communissimo modo vos 
experimentaliter in sacratissimam obscuritatem manuducere, ubi dum eritis inaccesibilem 
lucem adesse sentientes, quisque ex se tentabit modo, quo sibi a deo concederetur, continue 
proprius accedere et hic praegustare ..cenam illam aeternae felicitatis ad quam vocati 
sumus». 

8 «... vos fratres parum distanter ab ipsa intuebitisque ipsam, et quisque vestrum 
experietur, ex quocumque loco eandem inspexerit, se quasi solum per eam videri», 
Praefatio. A propósito del recurso icónico en este texto remitimos al sugestivo análisis que 
sobre la relación icono-idolo propone J.M. André en la Introducción a su versión al 
portugués de este texto (pgs. 102-113) Cfr. A Visáo de Deus, Nicolau de Cusa. Traducäo e 
Introdução de J. M. ANDRÉ, Serviço de Educação Fundação Calouste Gulbenkian, Lisboa 
1998. 
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cambio el ver desvinculado de toda contracciön abraza a la vez y de una 
vez todos y cada uno de los modos de ver como si fuera la medida mäs 
adecuada de todos los actos de ver y el ejemplar mäs verdadero. Pues sin 
el ver absoluto no puede darse el ver contracto»9. Fundado en este 
principio queda entonces despejado el camino para poner de manifiesto la 
relación de reciprocidad entre el ver de Dios y el ver del hombre. «¿Qué 
otra cosa es, Sefior, el ver tuyo, cuando me miras con ojos de piedad, que 
el ser visto por mi? Viendome me das el que tu seas visto por mi, tu que 
eres Dios escondido. Nadie te puede ver, si tu no das que seas visto. Ni 
tampoco es otra cosa verte, que el que tu veas a quien te ve»10. Porque 
Dios es el principio y ejemplar de todos los actos de ver, como afirmara 
anteriormente, todo ver que procede del hombre ha recibido su entidad del 
principio. El ver del hombre es el ver de Dios que ve y que da, por ello, el 
ver. De esta manera queda explicitado el vinculo ontológico entre el ver 
absoluto de Dios y el ver determinado del hombre. 

Y en una ültima instancia de este acceso a la visión Nicolás de Cusa 
expondrá, en el capitulo sexto, el tema de la visión facial que, como lo 
expresa W. Beierwaltes en su exhaustivo análisis de la cuestión, constituye 
«el leitmotiv sensible y experimentable y la meta prevista, con toda la 
intensidad del pensamiento y de la meditación afectuosa, del escrito acerca 
de la Visión de Dios»11. La mirada se ha elevado desde la imagen del 
cuadro a los «ojos mentales e intelectuales con los que ve la verdad de su 
rostro invisible»12. Considerando la característica de este rostro humano 


9 «Advertas post haec visum variari in videntibus ex varietate contractionis eius... 
Unde iam videt aliquis amorose et laete, post dolorose et iracunde.. Visus autem absolutus 
ab omni contractione simul et semel omnes et singulos videndi modos complectitur quasi 
adaequatissima visuum omnium mensura et exemplar verissimum, sine enim absoluto visu, 
non potest esse visus contractus», nr. 7. 

10 Quid aliud est videre tuum quando me pietatis oculo respicis, quam a me videri? 
Videndo me das te a me videri, qui es Deus absconditus. Nemo te videre potest nisi in 
quantum tu das, ut videaris. Nec aliud est te videre, quam ut videas videntem te», nr. 13. 

11 W. BEIERWALTES: «Visio facialis- Sehen ins Angesicht. Zur Coincidenz des 
endlichen un unendlichen Blicks bei Cusanus, en Das Sehen Gottes nach Nikolaus von 
Kues. Mitteilungen und Forschungsbeiträge der Cusanus-Gesellschaft», nr. 18 (1989): 
«Visio facialis-ist das sinnlich erfahrbare Leitmotiv und das mit aller Intensität des Denkens 
und der affektiven Betrachtung vorgestellte Ziel der Schrift De Visione Dei» p. 95. 

12 «Sed video non oculis carneis, qui hanc eiconam tuam inspiciunt, sed mentalibus 
et intellectualibus oculis veritatem faciei tuae invisibilis, quae in umbra hic contracta 
significatur», nr. 17. 
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que intenta ver el rostro de Dios advierte: «Por lo tanto todo rostro que es 
capaz de intuir tu rostro no ve algo distinto o diverso de si, porque ve su 
verdad»13. Pero tengamos en cuenta que ver la verdad no es, para el 
cusano, simplemente alcanzar la evidencia de algün concepto, porque ello 
siempre quedarä circunscrito a un modo limitado de conocer, y serà por 
tanto del ämbito de la conjetura. Ver la verdad es el modo de ver propio de 
Dios, perfecto y sin limitaciön. Dicho de otra manera, la intuiciön del 
rostro de Dios es ver la verdad, que por ser absoluta es la verdad de todo 
rostro. 

Pero en un esfuerzo de liberar todo pensar a Dios desde categorias 
propias de la creatura insiste explicitamente en la advertencia que el rostro 
absoluto de Dios debe superar todas las formas humanas y todas las 
figuras14 Por lo cual el único camino que queda liberado para ingresar en 
la visiön de Dios es el transito por la tiniebla y esta misma tiniebla revela 
que allí está el rostro por sobre todo velamen!5. Así explica, entonces, el 
acceso a la tiniebla que es sol: «Y estando en esa tiniebla, que es la 
oscuridad, entonces, si sabe que está en la oscuridad, sabe que ha accedido 
al rostro del sol. Pues proviene de la excelencia de la luz esa oscuridad en 
el 0j0»16. 

Este es, en apretada sintesis, el camino del conocimiento que culmina 
en la «luminosa tiniebla». Pero, precisamente, a propösito de esta 
oscuridad se plantea en el capitulo siguiente, el séptimo, una instancia que 
expresa un momento de azoramiento y sensaciön de impotencia porque 
«ninguno puede acceder a ti porque eres inaccesible», afirma en el texto 
que luego analizaremos. Y en este «silencio de la contemplaciön» se hace 


13 «Omnis igitur facies quae in tuam potest intueri faciem, nihil videt aliud aut 
diversum a se, quia videt veritatem suam», nr. 18. 

14 «Quis hoc unicum exemplar verissimum et adaequatissimum omnium facierum 
ita omnium et singulorumet ita perfectissime cuiuslibet quasi nullius alterius concipere 
possit? Oporteret illum omnium formabilium facierum formas transilire et omnes figuras», 
nr. 20. 

15 «Haec enim caligo, nebula, tenebra seu ignorantia, in quam faciem tuam 
quaerens subintrat, quando omnem scientiam et conceptum transilit, est infra quam non 
potest facies tua nisi velate reperiri. Ipsa autem caligo revelat ibi esse faciem supra omnia 
velamenta», nr. 21. 

16 Et cum est in tenebra illa, quae est caligo, tunc, si scit se in caligine esse, scit se 
ad faciem solis accessisse. Oritur enim ex excellentia lucis solis illa caligo in oculo», nr. 21 
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oir la célebre fórmula: «Se tá tuyo y yo seré tuyo»17. Debes retornar y 
volverte hacia ti mismo, poseerte a ti (tuus), porque en correspondencia 
con ello Dios serä tuyo, podräs tener, apropriarte de Dios (ero tuus). 

La pregunta es si no estamos aqui ante un giro que se contrapone al 
camino del conocimiento anteriormente descrito. Como si lo que en 
definitiva importara deba ser que el hombre se vea y reconozca a si mismo, 
que descubra su propia intimidad porque de esta manera tendrä, o se 
apropiarä, a Dios. En vez de ser el hombre el que se remonta hacia Dios, 
es Dios quien retorna al hombre. ; No es, acaso, esta una inversión de la 
más clásica antropología medieval por la que el hombre, imagen y creatura 
de Dios, mira y asciende hacia su ejemplar y hacedor y así participa en 
unión a El de su plenitud? ; Qué es lo que intenta expresar Nicolás de Cusa 
con esta fórmula?. Creemos que resulta muy ilustrativo a este respecto, 
porque advierte una posible tergiversación del pensamiento cusano, 
mencionar el atinado planteo que K. Kremer propone en su análisis de esta 
fórmula y su conexión con el tema de la libertad y de la providencia de 
Dios: «; Habremos de entender esta fórmula en el sentido de que el hombre 
se ve solamente a sí mismo cuando ve a Dios, de modo tal que en ültima 
instancia Dios no es otra cosa sino una proyección del hombre ä la 
Feuerbach18? 

Creemos, por tanto, que es conveniente profundizar en la 
comprensiön de la förmula cusana. Para ello trataremos de situar su 
contexto inmediato dentro del capitulo séptimo. El texto se inicia 
recurriendo a un simil: se propone la imagen de un frondoso nogal y se 
reflexiona sobre la concentrada fuerza de su semilla. Ello llevarä la 


17 «Et cum sic in silentio contemplationis quiesco, tu domine, intra praecordia mea 
respondes: Sis tutuus et ego ero tuus». 

18 K. KREMER: «Gottes Vorsehen und die menschliche Freiheit (sis tu tuus et Ego 
ero tuus)», en Das Sehen Gottes nach Nikolaus von Kues, Mitteilungen und 
Forschungsbeitrüge der Cusanus Gesellschaft, nr. 18, p. 227-260. La pregunta la propone 
Kremer en relación con un texto similar: «Quid aliud Domine est videre tuum, quando me 
pietatis oculis respicis, quam a me videri», en referencia a la tesis de Hegel en la Filosofía 
de la Religión: «Das Wissen des Menschen von Gott ist das Wissen Gottes von sich selbst», 
so gilt dagegen-hier, auf den Standpunkt der natürlichen Vernunft, der entgegengesetzte 
Grundsatz: Das Wissen des Menschen von Gott ist Das Wissen des Menschen von sich 
selbst. Sieht der Mensch, so fragen wir Cusanus, nur sich selbst, wenn er Gott sieht, so dass 
Gott letzten Endes nichts anderes als eine Projektion des Menschen à la Feuerbach ist?». 
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consideración al reconocimiento del necesario principio de todo ärbol y de 
toda semilla. Pero advierte que «si es que quiere ver el principio de todo 
ärbol y de toda semilla, es necesario que traspase toda potencia seminal 
que pueda saberse o pensarse»19. Clásico modo de argumentar, de 
inspiraciön neoplatönica, al que recurre Nicoläs repetidamente para 
establecer la vinculaciön ontolögica de lo mültiple con lo uno, pero 
sobretodo para preservar la trascendencia y perfecciön del principio 
respecto de lo mültiple. 

Y en este texto resulta muy importante la secuencia que se postula 
luego del «traspaso» (transilire): «se ha de entrar en aquella ignorancia, 
(no cualquier ignorancia), en la cual absolutamente nada quede de la virtud 
y vigor seminal», porque siguiendo esta pauta agrega: «Y entonces 
descubro en la tiniebla la virtud más excelente que no es accesible por 
ninguna virtud que pudiera pensarse, la cual es principio que da el ser a 
toda virtud seminal o no seminal». Y concluye todo este razonamiento con 
esta descripciön del principio: «Entonces dicho principio y causa en si 
tiene complicadamente y absolutamente en cuanto causa todo cuanto da al 
efecto»20. Notemos los pasos establecidos: la superaciön (transilire), la 
ignorancia que despoja de toda fuerza o virtud; el descubrir en la tiniebla 
(in caligine reperio); el principio que da todo ser (dans esse) a todo. 

Toda la argumentaciön precedente es puesta en relaciön con el tema 
de ver el roatro de Dios y la conclusiön es la siguiente: «Oh Dios hasta 
dönde me condujiste, de modo que vea que tu rostro absoluto es el rostro 
natural de toda naturaleza, es el rostro que es la absoluta entidad de todo 
ser, que es el arte y la ciencia de todo lo que puede saberse»21 Aqui no se 
menciona la «visio facialis», sino la «facies naturalis» que es absoluta 


19 «Si olo igitur omnium virtutum seminum talium virtutem volo videre absolutam, 
que sit virtus et principium dans virtutem omnibus seminibus, necesse est me transilire 
omnem seminalem virtutem quae sciri et concipi potest», nr. 23. 

20 «... et subintrare ignorantiam illam, in qua nihil penitus maneat virtutis aut 
vigoris seminalis».... «Et tunc in caligine reperio stupidissimam virtutem nulla virtute, quae 
cogitari potest, accesibilem,quae est principium dans esse omni virtuti seminali et non 
seminali» «tunc principium, illud et causa in se habet complicite et absolute ut causa 
quidquid dat effectui», nr. 23. 

21 «O Deus, quorsum me perduxisti, ut videam faciem tuam absolutam esse faciem 
naturalem omnis naturae, esse faciem quae est entitas omnis esse, esse artem et scientiam 

_ omnis scibilis», nr. 24. 
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entidad de los seres. De esta manera es posible reconocer a Dios en cuanto 
principio de todo. 

Pero, ¿Puede significar esto asegurar la posibilidad de la visión facial 
de Dios? Atendamos a cómo plantea la cuestión Nicolás: «Quien por lo 
tanto merece ver tu rostro, todo lo ve abiertamente y nada permanece 
oculto para él. Este lo sabe todo. Todo lo tiene, Señor, quien te tiene. Todo 
tiene quien te ve»22 No se trata, en consecuencia de reconocer el principio 
que da todo ser, como antes expresara, sino de ver el rostro mismo de Dios, 
es decir lo que en el cap. Sexto se designa como la «visio facialis». 

Exactamente en este punto Nicolás se mantiene consecuente con la 
afirmación fundamental que inaugura su docta ignorancia: «de lo infinito 
a lo finito no hay proporción alguna»23, y que en este texto formula así: 
«Pues nadie te ve si no te tiene. Nadie puede acceder a ti, porque eres 
inaccesible»24, No puede el hombre, limitado en su capacidad de ver, 
pretender abarcar a Dios, quien siempre está más allá de cuanto pueda 
hacer el hombre para tenerlo. 

Sin embargo, no quedará detenido el intento para poder encontrar una 
respuesta. El hombre es consciente de la inaccesibilidad de Dios, pero ello 
no implica que Dios no pueda tomar la iniciativa. «Por lo tanto, nadie te 
tomará si tu no te das a él»25. Enfocada la cuestión desde el punto de vista 
del don de Dios la pregunta inquiere dónde poder descubrir tal don. No 
sólo se siente indigno de recibirlo, sino que más aún no sabe cómo pedirlo. 
Sin embargo no en vano afirmó anteriormente que Dios es en todos. De ahí 
que ahora se cuestione si acaso tiene sentido pedir que Dios se de como 
don. «Acaso puede Dios darse, se pregunta, si no diera al hombre el cielo, 
la tierra y todo lo que en ello hay? Aún más, cómo podrás darte a mí, 
inquiere, si también no me dieras a mi mismo?»26. Nicolás no busca este 


22 «Qui igitur faciem tuam videre meretur, omnia aperte videt et nihil sibi manet 
occultum. Omnia hic scit. Omnia habet, domine, qui te habet, omnia habet qui te videt», 
nr. 25. 

23 «Quoniam ex se manifestum est infiniti ad finitum proportionem non esse», Docta 
Ignorantia Lib.I, cap. II, nr. 9. 

24 «Nemo enim te videt, nisi qui te habet.Nemo potest te accedere, quia 
inaccesibilis», nr. 25. 

25 «Nemo igitur te capiet, nisi tu te dones ei». 

26 «Quomodo petam te? Nam quid absurdius quam petere, ut te dones mihi qui es 
omnia in omnibus? Et quomodo dabis tu te mihi, si non pariter dederis mihi coelum et , 
terram et omnia quae in eis sunt? Immo quomodo dabis tu te mihi, si etiam me ipsum non 
dederis mihi?», nr. 25. 
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don, es decir aquello que ponga en evidencia la recepciön por parte de 
Dios para el hombre de algo gratuito, de aquello que no es exigible, en un 
gesto o sefial extraordinaria. Su profunda concepciön metafisica le lleva a 
descubrir en su mismo ser la gratuidad de un don recibido de Dios. Esta es 
la toma de conciencia fundamental que precede el descubrimiento de la 
fórmula: «Y cuando de esta manera me tranquilizo en el silencio de la 
contemplación, tu Sefior, en la intimidad mia respondes diciendo: Se tú 
tuyo y yo seré tuyo»27. 

La originalidad de la fórmula28 no impide que en ella podamos 
encontrar profundas resonancias de las palabras de Agustín las cuales han 
adquirido indiscutida presencia en el desarrollo de la mistica cristiana: 
«No quieras ir hacia fuera, vuelve hacia ti mismo, la verdad habita en el 
hombre interior, y si encuentras que tu naturaleza es mudable, trasciendete 
a ti mismo»29. A estas recomendaciones podemos afiadir el vibrante 
testimonio del libro de las Confesiones: «Tü empero eras más interior que 
lo íntimo mío, y más elevado que lo más elevado mío»30. Nicolás se 
inscribe en esta tradición que privilegia la interioridad y que le conduce a 
descubrir en el hombre no sólo la presencia de Dios, sino particularmente 
su dignidad y propia excelencia. Así podrá, desde sí mismo, iniciar el 
ascenso a la unión con Dios, porque se descubre a sí mismo como el don 
de Dios por el que se preguntaba. A 

En este sentido nos parece interesante tratar de completar su enfoque 
con algunos textos de este mismo opüsculo que, pensamos, pueden 
iluminar el sentido de la förmula cusana. El primer aspecto, tomado del 
capitulo cuarto, donde ver es dar el ser y ser principio de perfecciön. 
Hablando de la providencia de Dios expresamente sefiala que la mirada no 
sélo significa conocer sino dar el ser: «Pues en tanto soy en cuanto tü eres 
conmigo, y siendo tu ver, tu ser, por ello soy, porque tü me miras, y si 


27 «Et cum sic in silentio contemplationis quiesco,tu domine, intra praecordia mea 
respondes dicens: Sis tu tuus et ego ero tuus», nr. 25. 

28 Kremer, art. citado en nota 18, p. 239 nota 98 sefiala que la fórmula cusana es la 
contrapartida de la förmula de Casiodoro:«tunc ero meus cum fuero tuus». 

29 «Noli foras ire, in teipsum redi, in interiori homine habitat veritas, et si tuam 
naturam mutabilem inveneris trascende et teipsum», De vera Religione, cap. XXXIX, nr. 
72. 

30 «Tu autem eras interior intimo meo et superior summo meo», Conf. Lib.III, 
cap.VI, nr. 11. 
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sustrajeras de mi tu rostro de ninguna manera subsistiria3!. Pero ademas 
de ser fuente del ser la mirada de Dios implica que el ser recibido lleva 
consigo el dinamismo para ser del mejor modo posible: «De tal manera 
Sefior, miras aquello que es, que no pueda pensarse respecto de todo 
aquello que es que ti tengas otra preocupación sino que ello sea del mejor 
modo que puede ser, y que todo lo demäs, que es, sea tan sélo para esto: 
que sirvan en el sentido de que sea óptimo aquello que tá miras»32. Ahora 
bien si el ver de Dios es el ser del hombre, es siendo el hombre él mismo 
como puede descubrir el ver a Dios que ve al hombre, pero dado que el ver 
de Dios implica que lo que es sea del modo que mejor pueda ser, puede 
legitimamente el hombre pensar que el don del ser que Dios da tiene como 
meta lo 6ptimo de su ser, es decir ver a Dios. 

Desde esta estructura ontolögica fundamental puede comprenderse la 
lögica consecuencia en el plano ético. Aqui el tema no se plantea en un 
nivel de necesidad sino, en correspondencia con el don recibido, en el 
nivel del ejercicio de la libertad. Es decir, el hombre debe poner de 
manifiesto su aceptación o rechazo del don de Dios. De ahí que 
inmediatamente a continuación de la fórmula prorrumpa en esta 
exclamación: «Oh Sefior suavidad de toda dulzura has puesto en mi 
libertad que sea yo mismo, si lo quisiere. De ahí que, a no ser que sea yo 
mismo, tu no eres mío... Y porque esto lo has puesto en mi libertad, no me ‘ 
coaccionas, sino que esperas que yo elija ser yo mismo»33. 

Sin embargo, sin desconocer la importancia de esta perspectiva 
ética34, que, a nuestro entender podría ser considerada el punto de partida 
de la ética cusana, nos parece conveniente considerar otro aspecto que 
creemos implicito en la fórmula cusana y que se relaciona con la nota 
especulativa y cognoscitiva que Nicolás asigna a la visión de Dios. 


31 «In tantum enim sum, in quantum tu mecum es; et cum videre tuum sit esse 
tuum, ideo ego sum quia tu me respicis, et si a me vultum tuum subtraxeris, nequaquam 
subsistam», nr. 10. 

32 «Ita enim tu Domine intueris quodlibet quod est, ut non possit concipi per omne 
id quod est, te aliam curam habere quam ut id solum sit meliori modo quo esse potest, atque 
quod omnia alia quae sunt ad hoc solum sint ut serviant ad id quod illud sit optime quod tu 
respicis», nr. 9. 

33 «O domine, suavitas omnis dulcedinis, posuisti in libertate mea ut sim, si voluero 
mei ipsius. Hinc nisi sim mei ipsius, tu non est meus...Et quia hoc posuisti in libertate mea, 
non me necessitas, sed exspectas, ut ego eligam mei ipsius esse», nr. 25. 

34 Para un profundo análisis de la relación libertad-eticidad ver el citado articulo de 
K. Kremer en nota 18. 
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Elegimos para ello algunas expresiones que aparecen en el capitulo 
quince del opúsculo35. Si bien el mirar de Dios es infinito, y en ello el 
simil de la imagen a la que apelö en el comienzo del libro es elocuente, 
pues tanto ve a uno como a muchos sin limitaciön, sin embargo para quien 
contempla la imagen la experiencia es que la imagen sölo a él le mira, es 
decir la mirada concluye en él. Tal relaciön es descrita por Nicoläs como 
si el poder absoluto e infinito de Dios fuera receptor de una forma y 
determinaciön. No obstante inmediatamente sefiala que si bien la potencia 
de la materia es infinita en orden a la recepciön de la forma, tal infinitud 
no debe aplicarse a Dios, quien es la potencia absoluta y por lo tanto la 
misma infinitud36. No obstante ello queda para Nicolás pendiente una 
pregunta: cömo debe entenderse el que Dios es visto: «Cuando por lo tanto 
ti Dios mio te me presentas como si fueras la materia prima receptora de 
la forma, porque recibes la forma de cualquiera que te intuye»37. O bien 
como de modo más plástico describe esto más abajo: «Pues cuando veo 
como segün mi cambio es vista cambiada la visiön de la imagen y tu rostro 
se ve cambiado, porque yo he cambiado, te me presentas como si fueras 
una sombra que acompafia el cambio de quien camin»38. La cuestiön 
apunta a un tema que, aunque Nicolas no mencione explicitamente, era 
tradicional en la especulaciön escolästica acerca de las relaciones entre el 
acto y la potencia: todo lo que se recibe es recibido segün el modo del 
recipiente. En este sentido habria que reconocer la limitaciön de toda 
visión de Dios. Más aún, a propósito de este tema no podemos dejar de 
mencionar la lectura que, del mismo texto que hemos citado en la nota 38, 


35 El tema de la visión, visión facial y visión absoluta, ha sido abordado con gran 
profundidad y suficiencia en los estudios de W. BEIERWALTES, tanto en el publicado en 
MFCG, nr. 18, citado en la nota 11, como el capitulo correspondiente de su obra Identität 
und Differenz (Frankfurt 1978): Visio absoluta oder absolute Reflexion (Cusanus) pp. 144- 
175). 

36  «Videris igitur mihi, domine, quasi posse esse absolutum et infinitum, formabile 
et terminabile per omnem formam; dicimus enim potentiam materiae formabilem esse 
infinitam, quia nunquam penitus finietur. Sed responds in me, absolutam potentiam esse 
ipsam infinitatem...», nr. 61. 

37 .«Quando igitur tu,Deus meus, occurris mihi quasi prima materia formabilis, quia 
recipis formam cuiusliber te intuentis», nr. 63. 

38 «Nam dum video. Quomodo ad mutationem meam videtur visus eiconae tuae 
mutatus et facies tua videtur mutata, quia ego mutatus, occurris mihi quasi sis umbra, quae 
sequitur mutationem ambulantis», nr. 64. 
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propone W. Schulz en confirmaciön de su interpretaciön de la subjetividad 
segün el cusano, considerandola como preludio de la concepciön acerca de 
Dios en la filosofia moderna: «a Nicoläs de Cusa, dice, no se lo puede 
interpretar ya a partir de la tradiciön que le precede, por cuanto él no 
postula a Dios como ente para sí, sino que lo desustancializa y lo pone en ` 
relaciön esencial e indisoluble con el mundo y el hombre»39. 

La dificultad planteada constituye un incentivo para que tratemos de 
poner de relieve cuäl sea la genuina perspectiva en que se coloca el 
cusano. Retornemos, en consecuencia, a los textos citados. 

A la objecién propuesta: «te presentas como si fueras materia prima», 
sefiala, en primer lugar «entonces me elevas para que vea cömo el que te 
intuye no te da la forma, sino que en ti se intuye a si, porque de ti ha 
recibido aquello que es. Y asi aquello que pareciera que recibes por parte 
del que te intuye, eso lo donas, como si fueras el espejo vivo de la 
eternidad, el cual es la forma de las formas. 

En tanto alguien mira en tal espejo, ve la forma suya en la forma de 
las formas y juzga que la forma que ve en tal espejo, es la figura de su 
forma...porque aquello que ve en tal espejo de la eternidad, no es la figura 
sino la verdad, de la cual el mismo vidente es figura»40. 

Lo que parecia que se realizaba segün el modo habitual del conocer 
es aqui, en virtud de un don de Dios que nos ubica en. otro nivel, 
exactamente lo contrario. El que ve nada da a Dios, todo lo tiene de El, atin 
el ver mismo, ve su forma en la forma de las formas, ve la verdad y por 
eso advierte que él, en cuanto vidente, es figura. 

Del mismo tenor es la explicación que Nicolás propone respecto del 
rostro «Mi rostro es verdadero rostro, porque tü me lo diste, quien eres la 
verdad,...y mi rostro es imagen, porque no es la misma verdad, sino 
imagen de la verdad absoluta»41. 


39 W. SCHULZ, El Dios de la metafísica moderna, FCE, Mexico-Buenos Aires 1961, 
p. 24. 

40 «tunc me elevas, ut videam quomodo intuens te non dat tibi formam, sed in te 
intuetur se, quia a te recipit id qud est. Et ita id quod videris ab intuenti recipere, hoc donas, 
quasi sis speculum aeternitatis vivum, quod est forma formarum. In quod speculum dum 
quis respicit, videt formam suam in forma formarum, quae est speculum, et iudicat 
formam, quam videt in speculo illo esse figuram formae suae,... quia id quod videt in illo 
aeternitatis speculo non est figura, sed veritas, cuius ipse vidensest figura», nr. 63. 

41 «facis mea vera est facies, quia tu eam mihi dedisti, qui est veritas. Est et facies 
imago quia non est ipsa veritas, sed veritatis absolutae imago», nr. 64. 
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La relaciön y la dependencia va del rostro y de la imagen a Dios y no 
a la inversa. Lo que hace conceptualmente es «complicar» en el propio 
concepto la verdad y la imagen del rostro. Ello significa reconocer que 
coincide en un orden más alto lo diverso: la imagen con la verdad del 
rostro, de modo tal que en cuanto es imagen, en tanto es verdadera. Pero 
la variación del rostro o de la imagen, no modifica a Dios, cuyo rostro tan 
sölo cambia porque no abandona la verdad del rostro humano, pero no 
cambia porque no sigue al cambio de la imagen42. 

La reflexión final de Nicolás de Cusa no puede menos que mostrar 
admiración por esta manera de ser presente Dios en el hombre sin que ello 
signifique que es dependiente de las creaturas. 

Lo decisivo para la reflexión cusana es que el hombre, que no puede 
no amarse a sí mismo, ame tanto más a Dios cuanto más descubre, y en 
consecuencia más ame la similitud de Dios que es el hombre mismo. 

Esto Nicolás lo describe como si Dios recibiera el ser de la creatura 
y a ella se conformara, pero que en realidad, no es sino posibilitar que el 
hombre ame con creciente intensidad lo que es, esto es ser semejanza de 
Dios, la cual en realidad es la verdad que crea al hombre43. 

A modo de conclusión de lo que hemos intentado desarrollar 
pensamos que Nicolás fiel a la tradición de la mística medieval se interna 
en el camino de la interioridad. 

Pero de ahí en más su acceso a la visión no sólo descarte la via que 
pretende acceder por el sólo afecto, sino que atribuye la posibilidad de ver 
a Dios al hecho de haber recibido el don de comprender cómo en lo más 
profundo de su mismo ser palpita la presencia de Dios. 


42 «Complico igitur in conceptu meo veritatemet imaginem faciei meae, et video in 
ea coincidere imaginem cum veritate faciali, ita quood quantum imago, in tantum vera. Et 
tunc ostendis mihi domine, quomoodo ad mutationem faciei meae facies tua est pariter 
mutata et inmutata, mutata quia non deserit veritatem faciei meae, inmutata, quia non 
sequitur mutationem imaginis», nr. 64. 

43 «O altitudo profundissima, deus meus, qui non deseris et simul non sequeris 
creaturas. O inexplicabilis pietas, offers te intuenti te, quasi recipias ab eo esse, et 
conformas te ei, ut eo plus te diligat quo appares magis similis ei. Non enim possumus 
odire nos ipsos. Hinc diligimus id quod esse nostrum participat et comitatur», nr. 65. Y 
más adelante dice: «Trahis enim nos ad te omni possibili trahendi modo, quo libera 
rationalis creatura trahi potest... Similitudo enim quae videtur creari a me, est veritas, quae 
creat me», nr. 66. 
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Esta es la grandeza del hombre porque cuanto mäs profundamente se 
ama asi mismo, tanto mäs, se le harä patente la verdad de su realidad de 
imagen, es decir la realidad de Dios que funda la imagen. 

Desde su propia ontologia reconocida como don de Dios, el hombre 
ha de asumir la libre decisiön y emprender este camino hasta la definitiva 
visiön cara a cara de Dios. Quizä podriamos intentar resumir todo esto, 
imitando el lenguaje de Nicoläs de Cusa, con esta sentencia: «Porque soy 
don tuyo, eres, Dios mio, en lo mäs profundo de mi ser. Porque soy imagen 
tuya verme a mi es verte a Ti, y asi accedo a la verdad absoluta de tu 
rostro». 


Universidad del Salvador, Buenos Aires 


MARTIN THURNER 


IMAGINATION ALS KREATIVITÄT NACH 
NICOLAUS CUSANUS 


Walter Haug zum 75. Geburtstag 


EINLEITUNG: VON DER REZEPTIVEN IMAGINATION DES MITTELALTERS ZUR 
PRODUKTIVEN IMAGINATION DER NEUZEIT 


Wenn der Philosophiehistoriker über Imagination spricht, so muss er 
den mittelalterlichen Sprachgebrauch zunächst vom neuzeitlichen und 
gegenwärtigen Verständnis dieses Begriffes unterscheiden!. In der 
heutigen Umgangssprache wird mit Imagination die Fähigkeit eines 
Menschen benannt, aus eigener Kraft Vorstellungen und Bilder 
hervorzubringen, die es vorher in der Wirklichkeit noch nie gab, die aber 
gleichwohl einen tieferen Zugang zum Wesen der Wirklichkeit erschließen 
können. Damit bezeichnet Imagination in der Moderne den Inbegriff der 
freien Kreativität des Künstlers. Dem gegenüber ist der Befund zur 
Bedeutung von Imagination in der Philosophie des Mittelalters eher 
ernüchternd: Ähnlich wie auch mit dem Wort <Phantasie> wird in der 
klassischen philosophischen Terminologie mit Imagination nicht das 
Hervorbringen von Sinn-Bildern durch die künstlerische Kreativität 
beschrieben. Im Anschluss an den aristotelischen <phantasia>-Begriff 


1 Vgl. dazu die Übersicht zur Begriffsgeschichte: M.W. BUNDY, The theory of 
imagination in classical and medieval thought, Urbana Ill, 1927. H MAINUSCH, R. 
WARNING, «Imagination» in J. RITTER, K. GRÜNDER (hrg.), Historisches Wörterbuch der 
Philosophie, vol. 4, Basel-Stuttgart, Schwabe & Co Verlag, 1976, Sp. 217-220. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1695-1707. 
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wird unter Imagination vielmehr die Fähigkeit des menschlichen Intellekts 
verstanden, ein einmal mit den Sinnen in der Außenwelt wahrgenommenes 
Bild auch dann noch innerlich (durch Er-Innerung) zu vergegenwärtigen, 
wenn der entsprechende Gegenstand nicht mehr anwesend ist und daher 
nicht mehr aktuell wahrgenommen werden kann? Das neuzeitlich- 
moderne und das antik-mittelalterliche Verständnis von Imagination 
scheinen sich in ihren verschiedenen Bedeutungsgehalten geradezu wie 
Gegensätze gegenüberzustehen: In der Neuzeit bezeichnet die 
Imagination das aktive Vermögen der freien Produktion von Neuem rein 
aus der Kraft des Subjekts heraus und wird als Genialität hoch gewertet. 
Im Mittelalter hingegen wird mit Imagination die unter den niedrigen, 
passiv-rezeptiven Erkenntnistä- tigkeiten rangierende Fähigkeit benannt, 
ein bereits in der Außenwelt da gewesenes und vorgegebenes Objekt 
lediglich nachträglich innerlich zu re-produzieren. Fragt man nach der 
Gemeinsamkeit von neuzeitlicher und mittelalterlicher Imaginations- 
vorstellung, so besteht diese in der Tatsache der Vorhandenheit eines 
inneren Sinnenbildes, das für mittelalterliche Begriffe lediglich rezeptiv 
nachgebildet, nach neuzeitlicher Vorstellung aber aktiv kreiert wird. Zur 
Beantwortung der Frage, ob zwischen mittelalterlichem und 
neuzeitlichem Imaginations-verständnis überhaupt ein 
begriffsgeschichtlicher Zusammenhang besteht, muss von diesem inneren 
Sinnenbild als gemeinsamer Grundlage beider Konzeptionen 
ausgegangen und untersucht werden, ob das mittelalterliche Verständnis 
des inneren Sinnenbildes aus der Kontinuität und Dynamik seiner 
Entwicklung heraus zu einer derartigen Transformation fähig war. Ziel 
der folgenden Überlegungen ist es, aufzuweisen, dass diese 
Transformation der mittelalterlichen Auffassung von Imagination hin zu 
ihrer neuzeitlichen Bedeutung im 15. Jahrhundert, näherhin bei Nikolaus 
von Kues erfolgt ist. Am geistphilosophischen Konzept des Cusanus lässt 
sich zeigen, wie das neuzeitliche Verständnis von Imagination als freier 
künstlerischer Kreativität in der mittelalterlichen Intellektlehre wurzelt 
und aus einer Weiterentwicklung derselben hervorging. 


2 Vgl. dazu: G. CAMASSA, E. EVRARD, L. BENAKIS, M.R. PAGNONI-STURLESE, 
«Phantasia», in J. RITTER, K. GRÜNDER (hrg.), Historisches Wörterbuch der Philosophie, 
vol. 7, Basel-Stuttgart, Schwabe & Co Verlag, 1989, Sp. 516-535. 
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I. DIE KLASSISCHE EINORDNUNG DER IMAGINATION IM AUFBAU DER 
ERKENNTNISKRÄFTE 


Der Zusammenhang, in dem Cusanus von Imagination spricht, 
entspricht zunächst ganz der klassischen Einordnung dieses Begriffs. Die 
Imagination wird bei ihm als eine jener Erkenntniskräfte eingeführt, die in 
ihrer Gesamtheit die Einheit des menschlichen Intellekts ausmachen. In 
seiner Schrift De coniecturis greift Cusanus aus der platonischen 
Tradition die Vorstellung einer stufenmäßigen Über- und Unterordnung 
der Erkenntniskräfte auf und fasst sie in seinem Schema vom pyramidalen 
Aufbau der menschlichen Geistseele zusammen: «Die Seele ist eine 
unkörperliche Substanz und die Kraft von verschiedenen Kräften. Denn 
sie selbst ist sinnliche Wahrnehmung. Sie selbst ist auch Imagination 
(Vorstellungskraft). Und ebenso ist sie auch Verstand und Vernunft. 
Sinnliche Wahrnehmung und Imagination übt sie im Körper aus. Verstand 
und Vernunft übt sie außerhalb des Leibes aus. Sie ist die eine Substanz 
von Sinneswahrnehmung, Imagination, Verstand und Vernunft, obwohl 
die Sinneswahrnehmung nicht Imagination, noch Verstand, noch Vernunft 
ist. So auch nicht die Imagination oder der Verstand oder die Vernunft 
irgendetwas von den anderen. Sie sind nämlich verschiedene Weisen des 
Auffassens in der Seele; von denen kann keine auch die andere sein»3. 

In der zitierten Textpassage aus der cusanischen Spätschrift Über das 
Globusspiel ordnet Cusanus die Imagination nicht nur in die Pyramide der 
Erkenntnisstufen ein, sondern unterscheidet sie auch in ihren inhaltlichen 
Bestimmungen von den anderen Kräften des menschlichen Intellekts. 
Anders als ratio und intellectus, aber genauso wie die sensualitas, übt 
auch die imaginatio ihre Wirksamkeit im Bereich des Körperlichen aus. 
Inwiefern die Imagination in ihrer Wirksamkeit aber über die Sinne eine 
Stufe hinausgeht, analysiert Cusanus an anderer Stelle: «Die Sinne 
nämlich, so viel an ihnen ist, grenzen nichts ab. Dass wir nämlich, wenn 
wir irgend etwas sehen, darin eine Abgrenzung setzen, das ist Sache der 
Imagination, die den Sinnen beigegeben ist, nicht Sache der Sinne selbst. 
Es gibt nämlich im vorderen Teil des Kopfes, in der Zelle der 


3 Nicolai de Cusa, De ludo globi I, H.G. SENGER (ed.), Felix Meiner Verlag, 
Hamburg 1998, nr. 26, lin. 10-18 (Nicolai de Cusa Opera omnia, vol. IX). 
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<phantasia>, einen Geist, der um vieles feiner und beweglicher ist als der 
durch die Adern sich ergießende Geist, und wenn die Seele sich seiner als 
Werkzeug bedient, wird sie feinsinniger, so dass sie sogar in Abwesenheit 
des Dinges die Form in der Materie wahrnimmt. Diese Kraft der Seele 
heißt Imagination, weil durch sie die Seele sich ein Bild des abwesenden 
Dinges formt. Und dadurch unterscheidet sie sich von den Sinnen, die 
allein in Anwesenheit des Dinges die Form in der Materie wahrnehmen, 
die Einbildungskraft aber in Abwesenheit des Dinges, jedoch 
ununterschieden, so dass sie nicht den Zustand unterscheidet, sondern 
zugleich viele Zustände ununterschieden wahrnimmt»4. Hier definiert es 
Cusanus als Aufgabe der Imagination im Kanon der Erkenntniskräfte, die 
Sinneseindrücke zu begrenzen und dadurch zur Einheit eines Sinnenbildes 
zusammenzufassen, das auch bei Abwesenheit des entsprechenden 
Objektes in der Außenwelt vor dem inneren Auge des Geistes 
hervorgerufen werden kann. An anderer Stelle fügt Cusanus hinzu, dass 
die Imagination mit dieser ihrer Tätigkeit zwar die Einschränkungen von 
«Masse, Zeit, Gestalt und Ort» verlässt, denen die Sinnendinge 
unterliegen, nicht aber die Dimension des «Quantitativen» insgesamt’. 
Mit diesen Definitionen rezipiert Cusanus also zunächst das traditionell- 
klassische Verständnis der Imagination als reproduktive Wiedererinnerung 
an ein Sinnenbild, das in der Realität der Außenwelt wahrgenommen 
wurde. 


II. DER AUFSTIEG DER SINNE IN DIE IMAGINATION ALS ABSTIEG DES 
INTELLEKTS ZU DEN SINNEN 


Entscheidend für die Transformation des mittelalterlichen 
Imaginationsverständnisses bei Cusanus wird es nun, dass Cusanus die 
klassische Betrachtung des Prozesses der Imagination zusätzlich um eine 
andere und neue Perspektive erweitert. Diese Erweiterung ergibt sich aus 


4 Nicolai de Cusa, Idiota de mente 7, R. STEIGER (ed.), Felix Meiner Verlag, 
Hamburg 1983, nr. 114, lin. 6-16 (Nicolai de Cusa Opera omnia, vol. 2V). Vgl. auch 
Nicolai de Cusa, De coniecturis II, 14, J. KocH, C. BORMANN, LG. SENGER (eds.), Felix 
Meiner Verlag, Hamburg 1972, nr. 145, lin. 11-17 (Nicolai de Cusa Opera omnia, vol. III). 

5 De coniecturis IL 14, ed. cit., nr. 141, lin. 7-10. De ludo globi Y, ed. cit., nr. 67, 
lin. 4-8. 
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einer subtilen Beobachtung des Vorganges der Sinneserkenntnis: Aus dem 
Fall, dass wir beispielsweise einen vorübergehenden Bekannten inmitten 
einer Menschenmasse nicht erkennen, obwohl wir ihn sehen, schließt 
Cusanus, dass der Sinn nur etwas wahrnimmt, worauf der Intellekt seine 
Aufmerksamkeit richtet. Dies ist für ihn nun ein Hinweis darauf, dass der 
Aufstieg der Sinneswahrnehmungen zum imaginativen Sinnenbild nur 
durch den gleichzeitigen Abstieg des Intellekts in die Sinne möglich ist.6 
Aus dieser Perspektive muss die aufsteigende Pyramide der 
Erkenntniskräfte mit der Imagination in ihrer Mitte zugleich als 
Abstiegsbewegung begriffen werden, die von der Einheit der Vernunft 
ausgeht und bei der vielheitlichen Andersheit der Sinne endet: «Die 
Einheit der Vernunft steigt in die Andersheit des Verstandes hinab, die 
Einheit des Verstandes in die Andersheit der Imagination, die Einheit der 
Imagination in die Andersheit der Sinne. Fasse also den Aufstieg mit dem 
Abstieg vernunfthaft in eins, damit du begreifst»7. Infolge dieses 
Perspektivenwechsels im Hinblick auf die Abfolge der Erkenntnisstufen 
stellt sich die Imagination nunmehr als das Ergebnis des Abstieges des 
Intellekts in Richtung auf die Sinnlichkeit dar. Die Imagination wird somit 
nicht mehr als Wiedergabe eines Sinnenbildes gesehen, sondern als 
absteigende Selbstdarstellung des Intellekts: phantasmata enim alteritates 
sunt unitatis rationis®. 


III. DIE IMAGINATION ALS MOMENT DER KREISHAFTEN SELBSTVERWIRK- 
LICHUNGS-BEWEGUNG DES INTELLEKTS 


Für die Transformation des mittelalterlichen Imaginations- 
verständnisses bei Cusanus ist es nun entscheidend, welche Bestimmung 
den imaginativen Sinnenbildern zukommt, wenn sie als Ergebnis der 
Abstiegsbewegung des Intellekts betrachtet werden. Diese neue 
Bestimmung der Imaginationen ergibt sich bei Cusanus aus der Antwort 
auf die Frage, warum, aus welchem Grund denn der Intellekt überhaupt 
den Abstieg in die kórperliche Sinnlichkeit vornimmt. Cusanus sagt dazu 


6  Deconiecturis II, 16, ed. cit., nr. 157, lin. 13-16. 
7 De coniecturis II, 16, ed. cit., nr. 159, lin. 8-11. 
8 De coniecturis II, 16, ed. cit., nr. 161, lin. 21. 
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Folgendes: «Es ist ja nicht die Absicht des Intellekts, Sinnlichkeit zu 
werden, sondern vollkommener und aktuell wirkender Verstand. Weil er 
aber nicht auf andere Weise in die Wirklichkeit versetzt werden kann, wird 
er Sinnlichkeit, damit er so durch diese Vermittlung von der Möglichkeit 
zur Wirklichkeit gelangen kann. So kehrt also der Verstand zu sich selbst 
zurück, indem er eine Kreisbewegung vollendet (supra se ipsum 
intellectus redit circulari completa reditione)»9. 

Die Abstiegsbewegung des Intellekts, aus der die imaginativen 
Sinnenbilder hervorgehen, hat also nach Cusanus ihren Grund und ihre 
Notwendigkeit darin, dass sie die einzige Möglichkeit ist, wie der Intellekt 
sich selbst verwirklichen kann. Nach Cusanus existiert der menschliche 
Intellekt also zunächst nur in der Seinsweise der Potentialität und gewinnt 
erst auf den niedrigeren Erkenntnisstufen Wirklichkeit. Wenn damit auch 
die Imagination ein Modus der Selbstverwirklichung des Intellekts ist, so 
stellt der Intellekt in den imaginativen Sinnenbildern nach Cusanus also 
nicht mehr Reproduktionen der extramentalen Sinnendinge dar, sondern 
faltet darin sein eigenes Potential in körperlich eingeschränkter Weise aus: 
«Der Intellekt aber, der in Bezug auf den Bereich des Intellekts in der 
Seinsweise der Möglichkeit ist, ist in Bezug auf die unteren Bereiche mehr 
in Wirklichkeit. Er ist daher in der Sinnenwelt in der Seinsweise der 
Wirklichkeit, denn im Sehsinn erfasst er das Sichtbare in Wirklichkeit und 
im Hörsinn das Hörbare in Wirklichkeit. In der Sinnlichkeit ist er 
Sinnlichkeit, in der Imagination Imagination und im Verstand ist er 
Verstand»10. 

Die Imagination stellt sich so bei Cusanus als Moment des Prozesses 
der Selbstverwirklichung des Intellekts dar: Erst auf der Stufe der 
sinnlichen Imagination ist der Intellekt in einer Weise der Wirklichkeit. 
Und weil nur etwas, was wirklich ist, erkannt werden kann, muss sich der 
Intellekt zu seiner Selbsterkenntnis auf seine imaginativ-sinnlichen 
Erkenntnisbilder ausrichten und diese in der vollkommenen Form der 
Kreisbewegung auf sich zurückbeziehen: «Während sich die Seele auf die 
Weise von Sinnlichkeit, Imagination und Verstand eines körperlichen 
Instrumentes bedient, nimmt die Seele durch sich selbst wahr, wenn sie 


9  Deconiecturis II, 16, ed. cit., nr. 159, lin. 11-15. 
10 De coniecturis II, 16, ed. cit., nr. 157, lin. 20-24. 
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sich selbst in sich aufnimmt, so dass sie sich ihrer selbst als Instrument 
bedient»11. 


IV. DIE GOTTESERKENNTNIS ALS POTENTIAL DES MENSCHLICHEN 
INTELLEKTS UND IHRE VERWIRKLICHUNG MITTELS DER IMAGINATION 


Die tiefere Bedeutung der Imagination im Prozess der 
Selbstverwirklichung des menschlichen Intellekts wird einsichtig, wenn 
man berücksichtigt, warum nach Cusanus der menschliche Intellekt 
zunächst nur in der Seinsweise der Potentialität gegeben ist. Die 
Potentialität des menschlichen Intellekts ergibt sich für Cusanus daraus, 
dass der Mensch wesenhaft auf die Erkenntnis Gottes hin finalisiert ist. 
Und weil die absolute Seinsfülle Gottes die Fassenskraft des endlichen 
Intellekts des Menschen unendlich übersteigt, bleibt der menschliche 
Intellekt im Hinblick auf das letzte Ziel seiner Wirksamkeit immer in 
Möglichkeit. Die Selbstverwirklichung des menschlichen Intellekts 
besteht daher im Versuch, diese seine Möglichkeit der Gotteserkenntnis 
immer besser zu verwirklichen, indem er sich immer mehr diesem seinem 
unendlichen Ziel annähert, ohne es je voll erreichen zu können. In diesem 
Prozess seiner Annäherung an Gott schränkt der menschliche Geist das 
Unendliche, seiner jeweiligen Fassenskraft entsprechend, in die endlichen 
Repräsentationsmodi von Verstand, Vernunft und Sinnlichkeit ein. Das 
imaginative Sinnenbild entsteht somit nach Cusanus, wenn der Mensch 
mit seinem endlichen Intellekt versucht, die unendliche Seinsfülle Gottes 
zu begreifen. Die sinnliche Imagination stellt sich so dar als eine vom 
menschlichen Intellekt je individuell hervorgebrachte Konkretion des 
Unendlichen. 


V. IMAGINATION ALS KREATIVITÄT 


Der zentrale Punkt in diesem neuen Verständnis von Imagination 
besteht nun darin, dass Cusanus die Schöpfung der Welt als das Ergebnis 
eben dieser Vermittlungsleistung des menschlichen Geistes zwischen 
göttlicher Einheit und sinnlicher Vielheit versteht. Weil die Imagination 
keine Reproduktion einer extramentalen Wirklichkeit ist, sondern die 


11 Idiota de mente 8, ed. cit., nr. 115, lin. 8-10. 
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individuelle Produktion einer neuen Sicht des Unendlichen in sinnlichen 
Kategorien, kann Cusanus die Imagination erstmals in der Geistesges- 
chichte ausdrücklich als Fähigkeit zur Kreativität begreifen. 
Aufschlussreich ist es nun, dass dieses in die Neuzeit vorausweisende 
Verständnis der Imagination als Kreativität bei Cusanus durchaus in einem 
Verständnis vom Menschen begründet ist, welches in unmittelbarer 
Kontinuität zur Auffassung des Mittelalters besteht, die vom christlichen 
Glauben geprägt ist. Der Gedanke, dass der menschliche Geist in der 
Hervorbringung seiner imaginativen Sinnenbilder kreativ ist, ergibt sich 
bei Cusanus aus einer Interpretation der biblischen Bestimmung des 
Menschen als «Bild Gottes» (Gen 1, 26). Die Gottebenbildlichkeit des 
Menschen sieht Cusanus in der menschlichen Kreativität gegeben, und die 
menschliche Kreativität besteht nach Cusanus in jenen imaginativ- 
sinnlichen Repräsentationsgestalten, die der menschliche Intellekt 
hervorbringt, wenn er die Unendlichkeit Gottes zu begreifen versucht!2. 
Die Tragweite im Paradigmenwechsel des Imaginationsverständ- 
nisses bei Cusanus wird erst deutlich, wenn man die geänderte Bedeutung 
der extramentalen Wirklichkeit der Welt berücksichtigt. Während nach 
klassisch-mittelalterlichem Verständnis die extramentale Weltwirklichkeit 
der zugrunde liegende Ursprung des imaginativen Sinnenbildes ist, 
versteht Cusanus die Welt als das Ergebnis einer sinnenfälligen 
Einschränkung der göttlichen Seinsfülle durch den menschlichen Intellekt, 
die aber vom menschlichen Intellekt noch nicht als solche durchschaut 
worden ist. Die gesamte Wirklichkeit der Welt wird nach Cusanus nur 
insofern von Gott geschaffen, als sie in dem Moment hervorgeht, wenn der 
Mensch die unendliche Seinsfülle Gottes auf die Erkenntnisstufe eines 
imaginativen Sinnenbildes einschränkt. Die Imagination des menschlichen 
Intellekts wird daher nach Cusanus für die Schöpfung der Welt ursächlich. 
Die Sinnendinge sind nunmehr ein Produkt der menschlichen Imagination 
und nicht umgekehrt, wie im klassisch-mittelalterlichen Imaginations- 
verständnis gedacht. Die Dinge in den Seinsbereichen der extramentalen 
Wirklichkeit der Welt bestehen nach diesem neuen Imaginations- 


12 Aus der zahlreichen Literatur zum Kreativitätsgedanken bei Cusanus sei hier 
lediglich auf die einzige monographische Gesamtdarstellung verwiesen: Th. v. VELTHOVEN, 
Gottesschau und menschliche Kreativität. Studien zur Erkenntnislehre des Nikolaus von 
Kues, Leiden, E.J. Brill Verlag, 1977. 
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verständnis des Cusanus nur in einer Teilhaberelation am menschlichen 
Geist und sind als dessen imaginativ-sinnlicher Widerschein bestimmt: 
«Denn die Kenntnis von Gott oder sein Angesicht steigt nur in die geistige 
Natur hinab, deren Gegenstand die Wahrheit ist, und darüber hinaus nur 
durch den Geist, so dass der Geist das Bild Gottes ist und Urbild aller 
Abbilder Gottes, die nach ihm kommen. In dem Maße also, wie alle Dinge 
nach dem einfachen Geist am Geist teilhaben, haben sie auch am Bild 
Gottes teil, so dass der Geist an sich selbst Gottes Bild ist und alles nach 
dem Geist nur durch den Geist»13. 


VI. DIE CUSANISCHEN AENIGMATA ALS IMAGINATIVE 
SELBSTVERMITTLUNGEN DER KREATIVITAT DES INTELLEKTS 


Der kreishafte Prozess der Selbstverwirklichung des menschlichen 
Intellekts vollendet sich nach Cusanus erst dann, wenn der menschliche 
Intellekt sich selbst als Schöpfer seiner Imaginationen erkennt, in dieser 
Kreativität seine eigene Gottebenbildlichkeit wahrnimmt und mittels 
dieser Selbstreflexion zur Schau seines göttlichen Urbildes aufsteigt14. 
Die systematische Funktion, dem menschlichen Intellekt die Kreativität 
seiner eigenen Imagination bewusst zu machen, haben bei Cusanus die 
sogenannten <Aenigmata>. Sie sind vom Denken artifiziell hervorge- 
brachte Darstellungsbilder des Namens Gottes und der Gotteserkenntnis 
des menschlichen Geistes, wie beispielsweise das Globusspiel!5, die 
Brille, die Jagd in den gleichnamigen Schriften oder das Aenigma der 
Schau des Bildes des Alles-Sehenden in De visione dei, in welchem der 
Prozess des Imaginierens selbst ins Bild gebracht wird. In diesen 
<spekulativen> Aenigmata spiegelt und konkretisiert der Geist selbst seine 
unerschöpfliche Fähigkeit zur kreativen Imagination. 


13 Idiota de mente 3, ed. cit., nr. 73, lin. 6-11. 

14 Diese Zusammenhänge sind dargelegt in: M. THURNER, «Die Einheit von Selbst- 
» Welt-, und Gottesbezug nach Nikolaus von Kues» in M. THURNER (hrg.), Die Einheit der 
Person. Beiträge zur Anthropologie des Mittelalters, Stuttgart u.a., Kohlhammer-Verlag, 
1998, pp. 373-397. 

15 Dazu: M. THURNER, «Theologische Unendlichkeitsspekulation als endlicher 
Weltentwurf. Der menschliche Selbstvollzug im Aenigma des Globusspiels bei Nikolaus 
von Kues», Mitteilungen und Forschungsbeiträge der Cusanus-Gesellschaft 27 (2001) : 
S.81-128. Zur Bedeutung der Aenimata: M. THURNER, «Die Sinnlichkeit als 
Selbstdarstellung des geistes: <Aenigmata> des Cusanus», Recherches de Theologie et 
Philosophie Medievales 71 (2004) [Im Erscheinem]. 
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VII. DIE WEITERWIRKUNG DES CUSANISCHEN IMAGINATIONSKONZEPTES 
IM NEUZEITLICHEN GEDANKEN DES KREATIVEN KÜNSTLERS 


Wie das neuzeitliche Verständnis der Imagination als künstlerischer 
Kreativität aus der Transformation des mittelalterlichen Imaginations- 
verständnisses bei Cusanus hervorging, lässt sich schließlich durch 
konkrete Nachwirkungen des cusanischen Konzeptes belegen. Die 
Auffassung, dass ein Künstler in seiner Imagination kreativ ist, findet sich 
erstmals im 1481 verfassten Dante-Kommentar des Florentiner Poetik- 
Professors Cristoforo Landino (1424-1504). Den Gedanken der 
Kreativität des Künstlers hat Landino höchstwahrscheinlich aus 
entsprechenden geistphilosophischen Ansätzen seines Freundes Marsilio 
Ficino entwickelt, die ihrerseits eindeutig von Cusanus abhängig sind16. 
Dieser Rezeptionsvorgang stellt sich dar als die Entwicklung einer 
Philosophie der künstlerisch-kreativen Imagination im expliziten Sinne, 
wie sie bei Cusanus noch nicht vorliegt17. 

Cusanus bereitet diese Entwicklung zwar vor, indem er den 
Imaginationsvorgang als produktiven Prozess versteht. Aber weder stellt 
er dieses sein neues Imaginationsverständnis reflektiert in den 
Mittelpunkt18, noch thematisiert er die Kunst im neuzeitlichen Sinne als 
primäres Produkt dieser Imagination. Die Kreativität des menschlichen 


16 Vgl. W. Haug, «Nicolaus Cusanus zwischen Meister Eckhart und Cristoforo 
Landino: Der Mensch als Schöpfer und der Weg zu Gott» in M. THURNER (hrg.), Nicolaus 
Cusanus zwischen Deutschland und Italien, Berlin, Akademie-Verlag, 2002, pp. 577-600 
(Veröffentlichungen des Grabmann-Institutes 48). W. HAUG, «Das Kugelspiel des Nicolaus 
Cusanus und die Poetik der Renaissance» in W. HauG, Brechungen auf dem Weg zur 
Individualität. Kleine Schriften zur Literatur des Mittelalters, Tübingen, Niemeyer-Verlag, 
1995, 362-372 — sowie die in diesen Beiträgen angegebene Literatur zum Nachweis der 
jeweiligen Abhängigkeiten. - Dem Gespräch mit Walter Haug verdanke ich zahlreiche 
Einsichten, welche die Sicht dieses Beitrages überhaupt erst ermöglicht haben. 

17 Vgl. auch die diesbezügliche Kritik W. HAUGS («Nicolaus Cusanus zwischen 
Meister Eckhart und Cristoforo Landino...», cit. p. 591) an der Position von: R. BERLINGER, 
«Philosophie der Kunst. Zum Homo-Creator-Motiv des Nikolaus von Kues», Perspektiven 
der Philosophie. Neues Jahrbuch 20 (1994) 13-30. 

18 [n seinem Referat zur Tagung in Porto hat Harald Schwaetzer treffend darauf 
verwiesen, dass der Terminus imaginatio bei Cusanus weit weniger häufig vorkommt, als 
etwa ratio oder intellectus. Nichtsdestoweniger bleibt festzuhalten, dass Cusanus mit 
seinem Verständnis der imaginatio als alteritas unitatis rationis und der konkreten 
Anwendung der Imagination in den spekulativen Aenigmata seines Denkens einen Weg 
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Geistes wird von Cusanus in strikter Parallelität zum Prozess begrifflicher 
Erkenntnis konzipiert und auf handwerkliche, technische, künstlerische, 
wissenschaftliche und andere Hervorbringungen gleichermaßen bezogen, 
wobei die Kunst im neuzeitlichen Sinne nie als eigener Bereich 
hervorgehoben wird19. 

Zu einer ausdrücklichen Aufwertung der Imagination und ihrer 
Deutung im Sinne der künstlerischen Fiktion kommt es dann erst bei 
Ficino. Eindeutig cusanisch geprägt ist bei Ficino die Vorstellung, dass 
der menschliche Geist die Urbilder aller Dinge in sich einfaltet und 
kreativ aus sich ausfaltet20. Wie bei Cusanus hat auch bei Ficino die 
menschliche Geistseele die Funktion, zwischen der unendlichen Einheit 
Gottes und der welthaften Vielheit zu vermitteln. Diese Vermittlungs- 
leistung vollbringt die Seele nach Ficino genauso wie nach Cusanus, 
indem sie in einer potentiell unendlichen Kreativität die absolute 
Einfachheit «spielerisch»21 auf endlich-sinnenfällige Darstellungsge- 
stalten einschränkt22. Über Cusanus hinaus identifiziert Ficino aber die 


geöffnet hat, der dann zur Aufwertung der Imagination bei den italienischen Renaissance- 
Denkern führte. An der zentralen Funktion der Aenigmata im cusanischen Denken wird 
deutlich, dass die Imagination für Cusanus eine größere systematische Bedeutung hatte, als 
er dies ausdrücklich reflektiert. 

19 Vel. De ludo globi I, ed. cit, nr. 28 lin. 13-17: «Adhuc anima est vis inventiva 
artium et scientiarum novarum. In motu igitur illo inventivo novi non nisi a seipsa moveri 
potest. Sic dum se facit similitudinem omnium cognoscibilium, a se movetur, ut dum in 
sensu se facit similitudinem sensibilium, in visu visibilium, in auditu audibilium et ita de 
omnibus». Vgl. zur Ununterschiedenheit der Kunst von den handwerklich-technischen 
Hervorbringungen auch Nicolai de Cusa, Cribratio Alkorani IL, 4, L. HAGEMANN (ed.), 
Felix Meiner Verlag, Hamburg 1986, nr. 97, lin 4-13 (Nicolai de Cusa Opera omnia, 
vol. VIID. Nicolai de Cusa, De non aliud 23, L. BAUR, P. WILPERT (eds.), Felix Meiner 
Verlag, Leipzig 1944, p. 54, lin. 1-5 (Nicolai de Cusa Opera omnia, vol. XIII). 

20 Vel. Marsilio Ficino, Platonica Theologia II, 2, R. MARCEL (ed.), Société 
d'Edition «Les belles Lettres», Paris 1964-1970, vol. I, p. 141-142. 

21 Platonica Theologia XIII, 3, ed. cit., vol. II, p. 224. - Während Cusanus (nach 
des Verfassers Interpretation des Globusspiels) den Prozess des begrifflichen Denkens des 
Unendlichen insgesamt als Spiel begreift, bezieht Ficino die Qualität des Spieles 
ausdrücklich auf die imaginative Phantasie, als deren Hervorbringungen er Handwerk und 
Künste bestimmt. In Ficinos Auffassung, dass der Verstand dieses kreative Spiel der 
Phantasie zu regeln habe, wird deutlich, dass Ficino die ursprünglich bei Cusanus universal 
konzipierte Spielvorstellung auf die neuzeitliche Auffassung des imaginativen Spiels der 
künstlerischen Phantasie zu reduzieren beginnt. 

22 Platonica Theologia VIII, 16, ed. cit., vol. I, p. 328-331. Dazu, auch zu den 
Abhängigkeiten von Cusanus: W. BEIERWALTES, «Der Selbstbezug des Denkens: Plotin — 
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spielerische Kreativität des menschlichen Geistes ausdrücklich mit 
Imagination und Phantasie, rückt sie weiter ins Zentrum und begreift sie 
explizit als Fähigkeit zu künstlerischer «Fiktion»23. 

Giordano Bruno, dessen direkte Beeinflussung durch Cusanus kaum 
überschätzt werden kann, transformiert in den Sonetten seiner Eroici 
Furori schließlich das cusanische Konzept der kreativen Imagination 
endgültig zum Medium einer künstlerischen Selbstdarstellung des 
Menschen mittels poetischer Bilder im neuzeitlichen Sinne24. 


Grabmann-Institut der Universität München 


Augustinus — Ficino» in W. BEIERWALTES, Platonismus im Christentum, Frankfurt / M., 

Vittorio Klostermann Verlag, 1998, p. 172-204, besonders p. 193-199. B. DIETRICH, 

Darstellung von Einfachheit. Die Idee des Schönen in Marsilio Ficinos Grundlegung einer 

Metaphysik des Geistes, München, Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 2000 (Die Geistesgeschichte und 

ihre Methoden 21), zu Parallelen mit Cusanus insbesondere pp. 13-15, 34-38, 45-47, 61- 
70, 95-101. 

23 Platonica Theologia VIII, 16, ed. cit., vol. I, p. 329. — Zur Transformation des 
klassischen Imaginationsverständnisses bei Ficino und dessen Nachwirkung (allerdings 
ohne Hinweis auf Cusanus) vgl. M.R. PAGNONI-STURLESE, «Phantasia», in Historisches 
Wörterbuch der Philosophie, loc. cit., Sp. 533-535 (dort auch weitere Literatur). Sowie: B. 
DIETRICH, Darstellung von Einfachheit, loc. cit., p. 121. 

24 Dazu: S. Otro, «Die Augen und das Herz. Der philosophische Gedanke und 
seine sprachliche Darstellung in Giordano Brunos Heroischen Leidenschaften», Scientia 
Poetica 4 (2000) 1-29. — Aufschlussreich für die Weiterentfaltung des cusanischen 
Imaginationskonzeptes zu einer Theorie der künstlerischen Fiktion wäre ein Vergleich 
zwischen den cusanischen Aenigmata und den poetischen Sonetten aus Brunos Eroici 
Furori, und zwar sowohl im Hinblick auf ihre systematische Bedeutung als auch im 
Hinblick auf ihr Selbstverständnis. Beide haben die systematische Funktion einer 
sinnenfällig-konkret-bildhaften, universalen Selbstvermittlung nicht nur des Denkens, 
sondern der gesamten Lebensempfindung ihres Autors. Obwohl sie bei beiden Denkern 
auch ausdrücklich als kreative Hervorbringungen des menschlichen Geistes konzipiert und 
reflektiert werden, gestaltet und versteht Cusanus im Unterschied zu Bruno seine 
Aenigmata noch nicht explizit als Kunstwerke, obwohl sie, wie insbesondere das 
Globusspiel, durch Grundzüge bestimmt sind, die denjenigen von Kunstwerken ähnlich 
sind. In einer subtilen Interpretation des Aktaion-Bildes aus dem 4. Dialog des ersten Teiles 
der Eroici Furori macht W. HAUG («Der scheiternde Platonismus in Giordano Brunos 
‚Heroici Furori‘» in G. SCHOLZ WILLIAMS, St. K. SCHINDLER (eds.), Knowledge, Science 
and Literature in Early Modern Germany, Chapel Hill - London, University of North 
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Carolina Press, 1996, p. 131-148) jedoch deutlich, dass mit der ausdrücklichen Konzeption 
der Imaginationen als Kunstwerke sich die philosophische Bestimmung der 
aenigmatischen Sinn-Bilder grundlegend ändert: In seinen Sonetten verwendet Bruno nicht 
das allegorische, sondern das emblematische Verfahren, welches dadurch gekennzeichnet 
ist, dass der Autor damit nicht einen vorgegebenen Sinn aufdeckt, sondern selbst eine neue 
Sinngebung setzt. Durch diese poetische Form wird die Imagination bei Bruno endgültig 
zum Freiraum der künstlerischen Subjektivität des Menschen. In der emblematischen 
Deutung, die Bruno dem Aktaion-Mythos zuteil werden lässt, kommt jedoch zum 
Ausdruck, dass in einem derartigen Verständnis die Imagination ihre Funktion als Medium 
des Aufstieges zur Transzendenz verliert, welches den cusanischen Aenigmata noch 
selbstverständlich zu eigen war: Wie der Jäger Aktaion, durch den Anblick der Diana in 
einen Hirsch verwandelt, von seinen eigenen Hunden zerfleischt wird, bricht auch die 
künstlerisch-kreative Subjektivität des neuzeitlichen Menschen in sich zusammen, wenn 
sie versucht, durch ihre poetischen Sinn-Bilder zur Wahrheit im Sinne der platonischen 
Metaphysik aufzusteigen. Vgl. zu den Differenzen in der Deutung des menschlichen 
Unendlichkeitsstrebens bei Cusanus und Bruno auch: M. THURNER, «Theologische 
Unendlichkeitsspekulation als endlicher Weltentwurf», cit., p. 118. — Wie nahe die 
cusanischen Aenigmata aber einer universalen Selbstvermittlung des Menschen im 
Kunstwerk kommen, zeigt sich nicht zuletzt darin, dass ein zeitgenössischer Freund des 
Cusanus die gesamte Geistigkeit seiner Zeit gleich einem cusanischen Aenigma in einem 
Kunst-Ensemble zur Darstellung gebracht hat. Gemeint ist Enea Silvio Piccolominis (Papst 
Pius’ II.) Idealstadt Pienza, deren Konzeption möglicherweise von cusanischen Gedanken 
beeinflusst wurde. Dazu: J. PIEPER, Pienza, Der Entwurf einer humanistischen Weltsicht, 
Stuttgart, Menges-Verlag, 1997 (zu Verbindungen zu Cusanus siehe die zahlreichen 
Verweise im Index p. 617). — Es ist in hohem Grade wahrscheinlich, dass das cusanische 
Konzept eines in seiner Gottebenbildlichkeit imaginativ-kreativen Geistes auch die 
künstlerische Selbstreflexion Leonardo da Vincis beeinflusst hat. Vgl. Leonardo da Vinci, 
Libro di pittura II, 68, Codice Urbinate lat. 1270 nella Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, aC. 
PEDRETTI (cua.), trascrizione critica di C. VECCE, Ed. Giunti, Firenze 1995 (Biblioteca della 
scienza italiana 9), p. 178: «La deità ch’ha la scienza del pittore fa che la mente del pittore 
si trasmuta in una similitudine di mente divina.» Vgl. dazu: G.F. VESCOVINI, «Note di 
commento a alcuni passi del ‘Trattato di Pittura» in Giovanni Pico della Mirandola e 
Leonardo, Atti del Convegno Mirandola 10-11 maggio 2003 [im Erscheinen]. 
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FROM WORD TO ACTION: THE NOTION OF THE INEFFABLE 
IN DE CONIECTVRIS OF NICHOLAS OF CUSA 


There is a rich variety of notions used by Nicholas of Cusa (= 
Cusanus, 1401-1464) in his philosophy to describe the incomprehensible 
love of God, who is the absolute and infinite goodness!. 

Cusanus considers God ineffable (ineffabilis), but he also says that the 
experience of being one with God fills a person with an immense and 
ineffable joy2. He asserts that the name of God precedes all nameble 
names and that it is unnameable (innominabilis) in itself3. But the concept 
of the incomprehensible, or ineffable, does not imply that it would be 
impossible to speak of God or to describe the experience of the 
incomprehensible union with love of God. On the contrary, the ineffability 
of God is the necessary precondition of speaking of God, or the Absolute4. 


1 The following concepts are included in De docta ignorantia: immensus (211,3); 
incognitus (189,13); incomprehensibilis (247, 11); incorruptibilis (221,18); indivisibilis 
(186, 3); ineffabilis (220,6); inexplicabilis (248,2); infinitus (190,11.14); interminabilis 
(202); invisibilis (203). In De coniecturis there are additionally the following: ignotus 
(4,3); immultiplicabilis (40,2); imparticipabilis (54,24); inattingibilis (2,4.7.11); 
innumerabilis (102,8); inumbrabilis (163,10). The are several other expressions of the 
ineffability of God, i e indicibilis, incommunicabilis, inenarrabilis etc. 

2 Cusanus, De coniecturis I, 105. 

3 «Nomen igitur absolutum sive entitas sive deitas sive bonitas sive veritas sive 
etiam virtus aut aliud quodcumque nequaquam Deum nominat innominabilem, sed 
innominabilem ipsum Deum variis intellectualibus modis exprimit». Cusanus, De filiatione 
Dei, 78. 

4 «Denn er /the Theologian/ weiss, das Gott über alle Bejahung und Verneinung 
hinaus unsagbar ist, was immer jemand sagt und auch, dass das, was jeder von ihm sagt, 
nichts anderes ist, als eine Weise, in der jemand über das Unaussprechliche spricht...», 
Cusanus, De filiatione Dei, 84. And likewise: «Auch das Unaussprechliche wird mit vielen 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.L. E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. IIl, pp. 1709-1722. 
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But our description is conjectural, i e formed by the ontological and 
existential restriction of man as related to the infinity of God. 

In the following I will comment on some of the contexts in which 
Cusanus considers God ineffable. I presuppose that the notion of effability, 
respectively ineffability, belongs to the context of language. A certain 
_ thing is defined as effable, or ineffable, precisely in language. This also 
concerns what is uttered and what is not, what can be uttered and what 
cannot, what should be uttered and what should not, as well as the case, 
that a certain being necessarily surpasses what can be said and is 
consequently incomprehensible, or ineffable. 

I will in the following discuss 1. Cusanus’ idea of the ineffability of 
God, 2. how he presents this idea in De coniecturis, and 3. how he 
continues to express this concept in his later philosophy, which is more 
concentrated on action, and where the absolute possibility (and actuality) 
coincides with necessity, and finally 4. the role of silence in his philosophy. 

To begin with, two comments. 1. The first one concerns the question 
of a possible development of Cusanus’ philosophy, the second the one of 
the role of Christian mysticism in his thought. 1. There is, as we might 
know already, a wide discussion concerning the first topic. According to 
some scholars there are certain phases in his thought, although these 
phases are defined differently5. 

In De apice theoriae (1464) Cusanus himself presumes that his 
philosophical intention has partly changed during the years already 
passed6. The earlier Cusanus, according to his own presentation, 
principally sticks to the method of negative theology, which implies that 


Worten belegt: das Unbekannte, das Allerkennbare, die Bejahung von allem, die 
Verneinung von allem, das, was alle Bejahung und Verneinung übersteigt». Cusanus, De 
non-aliud, 59. 

5 V. ROSSVAER, Problematikken on selvreferanse Cusanus Filosofi, Oslo 1976, 12-13. 

6 Cusanus, De apice theoriae, 4. Concerning the first stage (before 1450) it is said: 
«Ihm sei damals entgangen, dass es in den Dingen ist, und also nahe ist. Später erst habe 
er eingesehen; Dieses immer gesuchte Wesen zeigt sich, es ist seinem Wesen nach ein Sich- 
Zeigen, sein Sich-Zeigen ist kein blosser Schein, ist es doch notwendigerweise die 
Subsistenz von allem Bestehenden». K. FLASCH, Nikolous von Kuer, Geschite einer 
Entwicklung, Krankfurt am M., 1998, 37. But Cusanus — according to Flasch — counts a 
third phase, De possest: «Jeder der behauptend, bestreitend oder fragend von ‘Können’ 
spricht, hat sich bereits denkend mit der Wirklichkeit zusammengeschlossen. Dies ist die 
äusserste Vereinfachung des Philosophierens». ibd., 41. 
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we can speak of God by denying all predicates, i e by saying what he is 
not. We can assert that ‘God is almighty’, hence implying that God 
surpasses any human power, or possibility, and remains incomprehensible: 
we do not assert anything which could be considered a description in a 
positive sense. But precisely as we do not assert anything, we 
simultaneously surpass the restriction of the positive statement. ‘God is 
non-other’, Cusanus exclaims in De non-aliud, i e ineffable, or 
comprehensible precisely as incomprehensible. But this solution is the 
conclusion of a very long process of thought, which begins with De docta 
ignorantia and continues in De coniecturis, where Cusanus is looking for 
alternative ways of speaking of God. 

The later Cusanus has, according to himself, found out that the 
method of negative theology is restricted. He declares that there is no 
difficulty to find truth. On the contrary, it approaches us in the streets7. The 
incomprehensible truth — which is still incomprehensible — shews itself in 
human life, i e in a concrete and manifold way. It can however be asked 
what this concentrated, but essential statement in De apice theoriae really 
implies and which is an indirect reference to Idiota de sapientia - one of 
the main works from the intermediate period of Cusanus. 

My second comment concerns the role of Christian mysticism in the 
philosophy of Cusanus He mentions — and continuously refers to — a 
personal experience of God in 14388. Although this experience is 
described as incomprehensible regarding its subject (incomprehensibilia 
incomprehensibiliter amplecterer), it implicitly belongs to his philosophy, 
ie it is somehow connected with its subjects and concepts. 

In the following I will argue that there is an internal, i e conceptual, 
relation between Cusanus" personal experience of God and his 
philosophy9. This implies that it cannot be stated that his philosophy 
logically would be derived from the mystical experience, although it is 


7 ibd. 

8 Cusanus De docta ignorantia II, 264, cfr 245; 247, also cfr. De beryllo, 1. 

9 «Die Farbe des Objekts entspricht die Farbe im Gesichtseindruck (dies 
Fliesspapier scheint mir rosa, und es ist rosa) — der Form des Objekts die Form im 
Gesichtseindruck (es scheint mir rechteckig, und es ist rechteckig) — aber was ich im 
Aufleuchten des Aspekts wahrnehme, ist nicht eine Eigenschaft des Objekts, es ist eine 
interne Relation zwischen ihm und anderen Objekten», L. WITTGENSTEIN, Philosophische 
Untersuchungen, Suhrkamp Taschenbuch Wissenschaft 501, Frankfurt am Main 1989, 549. 


1712 IRIS WIKSTRÖM 


implicitly — tacitly — connected with it. The question is however in which 
way this is the case, as this implicit relationship seems to give Cusanus the 
reason of a continuous discussion of the precondition of the possibility of 
expressing the inexpressible. This discussion has a manifold impact on his 
philosophical writings during all periods of his life. 

It is possible, indeed, to discuss the philosophy of Cusanus without 
considering the crucial significance of his personal experience of God. But 
in that case it would be necessary to assert that he is doing philosophy in 
a double way and that there exists, as a parallel to his written, universal 
thought, an esoteric line of his philosophy10. It can, on the other hand, be 
stressed that Cusanus throughout his philosophical activity clearly 
demonstrates that the personal significance of union with God is outside 
the strictly philosophical framework. On the other hand, the way of being 
united with God is open to anybody, so to speak, equally well or equally 
rarely, although he here only speaks of preconditions. Nobody can avoid 
the distinct steps on the path towards union with God. To demonstrate that 
this is the case, and additionally to demonstrate which these steps really 
are, is a main intention of the philosophy of Cusanus. The verbal 
expression of this intention is a kind of ontology (or cosmology), which is 
his contribution to the discussion of a Christian philosophy and which is 
the core of his aim to create a philosophical grammar of a heavenly 
language. On the other hand, there is a constant parallelism of philosophy 
and theology in his texts. B. Mojsisch is certainly right to assert that 
Cusanus can be considered a theologian, but in a New-Platonic sensell. 

The Scandinavian scholars agree that Cusanus’ personal experience of 
God is crucial in his thought!2. However, only Rossvaer considers the 
notion of ineffability essential in Cusanus’ philosophy and hence observes 


10 FLAscH 1998, 96; 125; 449, but also 54 (on the universality of argumentation). 

11 B. Mossiscu, Platonisches und Platonistisches in der Philosophie des Nikolaus 
von Cues. In: Th. KoBuscH — B. MossiscH (Hrg.), Platon in der abendländischen 
Geistesgeschichte. Darmstadt 1997, 140-141. Cfr. Flasch 1998, 25-26. 

12 J. SLÖK, Begreppet amor i Cusanus’ taenkning. Rapport fra Platonselskabets 
konferanse i Oslo 1973. Oslo 1974; E. WYLLER, Henologi als philosophisches Disziplin 
heute. Oslo 1978; Rossvaer 1976; B. HELANDER, Die visio intellectualis als Erkenntnisweg 
und -ziel des Nicolaus von Kues. Uppsala 1988. 
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the problems of philosophy of language13. But the consensus expressed 
by the Scandinavian scholars is remarkable. The tension of philosophy, on 
the one hand, and theology on the other, which is often mentioned in 
recent research especially in Germany, is totally alien in Scandinavia. 

Cusanus in his thought moves between the intention of describing the 
terms of expressing the knowledge of God and — on the other hand - the 
insight that it is impossible to describe the idea of a God who surpasses all 
the human possibilities of knowledge. There is a certain conceptual 
tension formed by the notion of divine ineffability, respectively divine 
superineffability in his philosophy, as the implication of the latter notion 
is never fully — or explicitly — described, only presupposed as an evident 
aspect of language. But what in a certain context can be considered a 
conceptual gap in reality implies a dynamics of his philosophy, i e 
conceptual creativity, ‘seeing of an aspect’. A new idea, or a new concept, 
is born and it slowly influences all the texts of Cusanusl4. | 

The notions which are by himself presented as limit concepts, i a will 
as the ultimate value in De filiatione Dei, are limit concepts also of his 
own mind, i e implying a conceptual insight even from a personal point of 
view15. He continuously reflects on these potential, or absolute, concepts, 
but every conclusion is preliminary, or conjectural. This phase in his 
philosophy culminates in the notion of divine possibility (posse), which 
functions as a primary limit concept in his later philosophy, doubtless 
filling an earlier vacuum of language, the exactness of his language hence 
increasing to a certain extent. Ordinary seeing of an object is here 


13 RossvaER mainly discusses the self references of Cusanus. He says i a: «Det kan 
... tenkes at problemet med fordoblingen av den ontologiske dimensjon, og synet pà 
begreper som báde bestemmende for og avhengige av verden lar sig forklare som en 
konsekvens av á anvende en form for selvreferanse som et överste logisk prinsipp. Cusanus 
logikk er i sá fall ikke motsetningenes logikk, men selvreferansens logikk». ROSSVAER 
1976, 16. It seems as if the "development" in the philosohy of Cusanus - including his idea 
of ‘posse’ in his last works - would be in accordance with this argumentation. Also his 
ethics could be considered from this point of view. 

14 «Das Sehen des Aspekts und das Vorstellen unterstehen dem Willen. Es gibt den 
Befehl, stell dir das vor!» und den: «Sieh die Figur jetzt so!»; aber nicht: «Sieh das Blatt 
jetzt grün!», Wittgenstein, 1998, 55. 

15 «Grenzbegriffe, Begriffe die die Erkenntnis begrenzen und zugleich auf etwas 
hinter der Grenze Liegendes hinweisen». H. SCHMIDT, G. SCHISCHKOFF, Philosophisches 
Wörterbuch. Stuttgart 1991, 264. 
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combined with the new notional insight, i e implying notional creativity 
and a corrective of an earlier deficiency. 

1. The ineffable (ineffabilis, but also incomprehensibilis) appears 
several times in De docta ignorantia, but occasionally earlier, i e in his 
sermons. The main idea is evident: in learned ignorance (docta ignorantia) 
we experience the ineffability of God16. But God’s name is ultimately 
ineffable, which is an old religious insight17. Cusanus points at various 
heathen attempts to name divinity and says that they all only express the 
complex (complicatio) of the one ineffable name and that they are related 
to this name like a finite object to infinity. He here adds that the precise 
truth incomprehensibly (incomprehensibiliter) appears in the darkness of 
our learned ignorance. He returns to this idea later in De docta ignorantia 
118. He additionally (part II) mentions, that the eternal wisdom organizes 
the circumstances in the world according to an inexpressible 
(inexpressibilis) proportion19. Evidently, this is a crucial idea, i e the 
distance between time and eternity is absolute, permanent and 
unavoidable. 

2. Only in De docta ignorantia III there is a wider discussion of the 
notion of ineffability, although there is no real change of thought ` 
compared to the two earlier parts of this work. However this later context 
is more clearly impressed by Christian mysticism, or theology. What is 
ineffable concems the mysteries of faith, i e the hypostatic union of the 
two natures of Christ20. It is said that God will disappoint nobody wishing 
to approach his throne, if there is only from the side of this person the 
perseverance of firm love and patient prayer. If you are intensively 
meditating on these events, you will be filled by a wonderful spiritual 
dulcet, as you, so to say, with internal taste in an extremely odorous smoke 
experience the inexpressible goodness of God, which he passingly gives 
you21. There are two more contexts, in which Cusanus reminds the reader 
that faith in Christ can be strengthened and widened into a gradually 
fulfilled approach, according to the concept of learned ignorance, the main 


16 Cusanus, De docta ignorantia I, 4. 

17 ibd, 75. 

18 ibd., 86. 

19 ibd., 89. 

20 Cusanus, De docta ignorantia II, 220. 
21 ibd. 258. 
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topic of the whole book. God is incomprehensible like the meditation of 
his essence22. 

A crucial passage is the well known letter to Cesarini at the end of 
Docta ignorantia. Cusanus here describes his personal experience of God 


Accipe nunc, pater metuende, quae iam dudum attingere variis doctrinarum viis 
concupivi, sed prius non potui, quousque in mari me ex Graecia redeunte, credo 
superno dono a patre luminum, a quo omne datum optimum, ad hoc ductus sum, ut 
incomprehensibilia incomprehensibiliter amplecterer in docta ignorantia, per 
transcensum veritatum incorruptibilium humaniter scibilium. Quam nunc in eo, qui 
veritas est, absolvi his libellis, qui ex eodem principio artari possunt vel extendi23. 


Something extraordinary really happened to Cusanus, implied an 
ineffable access to the incomprehensible: He experienced the love of God 
(amplecterer)in his personal life. In some other contexts he later implicitly 
refers to this experience24. The fact that the description is part of the 
postscript and not of the proper text of De docta ignorantia, evidently 
implies that Cusanus wishes to keep it outside his strictly philosophical 
argumentation. But from his very precise way of describing a given event 
we can conclude that this passage is essential, as well as informative, but 
not in a conventional way. This is precisely what I call an internal relation 
of Cusanus’ personal experience of God and his philosophy, presented in 
De docta ignorantia III, as well as in De coniecturis. Evidently there is a 
connection of the mystical experience and the philosophy, although it is 
implicit. On the other hand, it explains Cusanus’ ardent concern for the 
concept of ineffability. 

3. In De coniecturis Cusanus several times refers to the concept of 
ineffability. But the significance is changed compared to the context of De 
docta ignorantia. Nicholas here speaks of the ineffable number of the 
divine Spirit, which he relates to the reasonable numbers of our spirit. His 
motivation is that (the absolute) number, or oneness, is the primary image 
(Exemplar) in the spirit of the Creator, as number which proceeds from 


22 ibd., 245; 247: «Iesus enim ... ibi ut terminus omnis vocis incomprehensibiliter 
auditur.» Cfr. Compendium, 24. 

23 Cusanus, De docta ignorantia Il, 263. 

24 Cfr. Cusanus, De coniecturis, 166: «Et quoniam hic rationis ascensus descensus 
est intellectus, ob hoc absolutus intellectus, dum in alteritate rationali venatur, veritates 
ipsas ut a phantasmatibus elevatas sursum ampectitur». 
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reason is the exemplar of the world25. He returns to this discussion in 
Idiota de mente26. In De coniecturis it implies the idea of language 
forming the image of reality. 

Cusanus here discusses the nature of the absolute unity in connexion 
with the idea of the four mental unities, i e the absolute, the intellectual, 
the reasonable and the sensuous unity. He asserts that this unity is 
ineffable, i e without name or form, although it is all in all. It is the 
measure of everything, the unique, i e absolute equality in all what is equal 
and inequal, the connexion of everything united and unique, as well as 
unity in every even and single number, complicated, explicated and 
connected27. Here, the dogmatic language takes the command. Cusanus 
asserts 


Qui enim absolutam et ipsam tantum concipit unitatem, ineffabilem eam videt. Cuius 
enim respectu potius unum quam aliud sortiretur nominem28? 


Cusanus here adds that if you avoid everything else and only consider 
the simple or absolute unity and comprehend this one alone, it appears 
neither as simple nor as non-simple, neither as one, nor as non-one29. This 
is the idea of coincidentia oppositorum, i e the coincidence of opposites in 
God, which is precisely the core of the philosophy of Cusanus. But this 
idea is clearly connected with ineffability, because God ineffably shews 
himself in the coincidence of opposites, however ultimately surpassing 
this coincidence. - At this point negative theology ceases to be the ultimate 
way of speaking of God and consequently the concept of theology has 
become preciser. However, it remains conjectural, as we are necessarily 
obliged to stick to language, which - from a human point of view — cannot 
be surpassed — only momentaneously by the divine, incomprehensible and 
intuitive insight30. 


25 Cusanus, Compendium, 9. 

26 Cusanus, Idiota de mente, 68; cfr. 58. 

27 Cusanus, De coniecturis I, 18. 

28 ibd. 

29 ibd. 

30 Flasch makes the following essential comment: «Fügst du der Unendlichkeit das 
Prädikat ‘Gutheit’ hinzu, dann siehst du: Die unendliche Gutheit ist nicht Gutheit, denn 
*Gutheit' bezeichnet einen begrenzten Inhalt, sondern sie ist Unendlichkeit. Sagst du: 
“unendliche Qualität’, dann ist diese keine Quantität, sondern die Unendlichkeit selbst. Das 
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Cusanus asserts that certainty concerning the absolute unity is precise 
and that the spirit effects all in and through it. It is whatness (quiditas), the 
ineffable precondition of everything. This implies that doctrine of God, 
although it is clear and brief, it is conceptually ineffable31. Cusanus here 
— in this somewhat compact, but essential, passage — expounds the idea of 
God continuously preceding the coincidence of opposites and he also 
makes an attempt to express what this implies. 


Quamvis verius videatur deum nihil omnium, quae aut concipi aut dici possunt, 
exsistere quam aliquid eorum, non tamen praecisionem attingit negatio, cui obviat 
affirmatio. Absolutior igitur veritatis exstitit conceptus, qui ambo abicit opposita, 
disiunctive simul et copulative. Non poterit enim infinitius responderi ‘an deus sit’ 
quam quod ipse nec est nec non est, atque quod ipse nec est et non est. Haec est una 
ad omnem quaestionem altior, simplicior, absolutior conformiorque responsio ad 
primam ipsam simplicissimam ineffabilem entitatem. Haec quidem subtilissima 
coniecturalis responsio est ad omnia quaesita aequa. Coniecturalis autem est, cum 


praecisissima ineffabilis inattingibilisque tam ratione maneat quam intellectu32. 


Although Cusanus is still inclined conceptually to express the 
significance of coincidentia oppositorum, he admits that this is possible 
only to a certain extent, as Absolute Infinity — the primary image 
(Exemplar) — is ineffable. 

But the point of the discussion changes at the end of De coniecturis. 
We must here only confine to state that this is the case. However, Cusanus 
still bothers to ask his reader to choose an appropriate concept, as well as 
appropriate images, to get access to different (conceptual) worlds and adds 
that these cannot be expressed empirically in the supreme world where 
they are intellectual33. But he then completely seems to drop the question 
of intellectual concepts and the one of the preconditions of expressing 
them, i e the idea of creating a heavenly language. The frame of the 
discussion is now the human mind, or the self, however, by necessity 
related to God as the final unity of reality. 


freigesetzte Prädikat kehrt in die Ursprungsunendlichkeit zurück. Es tastet die Würde des 
Absoluten nicht an, sondem erweist sie als absolut». Flasch 1998, 436. This is a form of 
seeing an aspect. 

31 Cusanus, De coniecturis I, 20. 

32 ibd. 21. 

33 ibd., 40. 
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As he in the following (part I) refers to the ineffable, this is in 
connection with the precision of the human mind (mens) participating in 
the precision of the divine mind. He says 


Et quoniam divina ipsa mens omnium est absolutissima praecisio, ipsam omnes 
craetae mentes in alteritate variationis differenter participare contingit illa ipsa 
ineffabili mente imparticipabili perdurante, condicione participantium hoc agente34. 


This is an essential remark, as it implies that the human mind is really 
participating in divinity and, in a certain sense, in a permanent way. 
Cusanus immediately explains what this implies. He says that it is not the 
case that a mind which receives the ray of the divine light would precede 
participation of it35. This remark can be understood as if the mind to a 
certain extent would have its origin in the light of the divine ray. But 
Cusanus here evidently intends to underline that the disproportion of 
divinity and humanity remains, by necessity. 

Cusanus explains that the real being (actualitas) in our existence 
consists of participation in the divine intellect. But this most actual 
(actualissima) power can only be received in the manifold of otherness 
and is considered a possibility of a certain species. This implies that the 
mind can certainly participate in the real knowledge, but simultaneously in 
a reality which is otherness, or possibility in relation to the divine reality 
(or actuality). God is reality, but the created mind in many ways 
participates in (the absolute) possibility. Cusanus underlines that the more 
like God an intelligence is, the more its possibility approaches the essence 
of its real being36, 

Several scholars have stressed that De coniecturis is unique in the 
philosophy of Cusanus, because the “absolute unity is ‘within’ the mind 
which likewise includes the other unities. This is certainly correct. The 
subjective tendency is obvious compared to De docta ignorantia. This 
tendency also concerns the concept of ineffability in these two works. 
What is incomprehensible is here the absolute, or divine, ineffability 
reflected by the individual intellect, the human mind. On the other hand, 


34 ibd., 55. 
35 ibd., 56. 
36 Cusanus, /diota de mente, 102-07. 
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this conclusion does not exclude that God remains ineffable, or 
incomprehensible to the mind. 

Cusanus underlines that the one true name of everything is essentially 
ineffable. He here seems to make a reservation compared to what he has 
said earlier, although this is in fact one of his very favourite ideas. It seems 
to be an attempt to increase the precision which is already there and which 
after a while again seems relative, a ceterum censeo in an argumentation 
which is — on the whole — juridical. Cusanus continues 


Assis hic totus, Juliane, nam unitas ipsa absoluta, quae est et veritas superineffabilis, 
uti est, imparticipabilis remanet. Intelligentiae autem esse est intelligere, hos est 
quidem veritatem participare. Non est autem ipsa, uti est, participabilis, sed remanet 
aeterna ipsa atque absolutissima infinitas, nec est in alteritate nostrae rationis 
participabilis, cum ratio nostra sit intelligentiae alteritatis. In alteritate igitur 
intellectuali ipsam participamus super omnem rationem. Spirituales igitur 
intelligentiae quodam ineffabili modo veritatem ipsam absolutam in alteritate 
intellectuali mediante intellectualibus quaternis elementis varie differenter 
participant. ..37. 


Cusanus here approaches the realm of the pure intelligence, which he 
discusses more extensively at the end of De coniecturis II, hence giving 
his moral advice to Cesarini. The absolute Unity is superineffable, but it 
tacitly shews itself in the pure spirit. To form part of it hence becomes the 
goal of the human intellect. Cusanus here exclaims 


Ineffabile igitur est hoc gaudium, ubi quis in varietate intelligentium verorum ipsam 
unitatem veritatis infinitae attingit38. 


Seemingly Christian mysticism here takes the command. But this 
passage can also be read as a comment to the process where the pure spirit 
is part of the ineffable, 1 e as an expression of the joy of the individual 
seeing an aspect which is completely new to her. Spiritually somebody in 
the otherness of the visual objects sees unity in every beauty, spiritually 
she hears the unity of every harmony, she tastes the dulcet of every joy, she 
complicates unity in all causes and reasons and embraces all with spiritual 


37 Cusanus, De coniecturis, 104. 
38 ibd., 105. 
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joy in Truth, the only matter se loves. The experience of unity is hence 
ineffable, i e purely spiritual, a foretaste of the heavenly language. Only 
momentaneously, i e intuitively, it is comprehensible, but precisely as 
incomprehensible, i e in docta ignorantia, in silence. 

We can assert that according to Cusanus the intellect is certainly part 
of the ineffable truth, which in itself surpasses the ineffable, i e which is 
superineffabilis, or infinite. It is present everywhere, potentially, actually 
and both, also in the streets and squares. As the ineffable here is a function 
of the intellect, the subjective tendency of the philosophy of Cusanus is 
obvious. But, on the other hand, the purely subjective tendency somehow 
remains in the background. Cusanus throughout his philosophy sticks to a 
strictly logical argumentation, which is universal: If you agree upon the 
premises, you can draw the consequences. The reflecting self — who is 
anybody - is here in action. But the argumentation is universal also 
regarding its content, as it existentially concerns every human being. 

That God, or the ineffable, is superineffable implies, as we know, that 
distance between the contingent and the eternal is absolute, i e that God is 
incomprehensible, but potentially present anywhere, within various life 
forms. This basic condition concerns everybody, at least in the sense that 
no human being possesses the complete truth, but all participate in it in an 
incomplete, enigmatic and preliminary way, differently as individuals, 
though equally as human beings. But there is an obvious change in the 
thought of Cusanus: The absolute, God, is here transcendental by 
necessity, 1 e the discussion concerns the precondition of the possibility of 
knowledge, not only what surpasses the speakable. In the booklet De 
filiatione Dei Cusanus asserts 


Omnia igitur, quae effari possunt, ineffabile non exprimunt, sed omnis elocutio 
ineffabile fatur. Est enim ipsum unum, pater seu genitor verbi, id omne, quod in omni 
verbo verbatur, sic in omni signo signatur. ..39. 


4. In Idiota de mente it is even more evident that truth really exclaims 


in the streets, i e that the ineffable truth shews itself in, within and through 
the manifold of life, but is perceived by the intellectually reflecting human 


39 Cusanus, De filiatione Dei, 73. 
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mind, the self (ego)40. Also in this text there is a connection with the 
concept of ineffability. 

It is here said that there is only one infinite form which is shewn in 
every thing as the precisest exemplar of every formative thing. Reason 
cannot comprehend the ineffable (ineffabilis) form. If a thing has a name 
it is an image of the inaffable and precise Exemplar. Cusanus asserts 


Unum est igitur verbum ineffabile, quod est praecisum nomen omnium rerum, ut 
motu rationis sub vocabulo cadunt. Quod quidem ineffabile nomen in omnibus 
nominibus suo modo relucet, quia infinita nominabilitas omnium nominum et infinita 
vocabilitas omnium voce expressibilium, ut sic omne nomen sit imago praecisi 
nominis. Et nihil aliud omnes conati sunt dicere, licet forte id quod dixerunt, melius 
et clarius dici posset. Omnes enim necessario concordarunt unam esse infinitam 
virtutem, quam deum dicimus, in qua necessario omnia complicantur4!. 


Here manifold is in the focus rather than unity, and not as such, but as . 
an image and reflection of the absolute possibility. In this work Cusanus 
has finally discovered the significance of the will and hence the ethical 
perspective. This topic only occasionally appears in his texts, especially in 
De non-aliud: the will is value, pure goodness42. But this ineffable value 
is absolute — truth, justice and equality — and is hence expressed in life, i e 
mainly as a motivation, ultimately the absolute possibility in its endeavour 
to be expressed in life as pure reality. 

The ineffable good will is expressed in a way of acting where value is 
in the center, i e that I do not need verbally to identify a good action as 
good in order to make it s043. It is enough to act an a appropriate way. 
Consequently the practical life becomes relevant a new. The image of the 
absolute possibility is expressed — if not by words — by action, i e, in a life 
imitating the one of Christ and trying to realize truth and love44. This 
implies a new dynamics in the philosophy of Cusanus, even conceptually. 
God is not anymore the one compared to whom nothing greater can be 
comprehended but the one compared to whom nothing more active can be 


40 Cfr. Cusanus, Idiota de mente, 57. 

4l ibd, 68. 

42 Cusanus, De li non-aliud, 35; Compendium, 29; 30. 

43 Cfr. De filiatione Dei, 75, otherwise in Dc. Pudo globi, 115 
44 Cusanus, De ludo globi, 68. 
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comprehended, although this definition is given only by the later Cusanus 
in De apice theoriae and Compendium45. Coincidentia oppositorum here 
implies the coincidence-of possibility and actuality in the realm of human 
life and hence intellectual freedom. 

As a matter of fact, there is a veritable change on all levels of thought: 
the essential role of philosophy belongs to daily life. But the 
epistemological perspective of unity — God is in all is in God — remains 
intact. The incomprehensibility of God is an essential idea especially in the 
texts of the later Cusanus. However this incomprehensibility is 
expressible, by ethical action, in the life of anybody willing to accept the 
path of likeness with Christ and ultimately equality46. 

In his later philosophy Cusanus seems to prefer to say what can be 
said instead of discussing what cannot be expressed by words, only 
grasped by intuition47. The mystical experience is however still on his 
mind. Simultaneously there is a growing concern for ethical acting. 


Abo Academy, Finland 


45 Cusanus, De apice theoriae, 26. «Sic in sensatione, visione, gustatione, 
imaginatione, intellectione, volitione, electione, contemplatione et cunctis bonis et 
virtuosis operibus videt unitrinum posse relucentiam ipsius posse, quo nihil operiosius nec 
perfectius.» 

46 ibd., 11. 

47 FLASCH comments — in two different contexts — that the two concepts of ‘saying’ 
and ‘showing’ (which are generally considered a crucial part of Wittgenstein’s philosophy) 
are essential in the thought of Cusanus He says 1.: «Später erst habe er eingesehen: dieses 
immer gesuchte Wesen zeigt sich, es ist seinem Wesen nach ein Sich-Zeigen, sein sich- 
Zeigen ist kein blosser Schein, ist es doch notwendigerweise die Subsistenz von allem 
Bestehenden.» FLASCH 1998, 37. «Ich habe mich ... über den Ausdruck des Cusanus 
mokiert, ein geometrisches Gebilde ‘sage’ etwas. Aber in seinem philosophischen ... 
Kontext hat diese Ausdrucksweise guten Sinn. Denn die Argumentation soll zeigen, dass 
alle Winkel von dem einen Grund herkommen, der zugleich der grösste und der kleinste 
Winkel ist». K. FLASCH, Nikolaus Cusanus, München 2001, 54. But the concept of ‘saying’ 
(fatur) in the tradition implies ‘saying according to divine justice’, i e by necessity. A. 
GRAESER, Ernst Cassirer. Miinchen 1994, 111. Cfr. Cusanus’ use of the notion of ineffable 
to describe the absolute, or divine, necessity. 


KAZUHIKO YAMAKI 


FUNKTION UND TRAGWEITE DER IMAGINATIO BEI 
CUSANUS — EIN KONKRETES BEISPIEL 


I. VERWENDUNG VERSCHIEDENER FIGUREN UND METAPHERN IM 
CUSANISCHEN DENKEN 


Schon häufig wurde darauf hingewiesen, dass Nikolaus von Kues 
vom Beginn seines Philosophierens an häufig Figuren gebraucht, um sein 
Denken zu veranschaulichen. Dazu gehören vor allem die in seinem ersten 
philosophischen Werk De docta ignorantia eingeführten Formen des 
Dreiecks, Kreises und Kreisbogensl, mit deren Hilfe dem begrenzten 
menschlichen Denken ein Erfassen der Unendlichkeit Gottes ermöglicht 
werden soll. Daneben tauchen in seiner früheren Schrift De coniecturis 
zwei weitere geometrische Figuren auf, bezeichnet als Figura 
Participationis und Figura Universi2. Die erstere ist aus zwei sich 
gegenüber stehenden Dreiecken, der «Pyramide des Lichts» und der 
«Pyramide der Dunkelheit», zusammengesetzt. Anhand dieser Darstellung 
erklärt Nikolaus, dass alles Seiende aus einer Einheit sowie aus einer 
Andersheit besteht, wodurch alle Einzeldinge voneinander verschieden 
sind. Seine Figura Universi ist aus 40 grösseren und kleineren Kreisen 
gebildet, womit bildhaft veranschaulicht wird, wie das All (Universum) 
und jedes in dem All Seiende an der Einheit als dem Urprinzip teilhat. 

Cusanus bedient sich außerdem noch einer Reihe von Gleichnissen, 
die weder geometrische Figuren noch konkrete Bilder sind. Dazu gehört 
z.B. neben dem bekannten Gesichtsgleichniss des Allesehenden in der 


l Z. B. De docta ignorantia I, c.13-15 (Nicolai de Cusa Opera Omnia iussu et 
auctoritate academiae litterarum Heidelbergensis ad codicum fidem edita [h.] I, 27-29). 
2 De coniecturis I, 9, n. 41 (h. III 46); Ibid. 13, n.65 (h. III, 64). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Medievale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1723-1730. 
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Schrift De visione dei3, die Metapher der Jagd, der den philosophischen 
Prozeß der Wahrheitsfindung zeigt, den er gleichsam als ein Verfolgen der 
Wahrheit auf zehn unterschiedlichen methedischen Feldern versteht, und 
das Gleichnis einer Stadt mit fünf Toren, die den Menschen mit seinen 
fünf Sinnen versinnbildlicht. Diese Metaphern sind in seinem Spätwerk 
enthalten, die erste in der Schrift De venatione sapientiae4, letztere in der 
Schrift CompendiumS. Beide Abhandlungen hat Cusanus vermutlich um 
das Jahr 1463, d.h. im Jahr vor seinem Tode niedergeschrieben. Dazu 
gehört auch das Beryll-Gleichnis zur coincidentia oppositorum in seiner 
im 1458 fertiggestellten Schrift De beryllo®. 

Als ein Mittelding zwischen geometrischer Figur und Metapher gibt 
es auch zwei Fälle einer analogen Verwendung geometrischer Figuren; 
nämlich in der Schrift De possest eine Kreiselartige Figur, die sich aus 
zwei konzentrischen Kreisen zusammensetzt7, und in der Schrift De ludo 
globi eine kreisförmige Figur, die aus neun konzentrischen Kreisen 
besteht8. Mit der ersteren versucht Cusanus zu zeigen, dass «die 
Ewigkeitgals ganze zugleich in jedem beliebigen Zeitpunkt, und Gott, der 
Ursprung und das Ziel, als Ganzer zugleich in allen Dingen ist»9. Die 
letztere Figur findet in der erwähnten Schrift eine mehrfache Verwendung; 
so versinnbildlicht sie erstens die Spieltafel des Globusspiels und deren 
Gewinnpunkte!0, zweitens die Stufen des Schauens des Christus- 
suchenden!!, drittens die neunstufige Funktion des menschlichen 
Geistes12, und schließlich das neunstufige Universum, in dessen Mitte 
Christus verborgen ist!3. 


De visione dei Praefatio, n. 2, 3f. (h. VI, 5). 

De venatione sapientiae n.1 (h. XII, 3f.). 
Compendium VIH, n. 22 (h. X13, 17ff.). 

Z. B., De beryllo n.3 (h. XI 1, 5f.). 

De possest n.18f. (h. XI 2, 23ff.). 

Figura ludum globi illustrans, in De ludo (h. IX, 153). 

9 De poss. n.19, 28-30 (Übersetzung von R. Steiger) (h. XI 2, 25): «aeternitatem 
simul totam esse in quolibet puncto temporis et deum principium et finem simul esse totum 
in omnibus et quaelibet talia». 

10 De ludo globi I, n. 50, 9-12 (h. IX, 56). 

11 Ibid. II, n. 72-75. (h. IX, 84-90). 

12 Ibid. n. 103 (h. IX, 128f.). 

13 Ibid. n. 104 (h. IX, 129-132). 
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Für diese dritte Gruppe bildlicher Schöpfungen ist charakteristisch, 
dass diese Figuren zwar aus der Geometrie stammen, Cusanus diese aber 
weiterentwickelt hat, um sie auf metaphysische Zusammenhänge 
beziehen zu können. Da die Verwendung der Figur des Globusspiels sehr 
interessant ist, werde ich darauf zurückkommen. 


II. STELLUNG UND BEDEUTUNG DER VORSTELLUNGSKRAFT BEI CUSANUS 


Welche Bedeutung kommt nun im Gesamtsystem der menschlichen 
Erkenntnisfähigkeiten der Vorstellungskraft zu, die in Cusanus’ Denken 
so verschiedenartige Denkmodelle hervorbringt? Um diesen Punkt zu 
erhellen, zitiere ich einen Passus aus der früheren Schrift De coniecturis: 
«Die Zeichen der Verstandeskraft erkennen wir in den Sinnen, noch mehr 
in der Vorstellungskraft und noch ausgedehnter, heller und deutlicher in 
der Vernunft»14. In dieser Stellung der imaginatio zwischen dem Sinn 
(sensus) und der Vernunft (ratio) zeigt sich kein Unterschied zur 
traditionellen mittelalterlichen Auffassung. Und diese Rangordnung 
behält Cusanus bishin zu seiner späteren Schriften unverändert bei, wie 
z.B. ein Passus in De venatione sapientiae zeigt15. 

Welche Funktion hat hier die Vorstellungskraft? In der Schrift De 
mente beschreibt Cusanus die imaginatio als eine Kraft der Seele, durch 
die die Seele sich ein Bild des abwesenden Dinges formtló. Der 
Unterschied zwischen dem Sinn und der Vorstellungskraft liegt darin, dass 
der erstere allein in Anwesenheit des Dinges die Form in der Materie 
wahrnimmt, die letztere aber in Abwesenheit des Dinges. Die imaginatio 
erfasst zugleich viele Zustände ununterschieden und begreift nicht die 
Substanz, sondern Akzidentien17. 


14 De coni. II, 10, n.123 (h. IN, 119, 10-13): «in sensu, deinde magis in 
imaginatione, adhuc amplius in ratione clarius et propinquius signa experimur intellectualis 
vigoris». 

15 De ven. sap. XXXIX, n. 123 (h. XII, 112). 


16 De mente VIIL n.114, 12-16 (h. 2y, 169): «Quae vis animae imaginatio dicitur, 
quoniam per eam anima rei absentatae imaginem sibi confrmat. Et per hoc a sensu differt, 
qui solum re praesente formam comprehendit in materia, imaginatio vero re absentata, 
confuse tamen, ut statum non discernat, sed multos status simul confuse comprehendat». 

17 De ludo II, n. 67, 14-16 (h. IX, 80): «Omnia, quae sensu et imaginatione 
attinguntur, sunt citra substantiam, quae accidentia dicuntur, quae, nisi continerentur per 
substantiam, non subsisiterent». 
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Zunächst scheint es also, als Cusanus in der Auffssung von der 
Stellung und der Funktion der imaginatio weitgehend der klassischen 
mittelalterlichen folgte, d. h, dass er ihr als Mittel zur Erlangung der 
Wahrheit eine geringere Bedeutung zumessen würde. Aber eine genauere 
Untersuchung zeigt das Gegenteil. In der Schrift De ludo globi schreibt 
Nikolaus: 


Es ist ganz sicher, dass ein Einsichtiger aus den Phantasiebildern der 
unvergänglichen Dinge Anschauung schöpft. Es sind aber Phantasiebilder, welche 
die imaginatio bietet. ..... Wenn unser Geist nämlich nicht die Vorstellung 
brauchte, um zur Wahrheit, die die Vorstellung übersteigt, die er (doch) allein sucht, 
zu gelangen — gleich wie ein Springer über den Graben den Stock —, wäre er (der 
Geist) in uns nicht mit der Vorstellung verbunden18. 


Dieses Schöpfen des Einsichtigen vollzieht sich auf zweierlei Weise; 
rein mechanisch gesehen «hat die menschliche Einsicht, um zur 
Wirklichkeit zu gelangen, Phantasiebilder nötig, und diese können nicht 
ohne die Sinne zustande kommen»19, weil die imaginatio von der Seele im 
Leibe ausgeübt wird20. In diesem Schöpfen gibt es aber noch eine weitere, 
fundamentale Dimension, auf der die niedrigere imaginatio die höhere 
Vernunft (intellectus) übertrifft. Dies belegt der folgende Passus in De 
possest, wo im Zusammenhang mit der zuvor erwähnten Kreisel-artigen 
Figur zu lesen ist: 


wir wünschen, durch ein sinnenfälliges Vorstellungsbild angeleitet zu werden, ... 
auf daß wir, das Bild hinter uns lassend, im Sprung über alles Sinnliche uns 
erhôben21. 


18 De ludo IL n. 88, 10-16 (Übersetzung von G. v. BREDOW) (h. IX, 108f.): 
«certissimum est intelligentem ex phantasmatibus incorruptibilium haurire speculationem. 
Sunt autem phantasmata, quae offert imaginatio. ... Nisi enim mens nostra indigeret 
adiutorio imaginationis, ut ad veritatem, quae imaginationem excedit, quam solum quaerit, 
perveniat — quasi saltator fossati baculo —, non esset in nobis imaginationi coniuncta». 

19 De vis. XXII, n. 98, 16-18 (Übersetzung von E. BOHNENSTAEDT mit kleineren 
Veränderungen von K. Y.) (h. VI, 77): «intellectus humanus ut ponatur in actu, opus habet 
phantasmatibus, et phantasmata sine sensibus haberi nequeunt». 

20 De ludo I, n. 26, 13 (h. IX, 31): «Sensualitatem et imaginationem exercet in 
corpore». 

21 De poss. n. 18, 3-6 (Übersetzung von STEIGER) (h. XI 2, 23): «optamus ... aliquo 
sensibili phantasmate manuduci, maxime quomodo aeternum est omnia simul et in nunc 
aeternitatis tota, ut ipso phantasmate relicto salientes supra omnia sensibilia elevemur». 
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Durch diesen Sprung kann das Göttliche rätselhaft irgendwie gesehen 
werden22. 

Die letztere Dimension eröffnet sich gerade im Zusamenhang mit 
dem Denken, das Cusanus als docta ignorantia bezeichnet, als dessen 
implizite Funktion. Durch diese, im cusanischen Sinne verstandene, 
imaginatio wird es dem physisch in der Welt seienden Menschen möglich, 
schon innerhalb der Welt einen Vorgeschmack der Wahrheit zu erlangen. 
Und diese Imaginationslehre des Cusanus steht somit sicherlich auch mit 
dessen Imagolehere vom gesamten Universum in Beziehung, denn es 
wird hier ein gedankliches System sichtbar, das sich als Imago- 
Imaginatio-Komplex bezeichnen läßt. Aus zeitlichen Gründen muß ich 
verzichten, hier auf diesen Komplex weiter einzugehen. 


III. DER BERG CHRISTI 


Auf der Grundlage der bisherigen Feststellungen untersuche ich nun 
die in seiner späteren Schrift De ludo globi auftauchende konzentrische 
Figur aus einem heuristischen Ansatz. Wie schon erwähnt, besteht sie aus 
neun konzentrischen Kreisen, welche die Punkte des Globusspiels 
darstellen. Aber zugleich wird diese Figur herangezogen, um das ganze 
Universum zu versinnbildlichen, das sich auch aus neun gestuften 
Regionen zusammensetzt und in dessen Zentrum Christus als deus et 
homo steht. 

Interessanterweise steht diese Figur in enger Verbindung mit der 
bereits gennanten Figura Universi in De coniecturis, weil die 
konzentrischen Kreise sich eigentlich aus der Figura Universi ableiten 
lassen, wenn bei der Figura Universi der Durchmesser von der Spitze des 
«Kreises der ersten Ordnung der obersten Region» bis zur Basis des 
«Kreises der untersten Ordnung der untersten Region» um die erste Spitze 
gedreht wird. 

Entwickelt man nach der cusanischen Methodik eine Metaphorik des 
Universums, so kann aus den konzentrischen Kreisen in De ludo globi ein 
Kegel des Universums gebildet werden, indem das Zentrum dieses 
Kreises nach oben gezogen wird. An der Spitze des Kegels steht 
selbstverständlich Christus. 


22 Ibid. n.19, 26-30 (b. XI 2, 25). 
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Betrachtet man diesen Sachverhalt des Kegels im Ganzen, wird man 
sich leicht an ein Bild vom Berg Christi aus Cusanus" philosophischem 
Erstlingswerk De docta ignorantia erinnern. Der betreffende Passus lautet 
wie folgt: 


Wir Christgläubigen werden also in der belehrten Unwissenheit zu dem Berg 
geführt, der Christus ist, den zu berühren uns unsere sinnenhafte Natur hindert. 
Und während wir ihn mit dem Auge der Venunft zu schauen versuchen, geraten wir 
ins Dunkel, wohl wissend, dass in diesem Dunkel der Berg ist, auf dem allein für 
alle, denen die Kraft der Vernunft gegeben ist, eine wohlgefällige Wohnstätte ist. 
Wenn wir uns ihm mit großem, beständigem Glauben genähert haben, werden wir 
dem Auge derer, die im Sinnenhaften wandeln, entrückt. ... Dann werden die 
Gläubigen, die in glühender Sehnsucht stetig aufsteigen, zur einfachen 
Vernunftschau entrückt, indem sie alles Sinnliche überspringen, gleichsam wie 
vom Schlafe zum Wachen, vom Hören zum Sehen fortschreiten; dort wird 
geschaut, was nicht offenbart werden kann23. 


Zwar bezieht sich dieses Bild des Berges Christi vor allem auf die 
Geschichte des Moses im Exodus 19f., aber es zeigt sich deutlich eine 
metaphorische Gemeinsamkeit mit dem späteren Bild in der Schrift De 
ludo globi. 

Zugleich wird aber auch ein klarer Unterschied zwischen den Bildern 
in De docta ignorantia und in De ludo globi offenbar; das Dunkel, das im 
ersten Bild den Berg Christi umhüllt, erscheint nämlich im letzteren nicht 
mehr. Was bedeutet das? Hier ist an einen Passus in der letzten Schrift des 
Cusanus, De apice theoriae zu erinnern, der lautet: 


Einst glaubte ich, dass man sie (die Wahrheit) eher in der verbergenden Dunkelheit 
ausfindig mache. Die Wahrheit, in der eben das Können hell aufscheint, ist durch 
starkes Vermögen gekennzeichnet. In einem fort ruft sie ja in den Straßen, wie du 


23 De doct. ign. HI, 11, (n. 246£.) (Übersetzung von H. G. SENGER) (h. I, 153, 8-24): 
«Ducimur ... nos Christifideles in docta ignorantia ad montem, qui Christus est, quem 
tangere cum natura animalitatis nostrae prohibiti sumus; et oculo intellectuali dum 
inspicere ipsum conamur, in caliginem incidimus, scientes intra ipsam caliginem montem 
esse, in quo solum beneplacitum est habitare omnibus intellectu vigentibus. Quem si cum 
maiori fidei constantia accesserimus, rapiemur ab oculis sensualiter ambulantium .... 
Deinde ardentiori desiderio fideles continuo ascendentes ad intellectualitatem simplicem 
rapiuntur, omnia sensibilia transilientes, quasi de somno ad vigiliam, de auditu ad visum 
pergentes; ubi ea videntur, quae revelari non possunt». 
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im Buch Der Laie gelesen hast. Ganz sicher erweist sie sich als von überallher 
leicht auffindbar24. 
Nach dieser Auffassung hat sich wohl jene Dunkelheit aufgelöst. 


IV. DIE CUSANISCHE IMAGINATIONSLEHRE ALS <IMITATIO CHRISTI> 


Wie meine bisherige Untersuchung zeigt, war die Vorstellungskraft 
des Cusanus zeit seines Lebens so stark, dass Figuren, Metaphern und 
Gleichnisse stets eine große Rolle in seinem Denken spielen. Einer der 
Gründe dafür liegt darin, dass Nikolaus mit Vor-stellungsbildern den Weg 
zur Wahrheit zu zeigen versuchte, damit man durch das Denken der docta 
ignorantia zur Wahrheit gelange. 

Meines Erachtens nach gibt es noch einen weiteren Grund dafür, 
nämlich eine Art von Imitatio Christi durch Nicolaus Cusanus. Um diese 
These zu begründen, möchte ich die besagte Figur aus De ludo globi noch 
einmal heranziehen. Zunächst steht die Spielregel des Globusspiels im 
direkten Bezug zu Christus, denn sie lautet: 


Die Spielregel ist, daß, der Globus im Innern des Kreises zur Ruhe kommen soll 
von der Bewegung; und je näher dem Mittelpunkt, umso mehr gewinnt er nach der 
Zahl des Kreises, an dem er stillsteht. Und wer am schnellsten 34 erreicht haben 
wird, das sind die Jahre Christi, der soll Sieger sein25. 


Zum anderen versinnbildlicht diese aus neun konzentrischen Kreisen 
zusammengesetzte Figur die Stufen des Schauens von Christus, der im 
Zentrum steht26. Nikolaus scheint sich also der Nachfolge Christi stark 
bewußt zu sein. 


24 De apice theoriae n.5, 9-13 (Übersetzung von SENGER) (h. XII, 120): «Putabam 
ego aliquando ipsam in obscuro melius reperiri. Magnae potentiae veritas est, in qua posse 
ipsum valde lucet. Clamitat enim in plateis, sicut in libello De idiota legisti. Valde certe se 
undique facilem repertu ostendit». 

25 De ludo n. 50, 9-12 (Übersetzung von V. BREDOW) (h. IX, 56): «Lex ... ludi est, 
ut globus intra circulum quiescat a motu et propinquior centro plus acquirat, iuxta 
numerum circuli ubi quiescit. Et qui citius XXXIV acquisiverit, qui sunt anni Christi, victor 
sit». 

26 De ludo n. 72, 1-5 (h. IX, 85): «Circuli igitur sunt visionis gradus. In omni 
circulo videtur centrum omnibus commune, propinquius in propinquioribus, remotius in 
remotioribus. Extra quem cum centrum videri nequeat, quod non nisi in circulo videtur, 
non videtur ‘vita viventium’ seu lux luminum intellectualium». 
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In Bezug auf Christus heißt es im folgenden Passus der Schrift De 
apice theorae: «Christus führt uns zur reinen und klaren Anschauung eben 
dieses Könnens durch Wort und Beispiel»27. Diese Aussage erinnert an 
zwei bekannte gleichlautende Bibelstellen im Evangelium des Matthäeus 
13, 34-35 und dem des Markus 4, 33-34. Ich zitiere es hier as dem 
Matthäeus-Evangelium: 


Dies alles sagte Jesus der Menschenmenge durch Gleichnisse; er redete nur in 
Gleichnissen zu ihnen. Damit sollte sich erfüllen, was durch den Propheten gesagt 
worden ist. Ich öffne meinen Mund und rede in Gleichnissen, ich verkünde, was seit 
der Schöpfung verborgen war. 


Lesen wir im Licht der eben zitierten Textstelle die folgende Aussage des Cusanus in 
seinem Brief an Nikolaus: 

Als erstes aber bedenke, mein Sohn, dass wir in dieser Welt durch Gleichnisse und 
Rätselbilder wandeln, weil der Geist der Wahrheit nicht von dieser Welt ist und auch 
nur insofern von ihr gefaßt werden kann, als wir durch Gleichnisse und Symbole, die 
wir als solche erkennen, zum Unerkannten emporgerissen werden28. 


Mir scheint, dass hier der ältere Nikolaus den jüngeren aufruft, den 
Weg in der Welt in der Nachfolge Christi zu wandeln. Philosophisch 
verstanden bedeutet das, mit dem Geist, der selbst ein Abbild Gottes ist, 
und vor allem mit Hilfe der imaginatio die Welt als imago Gottes zu 
erkennen, um so zu einer Vorstellung des dahinter vorhandenen Schöpfers 
der Welt und der Wahrheit zu gelangen. 


Waseda University, Tokyo 


27 De ap. theor. n. 28, 5f. (Übers. von SENGER mit kleineren Veränderungen) (h. 
XII, 136): «Christus est nos ad claram contemplationem ipsius posse verbo et exemplo 
perducens». Vgl. Tu quis es «De principio>, n. 18, 5f (h. XII b, 23): «Christus de divinis 
humaniter locutus est, quoniam non nisi humaniter capi possunt per homines». (Übers. von 
K. BORMANN): «Christus hat über das Góttliche in menschlicher Weise gesprochen, weil es 
nur in menschlicher Weise von Menschen verstanden werden kann». «Christus de divinis 
humaniter locutus est, quoniam non nisi humaniter capi possunt per homines». 

28 Brief an Nikolaus n.48 (Übersetzung von G. v. BREDOW) (Das Vermächtnis des 
Nikolaus von Kues, Der Brief an Nikolaus Albergati nebst der Predigt in Montoliveto 
(1463): Cusanus-Texte IV-3 (Heidelberg 1955), S. 46, 23-26): «Primo autem, fili mi, 
advertas nos in hoc mundo ambulare per similitudines et aenigmata, quoniam spiritus 
veritatis non est de hoc mundo neque per ipsum capi potest, nisi parabolice et per symbola 
nobis nota ad incognitum rapiamur». 
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ALCUIN AND THE REALM OF APPLICATION 
OF ARISTOTLE'S CATEGORIES 


As J. Marenbon has recently suggested, Alcuin of York (c. 730/735 - 
c. 804), a rather neglected Early Medieval author, although he is not an 
original thinker, deserves to be recognized as «the first Medieval philoso- 
pher»! in the sense that he introduced a new approach to logic, «quite 
distinct from that found» in the traditional logical sources (Isidorus 
Hispalensis, Cassiodorus, Libri Carolini) up to his time; «one where logic 
ceases to be subservient to rhetoric and comes to be regarded as a key to 
understand and describe reality»2. To explain this innovation, Marenbon 
remarked that Alcuin's fundamental logical source, namely, pseudo- 
Augustine's Categoriae decem, «more than any other of Alcuin's logical 
sources, tends itself to this view of logic»; thus it was by following this 
work that Alcuin «described Aristotle's Categories as fundamental types of 
words» («verba», «genera humanae locutionis»), «which pick out certain 
underlying aspects of reality». In addition, Marenbon remarked aptly that 
Alcuin's main preoccupation was, in fact, theology, particularly «official» 
theology5; it was Alcuin himself who, restating the famous maxim 


1 «Alcuin, the Council of Frankfort and the Beginnings of Medieval Philosophy», 
in: R. BERNDT (ed.), Das Frankfurter Konzil von 794. Kristallisazionspunkt karolingischer 
Kultur, Mainz, 1997, pp. 603-615 (esp. p. 612). Cfr. his Early Medieval Philosophy: 480- 
1150, London / New York, 21991, pp. 45-52 («The Earliest Medieval Philosophers»). 

2  Art.cit. (vide supra, n. 1), p. 609 (italics are mine). 

3 More accurately, Paraphrasis Themistiana (see L. MINIO-PALUELLO (ed.), 
Aristoteles Latinus I 1-5. Categoriae vel Praedicamenta. Translatio Boethii - Editio 
composita. Translatio Guillelmi de Moerbeka. Lemmata e Simplicii commentario decerpta. 
Pseudo-Augustini paraphrasis Themistiana, Bruges/Paris, 1961, pp. 133-175). 

4 Art. cit. (vide supra, n. 1), pp. 609; 610 (italics are mine). 

5  Art.cit. (vide supra, n. 1), p. 610. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
medievale, 11), Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. lll, pp. 1733-1742. 
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«philosophia ancilla theologiae», stressed that the artes liberales have 
always offered those invaluable theoretical instruments in terms of which 
«sancti et Catholici nostrae fidei doctores et defensores omnibus 
haeresiarchis in contentionibus publicis semper superiores existerunt»6. In 
particular, one of the main theological topics treated by Alcuin and his 
circle? was that of the applicability of Aristotle’s Categories to God; 
Marenbon stresses that Alcuin’s treatment of this issue in the De fide 
sanctae et individuae Trinitatis, albeit absolutely depending on the 
treatment of the applicability of Aristotle’s praedicamenta and Porphyry’s 
praedicabilia in Augustine’s De Trinitate V and VII, assumes «a central 
importance which it lacks in Augustine’s work»8. 

From the above one should form the view that, according to Alcuin, 
Aristotle’s Categories can be applied (at least up to an extent) both to the 
sensible and intelligible realities, both to creature and God. There is, 
however, a point of Marenbon’s interpretation which clashes with such a 
view; according to his paraphrasis of a passage from the verses with which 
Alcuin dedicated the Categoriae decem to Charlemagne, «the Categories 
are... ten words... which contain every thing we are able to perceive with 
our senses»9. In what sense is God perceived by «our senses»? Alcuin 
himself adopts Augustine’s view that, to grasp some of the divine truths, 
one should put aside «carnalis oculus» and use «purae mentis intuitus» 10, 


6 Grammatica (PL 101, 854A5-7). Cfr. J. MARENBON, art. cit. (vide supra, n. 1), 
pp. 610-611. 

7 See J. MARENBON, From the Circle of Alcuin to the School of Auxerre. Logic, 
Theology and Philosophy in the Early Middle Ages, Cambridge U.P., 1981, pp. 50-51, 72- 
73 and passim. Cfr. his contribution (Chapter 5: «Philosophy and its Background in the 
Early Medieval West»; in collaboration with R. MCKITTERICK) to the Routledge History of 
Philosophy, Vol. III: Medieval Philosophy (J. MARENBON (ed.)), London / New York, 1998, 
pp. 96-119 (esp. 108-109). 

8 Art. cit. (vide supra, n. 1), p. 610. Augustine's De Trinitate is mainly known for 
its famous doctrines of the illuminatio and the vestigia Trinitatis. However, the problem of 
the description of God in terms of the ten praedicamenta and the five praedicabilia was of 
no little importance for Augustine himself; the Confessiones IV,16,28 shows that his 
speculation on the relation between God and Categories goes back as far as his Manichean 
phase and that he found the key to resolve this problem it in Plotinus’ Enneads (1,6; VI,2). 

9 Art. cit. (vide supra, n. 1), p. 609 (italics are mine). 

10 De fide sanctae et individuae Trinitatis II, prologus (PL 101, 23C1-D2). Alcuin 
seems to plagiarize De vera religione 3,3 (PL 34, 124): «...non corporeis oculis, sed pura 
mente veritatem videri...». Cfr. De Trinitate XV,8,14 (PL 42, 1067): «Incorporalem 
substantiam scio esse sapientiam et lumen esse in quo videntur quae oculis carnalibus non 
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In this paper I shall try to resolve this problem by producing a different 
interpretation of Alcuin’s «sensus»; one, however, that, at last resort, 
corroborates Marenbon’s main point, namely, the philosophical character 
of Alcuin’s «aspectual» theory of Categories, since, as we shall see, Alcuin 
departs from the Neoplatonic-Augustinian tradition of regarding 
Aristotle’s Categories as basically inapplicable to God and regards them as 
fundamental types of thought in terms of which man grasps every kind of ` 
reality. 

Alcuin connects the Categories with «sensus» thrice in his œuvre. 


i)  Decemsunt genera humanae locutionis, quibus homines suos sensus solent inter 
se conferre: dico ... de illis, quas philosophi Graece «categorias», Latine autem 
«praedicamenta» appellare solent. 

ii) Continet iste naturae verba libellus, / quae iam verba tenet rerum ratione 
stupenda, / omne quod in nostrum poterit decurrere sensum12. 

iii Sunt igitur illa, quae aut percipimus sensibus corporis aut mente et cogitatione 
colligimus. Sensibus tenemus, quae aut videndo aut contrectando aut audiendo 
aut gustando aut odorando percipimus; mente cognoscimus, dum quodlibet 
corpus, ut puta hominis vel animalis, multis constare ex partibus intelligimus; 
etiam vel crescere vel senescere; modo angi curis, modo securo pectore 
conquiescere; sanitate alias frui, alias dolores perpeti; peritum ex imperito, 
doctum ex indocto. ...id quod corporali sensu discernitur, «usian», id est, «sub- 
stantiam» [sapientes] dici jusserunt. Illud autem, quod animi tractatu solum 
colligitur ac saepe mutatur «symbebicos», id est, «accidens» nominari 
maluerunt!3. 


videntur». Cfr. also De Trinitate 11,18,34 (PL 42, 867); Contra Secundinum Manichaeum 
16 (PL 42, 591); In Joannis evangelium CXXIV,5 (PL 35, 1877); pseudo-Augustine, 
Dialogus quaestionum LXV, 9 (PL 40, 737). 

Il Op. cit. 1,15 (PL 101, 22C4-8). 

12 L. Minio-PALUELLO (ed.), Aristoteles Latinus I 1-5... (vide supra, n. 3), p. 
LXXXVII («Praefatio»). Alcuin seems to paraphrase Cassiodorus’ Institutiones II, 3,9-10: 
«...Aristotelis categoriae sive praedicamenta, quibus mirum in modum [cfr. Alcuin’s 
«ratione stupenda»] per varias significantias omnis conclusus est sermo... Quicquid [cfr. 
Alcuin’s «omne quod»] homo loquitur, inter decem ista praedicamenta inevitabiliter 
invenitur» (R.A.B. Mynors (ed.), Cassiodori Senatoris Institutiones, Oxford at the 
Clarendon Press, 1937, pp. 113; 114). Although Cassiodorus’ passage is almost literally 
drawn upon Isidorus Hispalensis’ Etymologiae II, 26,1-15 (W.M. LINDSAY, (ed.), Isidori 
Hispalensis Etymologiarum sive Originum libri XX. Tomus I libros I-X continens, Oxomü, 
1911), a close parallelism shows that Alcuin had before his eyes Cassiodorus’, not Isidorus’ 
text. 

13 De dialectica III: «De categoriis» (PL 101, 956B12-C7). 
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According to (i), men notify their «sensus» to each other. Since 
neither the sense procedure nor the sense data are notifiable in any sense, 
the «sensus» expressed through «locutio» should be construed lato sensu 
as «thoughts» or «notions». In (ii), «omne quod in nostrum poterit 
decurrere sensum» means obviously «whatever may cross our minds»; 
«decurrere» makes it admitting of no other interpretation. Now, (iii) is the 
most puzzling, for two reasons. First, Alcuin seems to contradict both (i) 
and (ii) by stating that the five «sensus corporis» grasp the first of 
Aristotle’s Categories, that is the «substance» of the various beings 
(«homo», «animal» etc.), whereas «mens» or «cogitatio» grasps the rest of 
them, regarded as «accidentia». Second, it goes without saying, that vision 
or hearing grasps the substance of, say, «man» ( = «animal» + «rational» 
+ «mortal») is an absurd idea. This odd — ne dicam nonsensical — 
formulation was picked up by Alcuin from the ancient text he was 
plagiarizing, namely, the Categoriae decem 27-2814; so it must be 
approached in the light of this text, which, as is known, comes from 
Themistius’ circlel5. As I tried to show elsewherel6, this passage from 


14 «Sunt, igitur, illa quae aut percipimus sensibus aut mente et cogitatione 
colligimus: sensibus tenemus quae aut videndo aut contrectando aut audiendo aut gustando 
aut odorando cognoscimus; mente ut, cum quis equum aut hominem vel quodlibet animal 
viderit, quamquam unum corpus esse respondeat, intelligit tamen multispartibus esse 
concretum (siquidem alia sit pars capitis, alia pedum caeterorumque membrorum, in ipso 
capite partes suas aures habeant, habeat propriam lingua, ipsae quoque partes singulae 
multa in se habeant quae dividi et separari possunt, ut caro sit aliud, aliud corium, aliud 
venae, aliud nervi, capilli aliud; ergo haec mente vel intellectu colligimus, ad quae nostri 
sensus penetrare non possunt). Consideramus et illa, et animi intentione cognoscimus, vel 
hominem vel aliud animal crescere, senescere, nunc stare nunc movere gressum, modo 
angi curis modo securo pectore conquiescere, sanitate alias frui alias dolorem perpeti, ex 
nigro album, nigrum ex albo colorem mutari, peritum ex imperito, ex indocto doctum, ex 
mansueto ferum, ex feroci mansuetum» (Aristoteles Latinus I 1-5... (vide supra, n. 3), p. 
139,10-27). 

15 See L. MINIO-PALUELLO, «The Text of the Categoriae: The Latin Tradition», 
Classical Quarterly 39/3 (1945) 63-74 (esp. p. 66). 

16 «Stoic Epistemology in the Early Middle Ages. «Erivoto» in Basil of Cae- 
sarea's Adversus Eunomium, «Intentio» in Pseudo-Augustine's Categoriae decem, and 
Alcuin's Aspectual Theory of Aristotle's Categories» (forthcoming in: Archiv für mittel- 
alterliche Philosophie und Kultur). Cfr. ID., «Glossogony or Epistemiology? Eunonius of 
Cyzicus’ and Basil of Caesarea's Stoic Concept of Enivoig and its Misrepresentation by 
Gregory of Nyssa» (forthcoming in: Acts of the 10th Colloquium on Gregory of Nyssa 
(Olomouc, 15th- 18th September, 2004), Brill). 
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the Categoriae decem (c. 350-380), along with its continuation!7, 
shows tantalizingly close affinities to a passage from Basil of 
Caesarea's Adversus Eunomium I (c. 363-366)18, where we find a more 
consistent description of the role of «sensus» (aic@no1c) and «mens» 
(vodc) in the process of knowledge. Basil says carefully that the 
knowledge of «substance» (odoia) is provided by Kown oio8"oic, 
which, according to the Stoics, provides everyone's mind (cfr. koi) 


17 29 (Aristoteles Latinus I I-5... (vide supra, n. 3), pp. 139,28-140,5). 

18 6,19-29; 41-51; 54-57; 1,7,1-29 (B. SESBOUÉ, G.M. DE DURAND, L. DOUTRELEAU 
(eds.), Basile de Césarée, Contre Eunome, suivi de Eunome, Apologie. Introduction, 
traduction et notes, tome I, «Sources chrétiennes» 299, Paris, 1982, pp. 184-190): 

« YnóAowtov A dv ein Seikvúval, mds pv N) ovvýðe Kal E nolwv npay 
udtwv Th Emvola ypfitar, mc SE tà Aria Aóyia THY xpñorv awts mapEedéEccto. 
‘Opdpev toivuv Dn Ev uiv tÅ Kowfj xprioer tà voüc &Opóoig EmißoAoäg tod 
vod AnAd doKodvra civar kot povayd, codo dE Kath AETTOV £5eváoeot TOUKIAG 
darvéueva. Kol noAAd, tadta TH vd Srorpoúpeva &mvoia uovn Stupetà 
A&yevon. Otov, TO oua AnAodv ev eivai onow ñ npárm Evreväıg, TOLKÍÃOV 
Sé O Adyos Ern deikvvoL, TH Enmbvola oro sig «X EE WV OVyKELTAL Sia OY, 
yxpàua xot oyua xol Avrıruniav Kal uEyEdog Kod TÀ orné... 

.. DOTE LETH TO NPGTOV "uiv And TG alaOrcEews Eyyıvönevov vonua TV 
Aemtotépav Kal dKpiBeotépav tod vond&vrog êEmevovumorv Érivorav dvo 
udteodar: dev Å ovvridsan kasi EmtÃoyLOHÓV, EL KO) un OlKElws. Otov tod 
ottov vonua pev GrAoûv Evunapxeı noi KKB davevta yvmpitopev: Ev dE TH 
dxpiBei men autod étetdoe. Demno TE TAELÓVOV mnpocépxetal Kal 
Tpoonyopiar Su&dopor tv vondévimv onnavrıral. Tov yap adtov oitov viv 
pev “kaprov” Aéyouev, viv Se "oméppo", Kal máAw “TPogriv”- “Kaprov” HEN 
de TÉAOG tfjg napeAdodong Yempyiac, “orépuo” SE OS Apxnv tS WEAAOONG, 
“podriv” SE dg KatdAAnAov gc nPOGONKNV T TOD npocóspouévou ONO. 
Toútov dE Exaotov TÜV Asyopévov ... kar Erivovav Hempettat... KO 
ANCECTADE TÁVTO TÀ tH MOBNGEL yvopiua KO) GTA uev civar TH ÚITOKELUEVO 
Soxobvta, moikiAov SE Adyov Kate trv Bewpiav Exidexóueva, Embvola Bempntã 
Aéyetat. ‘Eyyds An tod tovovtov tpdnov CC Émvolas Tv xpo koù map 
tod Oeiov dedidáyueda Aóyov...O Kiptog ńuóv’ Incodg Xptotóc... Ev OV Koro 
TO Onoksiuevov Kot pia odota Kal AMAM Kal dabvBerog, AAÃOTE Om EXVTOV 
ovoueter, taig énivoiatg dSiadepovcac GAANAWV TAG mpocnyopios 
uedapuolóuevos... Kat obtwç Av me më dvoudtwv ~Exaotov ¿podeúnv 
norkidag stpor TOS émivoiag EvOG TOD Katà Tv odoiav tois mÓolv 
ÜTOKEUÉVOU». In my «Glossogony or Epistemiology?...» (forthcoming; vide supra, note 
16), I also try to show that Pseudo-Augustine's «intentio» and Basil's «nivoa» are 
equivalent and were both drawn upon a lost common Stoic source, which I try to detect, 
relying also on Cicero's Academica 11,10,30. 

19 Let us recall that the Greek «cioOdvecdar», and the Latin «sentire» as well, do 
not mean only sense perception but also understanding in general. 
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with perception (cfr. okic@no1c)19 of the «substantial» notions of every 
being, which result from a mental elaboration of the relevant sense data. 
In contrast to the awkward terminology of the Categoriae decem, Basil 
does not say that «substance» is grasped through oio0Tjosic, but, in 
singular, through oto9notc, wherefrom korvat ÉvvoLor emerge20. And 
Alcuin, although he had no access to Basil’s illuminating exposition, by 
instinct avoided reproducing elsewhere the epistemological inconsistency 
of the Categoriae decem 27-29. On the contrary, as we have seen, his own 
use of «sensus» is even broader than both pseudo-Augustine’s and Basil’s, 
since it covers whatever may cross one’s mind, whether material or 
spiritual. 

This explains perfectly why Alcuin was so positive and «cataphatic» 
in declaring the usefulness and effectiveness of Aristotle’s Categories as 
means for describing God, thus shifting the tenor of Augustine’s 
theological usage of them21: 


..dialecticae disciplinae ... rationes, quas beatus Augustinus in libris de sancta 
Trinitate adprime necessarias esse putavit, dum profundissimas de sancta Trinitate 
quaestiones, non nisi categoriarum subtilitate explanari posse probavit. 


This is not a declaration to be found in Augustine's work but what 
Alcuin himseslf understood from its 5th and 7th book. Let us see the 
similarities and differences in detail22. 


20 On the Stoic character of Basil's epistemology see my study: «The Sources of 
Content and Use of ‘èrivora’ in Basil of Caesarea's Adversus Eunomium I: Stoicism and 
Plotinus» (in Modern Greek, with an English Summary), Bu&avrıva 20 (1999) 7-42 (esp. 
pp. 8-28). 

21 Epistola dedicatoria to Charlemagne for the De fide sanctae et individuae 
Trinitatis (E. DÜMMLER (ed.), Monumenta Germaniae historica. Epistolae Carolini Aevi, 
II, Berlin, 1895, p. 415,9-13 = PL 101, 12C13-D3). 

22 On Augustine see the old study by I. CHEVALIER, «La théorie augustinienne des 
relations trinitaires. Analyse explicative des textes», Divus Thomas 18 (1940) 317-384, as 
well as the more systematic account of Augustine's doctrine in my recent studies: 
Augustine and Gregory Palamas on Aristotle's Categories and the «Vestigia Trinitatis» (in 
Modem Greek), Athens, 1997, pp. 19-47 (book-review by E. JEAUNEAU, Revue des Études 
augustiniennes 45 (1999) 223-225; LD. PoLemis, Bufavrivá 19 (1998) 401-403); 
Aristotle's Categories and the ‘Nomina Divina’ according to Anselm of Canterbury (Ph.D. 
thesis in the Faculty of Philosophy of Athens University, in Modern Greek), Athens, 2001, 
pp. 24-35. 
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Alcuin subscribes to Augustine’s view (De Trinitate V in toto) that 
some of the Categories can be applied to God «proprie» (substantia or 
rather essentia, qualitas, quantitas, and facere), some others «relative» (ad 
aliquid), whereas several others «translative» (the rest of them)23. God is 
«essentia» par excellence, since, as He does not bear any accidens, He is 
absolutely immutable24. This means that God and the creatures are not 
«substances» in the same sense25. Divine names such as «sapientia», 
«virtus», «magnus», «immensus», «bonus», «omnipotens», «aeternus» are 
not to be construed as referring to realities different from God’s very 
essence, since He is absolutely simple26; they should be predicated of Him 
«ad se» or «substantialiter», in contrast to the various «relative» 
predications27, which describe the relations of the three Persons with each 
other28 as well as God’s relation with His creature. A special instance of 
the latter case of ad aliquid («Creator - «creatura») is the fundamental 
predication of «facere», which is said most truly of God alone, since God 
alone acts or makes without being acted upon or suffering because of His 
act29. As of the Categories of «situs», «habitus», «locus», tempus» and 
«pati»30, they are applied to Him only «abusive»31. 

So far so good; Alcuin follows Augustine even in cautiously 
abstaining from classing the various predications of God under the 


23 De fide sanctae et individuae Trinitatis 1,15 (PL 101, 22D8-11). 

24 Ibid. (PL 101, 22D11-23A1; 24A7-17); L10 (PL 101, 19C12-13). Cfr. De diale- 
tica XVI (PL 101, 973B7-12). 

25 De fide sanctae et individuae Trinitatis 1,1 (PL 101, 24B8). 

26 Op. cit. L7; 15 (PL 101, 18C1-4; 2342-9); De Trinitate ad Fredegisum quae- 
stiones XXVIII, 6; 19 (PL 101, 59C4-14; 62A2-5). 

27 De fide sanctae et individuae Trinitatis L3 in toto (PL 101, 16A1-B6). 

28 Op. cit. L4 (PL 101, 16B7-D3); De Trinitate ad Fredegisum quaestiones XXVIII, 
7-10 (PL 101, 59C14-60B5). 

29 De fide sanctae et individuae Trinitatis 1,15 (PL 101, 2349-13). Cfr. Augustine's 
De Trinitate V,8,9. As I argued elsewhere (Augustine and Gregory Palamas... (vide supra, 
n. 22), pp. 33-34; Aristotle's Categories... (vide supra, n. 22), pp. 31-32), Augustine's view 
seems to be an elaboration of Gregory of Nazianzus' Oratio XXXI, 6 (PG 36, 140B) and 
Porphyry's (?) Commentarium in Parmenidem XII, 22-33 (P. HADOT (ed.), Porphyre et 
Victorinus, II: Textes, Paris, 1968, pp. 102-106). 

30 De fide sanctae et individuae Trinitatis 1,15 (PL 101, 23B2-24A10). 

31 Op. cit. 14 (PL 101, col. 25D4-5); II,5-7 (PL 101, 26A1-28A4); IL20 (PL 101, 
36C-D); De Trinitate ad Fredegisum quaestiones XXVIII, 22 (PL 101, 62B4-C5). 
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Porphyrean accidens inseparabile32. In the case, however, of the 
«relative» names of the Holy Trinity, Alcuin dared, in plain contradiction 
to what Augustine shows at length and with an admirable method and 
honesty in the 7th book of the De Trinitate (4,7-6,11)33, to construe them 
as propria34. Alcuin probably was not content with Augustine’s bold 
confession35 that he was not able to find a satisfactory formulation of the 
doctrine of Trinity in terms of substantia, genus, species etc. Even more, 
Alcuin’s discrepancy proves serious exactly in view of the fact that his 
accepting of proprium as a legitimate tool for a logical explanation of the 
Trinity was not prevented by his being aware of Augustine’s well-founded 
disagreement with that. 

The above is not contradicted by the various «apophatic» statements 
found in Alcuin’s @uvre36. For, at the same time, Alcuin regards God and 
creature as two «naturae» which fall under the genus generalissimum of 
«res»: 


32 De fide sanctae et individuae Trinitatis 1,9; 10 (PL 101, 19A6-C5; C12-13). Cfr. 
his De dialectica 2 (PL 101, 954A7-B2). On Augustine see my study: Augustine and 
Gregory Palamas... (vide supra, n. 22), pp. 25-26. 

33 J.A. DEMETRACOPOULOS, Augustine and Gregory Palamas... (vide supra, n. 22), 
pp. 31-33. 

34 Op. cit. 1,11 (PL 101, 19D8-20C1). We cannot, therefore, say that Alcuin follows 
Augustine slavishly (so, e.g., in N. ABBAGNANO, Storia della filosofia, Vol. II: La filosofia 
medioevale: la Patristica e la Scolastica, Torino, 1995, p. 106). MARENBON (art. cit. (vide 
supra, n. 1), p. 610) is right in saying that «Alcuin does not add to Augustine’s 
explanation»; but even this needs some qualification, since Alcuin’s theology was more 
«cataphatic» than Augustine’s. 

35 See e.g. V,9,10 and VIL6,11; cfr. J.A. DEMETRACOPOULOS, Augustine and 
Gregory Palamas... (vide supra, n. 22), p. 33. 

36 De fide sanctae et individuae Trinitatis L15: «...si tamen de illo proprie aliquid 
dici ore hominis potest» (PL 101, 23A13-15; cf. Augustine's De Trinitate V,10,11); II, 
Prol: «Mentis humanae visio invalida est ad aspiciendum divinae majestatis excel- 
lentissimam lucem, nisi justitia fidei et dilectionis, divina donante gratia, illustretur 
splendore» (PL 101, 23C1-4); II,1: «Diversa substantia est Creatoris et creaturae» (PL 101, 
24B8); IL, 2: «Deum supra omnem existentiam, supra omnem vitam, supra omnem 
intelligentiam credimus esse» (PL 101, 24C15-D1); IL16 (PL 101, 33D9-34C3); De 
Trinitate ad Fredegisum quaestiones XXVIII, 14: «Videri enim potest Deus, id est intelligi, 
secundum suae donum gratiae, sive ab angelis sive ab animabus sanctorum; plenam vero 
divinitatis naturam nec angelus quislibet nec sanctorum aliquis perfecte intelligere poterit. 
Ideo ‘incomprehensibilis’ dicitur Deus» (PL 101, 60D8-61A2). 
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In rerum naturis haec duo tantum sunt, id est Creator et creaturas37. 


He holds, naturally, that these two realities can be adequately (though 
not fully) described by the ten «naturae verba» or «verba ... rerum», 
namely, Aristotle’s Categories. 

In this sense, Alcuin’s theology and «ontology» — sit venia verbo — 
was less «transcendental» and dualistic than Augustine’s; and his 
(strikingly naive) epistemology38 led to the rise of an approach to 
Aristotle’s Categories which was radically different from that of the whole 
Augustinian tradition up to the 11th century39 (which rooted ultimately in 
Plotinus40), according to which Categories can be properly used only of 


37 De fide sanctae et individuae Trinitatis IL9 (PL 101, 28C11-12). Cfr. ibid, 
29B12-13: «Omnis substantia, quae Deus non est, creatura est, et quae creatura non est, 
Deus est». 

38 Alcuin says absolutely nothing about the origins of the Categories and gives no 
account for their being capable of describing reality. R.W. Southern’s remarks on the role 
of Logic in the Early Middle Ages may offer an historical explanation for this naiveté: 
«Logic was an instrument of order in a chaotic world... opened a window on to an orderly 
and systematic view of the world and of man’s mind... [Aristotle’s Categories] were 
thought to exhaust the various ways in which any particular object can be regarded» (The 
Making of the Middle Ages, Yale U.P., 1953, pp. 179-180). 

39 This tradition consists of a chain of texts with Augustine’s Confessiones IV,16,28 
and De Trinitate V-VII representing the first ring; shortly afterwards, Claudianus Mamertus 
re-elaborated the same topic in the De statu animae (1, 3; 18-20), and Boethius put it at the 
center of his own De Trinitate. Both Mamertus and Boethius acknowledge their debts to 
Augustine’s De Trinitate, even though Boethius is not in full accordance with it. In the 
Early Middle Ages, John Scottus Eriugena, in the first book of his monumental 
Periphyseon, spent almost all his energies in the cause of the applicability of Aristotle’s 
Categories to God, combining Augustine’s ideas with pseudo-Dionysius’ «apophaticism» 
and coming to an absolutely negative conclusion (God transcends every Category, even 
that of «relation», which, as Eriugena himself noted, was wholeheartedly accepted by 
Augustine and Gregory of Nazianzus). And, later on, Anselm of Canterbury in his 
Monologion 15-28 elaborated a careful and sober synthesis of Augustine, Mamertus and 
Boethius. This tradition is exhaustively explored in my Aristotle’s Categories... (vide 
supra, n. 22) in toto. 

40 See Enneads VI,1-2 (On the Kinds of Being I and II). Cfr. also Ennead 1,6, 
which, as is known (see e.g. Euvres de saint Augustin, tome 13: Les Confessions, Livres 
I-VI. Texte de l'édition de M. SKUTELLA, introduction et notes par A. SOLIGNAC, traduction 
de E. TREHOREL ef G. BOUISSOU, Paris, 1962, pp. 109-112; 682-689), Augustine had clearly 
in his mind when writing the Confessiones IV,16,28. 
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the realm of the sensible «being». Obviously enough, this conclusion fits 
perfectly with Marenbon’s emphasis on the philosophical character of 
Alcuin’s «aspectual» theory of Aristotle’s Categories; for, in this case, 
Alcuin proves to assign to the Categories the highest epistemological role 
ever assigned to them, that is, that of offering everybody a clear and 
reliable information about everything — God, man, and the world. 
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AN ANONYMOUS COMMENTARY ON THE SECOND PART OF 
ALEXANDER DE VILLA DEI’S DOCTRINALE (CIRCA 1400) 


I. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 


An old problem in the history of grammar is, whether grammar is a 
science that studies forms of language in an empirical way, or language as 
it is used, or whether it investigates the psychical powers of the user of 
language, or the conceptual structures underlying language. Some defend 
the former, empirical approach. We find examples of this approach not 
only in the Ancient and Medieval period (for instance, the Stoics), but also 
in modern times (for instance, L. Bloomfield). Representatives of the 
second approach in the Middle Ages are the Modists (or speculative 
grammarians), and nominalist or: conceptualist grammarians (from the 
thirteenth century onwards); a modern representative is N. Chomsky. 

The anonymous Commentary (questions) on the second part of 
Alexander de Villa Dei’s Doctrinale, which is the subject of this paper, is 
a grammar in the second, conceptualist approach. This commentary 
(questions) is preserved in MS Erfurt, Amplonian Library Q 70 A, ff. 95ra- 
173rbl, and dates from around 1400, as I shall argue below?) 

Alexander de Villa Dei wrote his Doctrinale at the end of the twelfth 
century. The second part (chapters 8 and 9) is a commentary on books 
XVII and XVIII of Priscian’s Institutiones, the so-called Priscianus minor, 
which discusses syntax. I hope to edit this text soon. 


1 W. SCHUM, Beschreibendes Verzeichnis der Amplonianischen Handschriften- 
Sammlung zu Erfurt, Berlin 1887, p. 342. 
2 83. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Medievale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1743-1756. 
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Our commentary belongs to a period of the history of language 
sciences that is hardly known3. Though this is a problem for much of the 
history of medieval grammar‘, the lack of editions is especially serious for 
conceptualist grammar in the period to which our commentary belongs. 
Up to now we have depended on studies by Pinborg5 and Kneepkens6. 

In a ‘conceptualist’ or ‘nominalist’ grammar such as this tract, 
concepts play a pivotal role’. Concepts exist in the soul, and are accidents 
of the soul, the author says8. In the outside world there are only individual 
things. Concepts as such have no correlate in reality; they are products of 
the mind. The conceptualism of our grammar is clear from the fact that the 
author emphasises that the signification of terms depends on the way the 
mind considers words. This consideration by the mind is the basis of 
correct grammar. 

Concepts are universal to all men. Thus, the grammar of our 
commentary may also be called ‘universal grammar’. However, it is not 
universal in the sense that it searches for a universal object, such as 
became popular in the thirteenth century under the influence of the 
Aristotelian model of science”. It is universal in that it holds that a kind of 
universal mental language determines written and spoken language. 


3 See e.g. G.H. BURSILL-HALL, «The Middle Ages», Th. A. SEBEOK (ed.), Current 
Trends in Linguistics, vol. 13: Historiography of Linguistics, The Hague-Paris 1975, p. 181. 

4 Cfr. W. KEITH PERCIVAL, «The Grammatical Tradition and the Rise of the 
Vernaculars», TH. SEBEOK, Current Trends in Linguistics, vol. 13: Historiography of 
Linguistics, 2 vols., The Hague-Paris 1975, pp. 231-258, p. 232. 

5 J. PINBORG, Die Entwicklung der Sprachtheorie im Mittelalter, Münster- 
Kopenhagen 1967, esp. p. 330. 

6 CH KNEEPKENS, «Erfurt, Amplon., Q 70A: A Quaestiones-commentary on the 
Second Part of Alexander de Villadei's Doctrinale by Marsilius of Inghen? An Explorative 
Note on a Specimen of Conceptualist Grammar», Vivarium, XXVIII, 1 (1990), pp. 26-54; 
C.H. KNEEPKENS, «On the Notion of Constructio in Conceptualist Grammar: Quaestio 
XXXV of the Doctrinale-commentary preserved in Erfurt, Amplon., Q 70 A», H.A.G. 
BRAAKHUIS and M.J.F.M. HOENEN, Marsilius of Inghen. Acts of the International Marsilius 
of Inghen Symposium Organized by the Nijmegen Centre for Medieval Studies (CMS), 
Nijmegen, 18-20 December 1986, Nijmegen 1992, pp. 143-172. 

7 CH KNEEPKENS, «Erfurt, Ampl., Q 70 A (...)», pp. 37-38. 

8 f. 98va: «Conceptus est qualitas anime alicuius, vel aliquorum, vel aliqualiter 
representativa». 

9 Cfr C.H. KNEEPKENS, Het ludicium constructionis. Het leerstuk van de 
constructio in de 2e helft van de 12e eeuw. Deel I. Een verkennende en inleidende studie, 
Nijmegen 1987, p. 21. 
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As well as concepts, the empirical side of language is important!0. 
Usage of language by authoritative authors and common usage of 
language play a large part. Our anonymous stresses the need to consult 
authentic authors and writings!!. The Bible is explicitly mentioned. At two 
places he points to the need to follow the example of the antiqui, because 
of their respectability (honestas), which the moderni imitatel2. He adds 
that this usage is not demonstrative, but a ‘moderate persuasion’ (modica 
persuasio). In usage, it is not always possible to find rational grounds. 

The commentary is written in Latin, not in a vernacular language. 
However, it frequently uses examples from the vernacular, notably from 
Middle Dutch (designated by ‘teutonicum’), once from Middle French)? 
and, also once, from the language of Alemannia superior (i.e. southern 
Germany)14. Interestingly, the author sometimes uses these examples as 
arguments for the evaluation of the congruity of sentences, both in Latin 
and in the vernacular. 

This use of the vernacular often has to do with word order. There may 
also be a problem about case (genitive, dative etc.). 

The author on whom our anonymous comments, Alexander de Villa 
Dei, realised that some parts of his text were difficult and demanded 
exposition. He even suggested to teachers, as Heath also observes, the use 
of the vernacular in explaining these points15. Our anonymous follows this 


10 Cfr RH Ross, «Theory-orientation versus Data-orientation. A Recurrent 
Theme in Linguistics», Historiographia Linguistica 1:1 (1973) pp. 11- 26, notably p. 17. 

11 f. 149vb: «Dicitur quod istud dictum in forma non est verum, sed istud habemus 
ab antiquis quos ymitamus propter eorum honestates; f. 158vb: Et ergo placuit antiquis 
quorum ymitatores nos sumus». 

12 f. 118vb: «Respondetur ergo ad dubium aliter, quod ratio quare prima persona 
evocat tertiam in evocatione, non est nisi usus primitivorum grammaticorum, quem usum 
imitantur moderni»; f. 119rb: «Dicitur ergo ad dubium quod non est efficax causa 
assignanda ad ipsum nisi usus ipsorum priorum quem usum nos moderni imitantur 
credentes illis prioribus tamquam autenticis». 

13 f. 151vb: «Unde Latini excitando dicunt ‘o’ vel ‘hew’. Gallici enim habent sua 
propria adverbia excitativa. Ymmo ego credo [f. 152ra] quod infinita possunt esse adverbia 
excitativa secundum quod per infinitas voces contingit res excitari;» cfr. f. 140ra: «Et 
antecedens apparet, quia declarando in teutonico nominativus casus unius nominis aliter et 
aliter exprimimus frequenter idem significatum, ut dicendo ‘een mensche’, ‘des mensches’, 
et etiam, ut patet, in gallica lingwa». 

14 f. 152ra: «Unde superiores Alemanni in excitando dicunt ‘hes’». 

15 Alexander de Villa Dei, Doctrinale, D. REICHLING (ed.), pars I, prooemium, p. 7, 
1. 9: (...) atque legens pueris laica lingua reserabit. Cfr. T. HEATH, «Logical Grammar, 
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suggestion, but goes well beyond it, as I said, by appealing to specimens 
of the vernacular as arguments for the correctness of propositions. 


The aim of this paper is to give an exposition of the grammar, and to 
place it in the tradition, as far as the present state of research permits. The 
commentary here is interesting, in the first place, as an elaborate example 
of a conceptualist grammar. Perhaps it is not original in all respects16. In 
the second place, the commentary gives us information about tracts 
hitherto hardly known. One of these is a tract called Compendium ascribed 
by the author to the famous grammarian Thomas of Erfurt. It mentions the 
views of the Florista (i.e. Ludolphus of Hildesheim)17 and the (or: a) 
Metrista. The author often refers to a commentary by — as he names him 
— Petrus Helie on Priscian’s Institutiones Grammaticae. I could not 
identify these references in the well-known commentary on Priscian by 
Petrus Heliae edited by Reilly18. It is not clear which tract, or version of a 
tract, the author had at his elbow. 


IL THE FORM OF THE COMMENTARY 


The anonymous refers to well-known medieval authors, both 
grammarians and philosophers. The tract consists of 39 questions in 
traditional medieval form. The first thirteen questions are on fundamental 
grammatical concepts, such as government (regimen) in general and 
figures of speech (apposition, evocation, conception, prolepsis, zeuma). 
Then follows sections on the government of the genitive (qq. 14-20), the 
dative (qq. 21-23), the accusative (qq. 24-27), the vocative (q. 28) and the 
ablative (qq. 29-33). Questions 34 and 35 discuss the government of 
participles. Finally, questions 36-39 are on construction and conjunction. 


Grammatical Logic, and Humanism in Three German Universities», Studies in the 
Renaissance, 18 (1971) pp. 9-64, p. 13. 

16 I hope the forthcoming edition will contribute to a better appreciation of the 
history of grammar in which the text is located. 

17 C.H. KNEEPKENS, «Erfurt, Ampl. Q 70 A (...)», p. 32. 

18 L. REILLY, Petrus Helias, Summa super Priscianum, Toronto 1993 (PIMS). 

19 Simoni Daci Opera, nunc primum edidit A. Orro, Hauniae 1963, p. xii. 
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III. THE AUTHOR 


The Danish scholar Alfred Otto was probably the fust to draw 
attention to our tract in the introduction to his edition of the grammatical 
works of Simon Dacus. Roos thinks it probable that Marsilius of Inghen is 
the author19. He points out that in the margin of the table of questions in 
the manuscript on f. 173v, the text is ascribed to a master ‘Mercilius’ (with 
an ‘e’). This name is deleted and replaced by the name ‘Symon’ written by 
another hand. Roos suggests that the tract was possibly written by 
Marsilius of Inghen. In my edition of some logical tracts.by Marsilius, I 
have followed this suggestion, although with reservations20. Kneepkens 
also tentatively ascribed the tract to this Marsilius, as did J. Biard21. 

I have serious doubts, however, about even a tentative ascription to 
Marsilius. My main reason is that the definition of material supposition, 
given in our tract, is not compatible with the one found in Marsilius' Tract 
on suppositions22. Moreover, the author's definition of signification closely 
resembles that Pierre d'Ally, and is unlike that of Marsilius of Inghen. 
According to our author, 'the significate is what is represented to the 
cognitive power of some thing or some things or in some way, 
instrumentally, vitally changing'23, which latter word reminds us of 
d’Ailly24. In his Appellationes Marsilius defines ‘signification’ as the 
acceptance of a term both with respect to its material and formal significate, 


20 Marsilius of Inghen, Treatises on the Properties of Terms. A First Critical 
Edition of the Suppositiones, Ampliationes, Appellationes, Restrictiones and Alienationes 
with Introduction, Translation, Notes and Appendices by E.P. Bos, Dordrecht-Boston, 
1983, p. 12. 

21 J. BIARD, «Marsilius of Inghen», in H. STAMMERJOHAN (ed.), Lexicon 
Grammaticorum. Who's Who in the History of World Linguistics, Tübingen (Niemeyer), 
1996, (...), p. 608. 

22 Marsilius of Inghen subdivides each kund of supposition into personal and 
material, for instance: «Suppositio discreta materialis est acceptio termini discreti stantis 
pro uno solo suo significato non ultimato, de quo terminus talis verificatur mediante copula 
talis popositionis» (Marsilius of Inghen, Treatises on the Properties of Terms. 
Suppositiones (...), p. 54, ll. 1-3). 

23 f. 148ra: «Significatum est potentie cognitive alicuius vel aliquorum vel 
aliqualiter instrumentaliter vitaliter immutando representatum». 

24 Petrus de Alliaco, Conceptus et insolubilia, Parisiis, ca. 1495, f. 2ra: «eam 
vitaliter immutando». 
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representing something to the intellect25. Further, our master illustrates 
‘supposition’, in its logical sense, with examples such as ‘homo albus’, i.e. 
outside the propositional context, which Marsilius would never do26. 

Our author sometimes criticises Modists, but often subscribes to their 
theories, though in a general way. This is the case especially when the 
problem of the bond between concepts and reality is at issue. I cannot 
imagine that Marsilius of Inghen would ever have done so. 

My conclusion is that the tract was not written by Marsilius of Inghen. 
Perhaps it was composed by a master ‘Symon’. I cannot identify this 
‘Symon’ any further. On f. 146va we find the example ‘Ego curro 
Symonem’, which may point to the author’s name. The author refers 
several times to his commentary on Donatus27. He also speaks about a 
Commentary on the Regulae puerorum . 

‘Leydis’ is a topographical name used in the examples; one example 
cites the place-name: ‘Zwollis’28. Does this mean that the author 
originated from that region?29 

Kneepkens aptly notes that the name ‘Amoldus Ryperbant de Embrica’, 
mentioned on f. 173v as owner of the manuscript, gives us a clue of a 
terminus ante quem. This Arnold was a bachelor of arts in 1403 and died in 
1406. So the tract must have been written before 1406. It was perhaps written 
shortly before Amold became the owner, viz. between 1389 and 1406. 


IV. GRAMMAR ACCORDING TO THE COMMENTARY 
4.1. Grammar, logic and rhetoric 


Traditionally, language is studied by logic, grammar and rhetoric. Our 
author is a grammarian. According to him, grammar is more speculative 


25 ff. 172vb: «Dicitur enim quod omnis dictio materialiter capta sine pronomine 
demonstrativo primitive speciei ipsum restringente est appellative qualitatis, et capta cum 
pronomine demonstrativo primitive speciei est proprie qualitatis ipsum restringente». 

26 Cfr. Marsilius of Inghen, Treatises on the Properties of Terms (...), p. 52,1. 8: in 
propositione. 

27 For instance f. 119rb: «Ymmo, credo quod ly ‘albi’ et ‘albe’ correspondent idem 
conceptus, sicud declaravi circa Donatum». 

28 f. 140va: «Ad probationem: (demonstrando istam dictionem ‘Zwollis’ scriptam) 
‘hoc est dativus et hoc est nominativus, igitur etcetera’: negatur discursus. Et causa est quia 
per medium non demonstratur idem ut idem». 

29 f. 152ra: «Unde superiores Alemanni in excitando dicunt 'hes'». 
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than practical30. If it is directed to the construction of written or spoken 
expressions it is a practical art. Its goal, he says, is to operate freely, 
according to the intellect. It may also be called speculative, even primarily, 
he says. If no written or spoken words existed, he says, grammar would be 
concerned only with concepts, and would therefore be speculative. In the 
second part of the Doctrinale, grammar is regarded as speculative, because 
it studies the causes of the government of conventional words?1, as wel] as 
second intentions such as ‘government’ and ‘construction’32. 

Language is also the subject matter of rhetoric, he says. The subject 
of rhetoric differs from that of grammar. In rhetoric, expressions are 
sometimes ill-construed. They are studied only as far as they are pleasant 
to hear. The goal is sonoritas. Logic, too, studies language. It starts with 
perfect expressions and investigates their meaning and truth. 

Grammar studies both perfect and imperfect statements, unlike logic. 
Ultimately, grammar prepares for logic, for grammar’s goal is 
intelligibility. For instance, a specific word order should be preferred to a 
different order if it makes a proposition more intelligible. 


4.2. Art and usage 


As I said, our author's main thesis is that grammar is primarily about 
concepts, not about written or spoken language?3. So one might expect 


30 f. 97rb: «Tunc respondetur ad dubium quod scientia huius secunde partis est 
potius speculativa quam practica». 

31 f. 97rb: «Vires regiminum denominantur ex vi conceptuum, eo quod in voce uel 
in scripto non est aliqua causa mundi quare una vox vel unum scriptum adiungitur potius 
alteri scripto vel alteri voci quam quelibet alteri». | 

32 f. 97rb: «Ex parte finis scientia dicitur ‘speculativa’, que finaliter acquiritur 
propter speculari solum, sic theologia dicitur speculativa, quia finaliter ordinatur propter 
speculari circa ipsum ens. Et practica est cuius finis ordinatur ad opus exterius. Ex parte 
obiecti scientia dicitur ‘speculativa’, quia considerat aliqua non sub ratione sub quo circa 
ipsa aliquid libere operamur per voluntatem et intellectum, et ‘practica’ opposito modo est 
scientia, <que> considerat opus suum sub ratione qua circa ipsum libere agimus per 
voluntatem et intellectum. 

Tunc respondetur ad dubium quod scientia huius secunde partis est potius speculativa 
quam practica». i 

33 f. 97rb: «Dato quod nulle essent voces uel scripta, sed solum conceptus, adhuc 
in mente esset regimen grammaticale et esset scientia de regimine grammaticali; et illa 
scientia finaliter sisteret in speculari». 


1750 E.P. BOS 


concepts to determine the correctness of language. However, in the 
commentary, usage plays a secondary, but nonetheless important role. This 
leads to the question about the nature of art and usage, and their relation. 

In grammar, usage is sometimes opposed to art or ratio, as he 
expresses it34. It is the product of convention, or will35. Usage should be 
preferred even to art in some cases, as the author makes clear. 


4.2.1. Art 


The rationale of language is contained in art. In the perspective of the 
anonymous, the subject matter of art is concepts. 


4.2.1.1. Signification 


Let us tum first to the signification of words (‘dictiones’), i.e. the 
constituents of more or less intelligible sentences. Signification is that by 
which the intellect conceives something, he says36. Sometimes such a 
concept represents something ‘confusedly’, or in an indeterminate way37. 
If such a concept is determined, and a word in a certain case (genitive, 
dative etcetera) corresponds to it, for instance the genitive, the 
combination of concepts may be perfectly intelligible. 

He emphasises the role and the freedom of the intellect, as his 
definition of grammar, has already brought to light. There can be different 
aspects under which the mind considers materially the same word or the 
same thing, even in the same sentence38. It is important to conceive 
conventional terms properly. One should not be deceived by the outward 


34 f. 146vb: «Primo notandum quod usus in grammatica quando<que> est in 
oppositum artis». 

35 f. 119ra: «Ad hoc non est ratio nisi voluntas priorum et usus eorundem, quem 
usum nos posteri sequimur non curantes de ratione»; cfr. ff. 124ra, 147rb. 

36 f. 98va: «Quando concipimus orationem esse intelligibilis sensus, ubi unus 
conceptus «qui» est instrumentum quo intellectus significative velit concipere, artatur ad 
formandum alium conceptum sub certo casu». 

37 f.141va: «Patet istud quia omnis confusa significatio dictionis est specificabilis 
finaliter, ut notitia certa intellectui representata ad aliquam notitiam certam intellectus 
inclinatur tamquam ad suam perfectionem»; cfr. ff. 100ra, 124ra. 

38 f. 15lra: «Et credo quod, si consuetum esset dicere ‘vado Romam’, ubi iam 
dicimus ‘vado Rome’, oratio non esset incongrua, quia minus ipsa dictio esset intelligibilis 
sententie». 
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appearance. For instance, it is important to determine whether ‘amor’ is 
used as a noun or as a passive verb39. 


4.2.2.1.2. Congruity and intelligibility 


Grammar is ultimately concerned with what he calls the ‘perfect sense’ 
of an expression40. Intelligibility is the ultimate goal of language4!. It can 
be accomplished only by congruous language. Congruity is determined by 
concepts. When a concept is restricted by another concept so as to form an 
intelligible unity, we have a congruous mental word string, which can be 
the ground for a congruous spoken or written proposition. 


4.2.2.1.3. Government 


‘Government’ means the dependency of a concept governed to a 
governing concept. It is a property that leads words to their goal, i.e. the 
intelligible sentence42. In many respects, government in grammar is 
analogous to government in nature, he says43. 

Concepts have a power (‘vis’) to determine syntactical connections 
(cases etc.). They have a kind of potency to be determined and specified 
by a case in conventional language, under the guidance of concepts. The 
principle source of government is the mental concept45. As governing term 


39 f. 124rb: «Quia voce manente eadem regimen vocis variatur, ut patet de ista voce 
“amor”». 

40 Cfr. C.H. KNEEPKENS, «Het Iudicium constructionis» (...), p. 46. 

41 For instance f. 98va: «Notandum quod de numero conceptuum incomplexorum 
ad invicem unitorum quidam ita uniuntur quod causant sententiam intelligibilem, et 
vocatur illa unio ‘oratio mentalis congrua’; exemplum, ut dicendo ‘homo currit’». 

42 f. 95va: «Regimen non est aliud quam directio alicuius in suum finem bonum». 

43 f. 95va: «Quod regimen non est aliud quam directio alicuius in suum finem 
bonum et quoad 'cuius est’, vel quoad congruitatem conceptus. Et tale regimen, ut patebit 
in tertio articulo, est dictio regens uel dictio recta. Et in rebus naturalibus tale regimen est 
regens vel est rectum». 

44 f. 148rb: «Patet correlarium per Petrum Helie volentem quod omnis dictio 
significans confuse suum significatum, cuius confusio est nata specificari per certum 
casuale, est rectiva casus». 

45 f. 103va: «Ex isto notabili sequitur correlarie quod vis regiminis grammaticalis 
est vel deus regens, vel intellectus regens, vel conceptus regens». 


1752 E.P. BOS 


it is the instrument of the intellect46, causing the intellect to conceive the 
term governed with a specific case in order to obtain a congruous 
conception. 


4.2.2.1.4. The six cases 


According to the anonymous, grammar studies propositions and their 
parts. Following tradition, the author concentrates on the parts of speech 
and words as such. An important feature is that words can be inflected in 
a proposition, which results in the six cases of Latin. 

The six grammatical cases signify something under different 
concepts. This is the key formula of our grammar. The different aspects 
belonging to a specific case are traditional, to be found, for instance, in the 
Glossae Admirantes, which dates from the thirteenth century47. However, 
the author explains the cases in his characteristic conceptualist fashion. 

There are several ways in which the mind can conceive things. We 
express these ways with the help of the six cases. Some of these ways of 
conceiving correspond to just a single case, for instance the genitive. On 
the mental level are no terminations48. That the cases of the same word 
signify the same thing makes them belong to the same category. 

The genitive. In the conventional example ‘cappa Sortis’, a 
nominative and a genitive are combined. The two cases differ conceptually 
from another, the author says49. The genitive signifies its significate ‘ut 
cuius’, ‘as from which’, and here he agrees with the Modists. In the 
example, ‘cappa’ is the governing noun, and ‘Sortis’ the noun governed. 

He elaborates the concepts corresponding to the genitive case. In the 
governing noun with which the genitive corresponds, there can be six 
kinds of powers (‘vires’), which determine the name governed, viz. the 


46 f. 128rb: «Ad istum sensum una dictio regit aliam quod una dictio est 
instrumentum mediante quo intellectus concipit aliam dictionem stare in tali casu». 

47 See Ch. THUROT, Extraits de divers manuscrits latins pour servir à l'histoire des 
doctrines grammaticales au moyen age, Paris 1869, p. 275. 

48 f. 129vb: «Quarto notandum quod nomina verbalia mentalia non habent aliquas 
terminationes, eo quod terminatio nominis est littera vel sillaba. In mente autem non sunt 
littere nec sillabe, ut declaravi circa Donatum». : 

49 f. 126va: «Patet quia terminus mentalis regens est instrumentum exigens 
intellectum ad concipiendum rectum sub tali casu, non simpliciter, sed si congrue velit 
concipere»; cfr. ff. 95va, 97va, 143rb and other places. 
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power of possession, of partition (e.g. ‘a member of a team’), of act turned 
into habit (e.g. ‘drinker of wine’), of demonstration of the essence (e.g. 
‘the humanity of Sortes’, ‘the whiteness of Sortes’), of effect of a cause 
(e.g. ‘the book of Paul’) and of relation (e.g. ‘the son of Plato’). If a word 
represents something under one of the six concepts mentioned above, 
spoken and written language require the genitive case50. 

The same thing about which one speaks, can also be conceived under 
other concepts, which require the dative5l, and so forth. The dative 
corresponds to the representation by the mind of something per modum ut 
cui, i.e. it signifies something according to utility or damage52. 

The accusative case arises in connection with verbs, when their 
signification is of something in as far as it flows (‘fluere’) to another 
thing. This other thing stands in the accusative case. The accusative 
follows, of course, a transitive verb. It may also follow a preposition (e.g. 
‘ad’)53, but the government by a noun is primary. 

The vocative case can also provide a suppositum to a verb, when it is 
placed in the beginning of a phrase. It then evokes something, e.g. “Peter, 
run!" 34, 

In the ablative something is signified in an indeterminate way. A whole 
may be signified indeterminately but the same thing is specified in a 
realisation. There are four kinds55: a quality, of which a realisation is 
mentioned (e.g. ‘albus albedine’), a quantity, of which a realisation is 
mentioned (e.g. 'albus corpore"); an excess, e.g. ‘Johannes tribus pedibus 
longior Paulo’ (‘John is three inches taller than Paul’); and a comparative, for 
instance ‘pugnavit fortius lohanne’ (‘he fought more strongly than John")56. 


50 f. 125vb: «Hec sex predicta genetivum sepe gubernant. Unde iste vires sic 
denominabuntur vis possessionis, vis partitionis, vis actus conversi in habitum, vis 
demonstrationis essentie, vis effectus alicuius cause, vis relationis». 

51 f. 139vb: «Tertio supponitur quod dativus aliter representat rem quam 
nominativus aut alius casus». 

52 f. 140va: «quod omne nomen mundi sub ratione dampni vel utilitatis est 
rectivum dativi casus». 

53 f. 143va: «Et ista opinio videtur esse magis vera, et potest ad eam duci ista ratio 
*omne rectivum accusativi casus significabit suum significatum fluere in aliam rem'». 

54 f. 152ra: «Omne adverbium vocandi est rectivum vocativi casus. Apparet, quia 
non videtur maior ratio de uno quam de alio. Unde, sicud congrue dicitur “o Henrice’». 

55 The first corrolary is a general rule, viz. that from a whole a part is taken. 

56 f. 153vb: «Secundum correlarium: omne nomen adiectivum mundi est rectivum 
ablativi casus sui nominis abstracti. Patet, quia: quodlibet tale significat confuse suum 
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4.2.2.2. Usage 


We have seen that, though in our grammar the concepts are primary, 
usage also plays a part. The following example illustrates how usage can 
overrule even art. The expression ‘albus mulier’ (‘albus’ — masculine; 
‘mulier’ - feminine), is correct according to art, because on the level of 
concepts gender plays no part. However, the expression should be rejected 
because of usage, he says57. Another instance: art allows ‘fama’ in the 
plural, whereas usage does not58. He underscores that usage occupies a 
more prominent place than art in grammar59. 

This empirical side of grammar is provided by what he calls 
experience and authority. The usage may be found either in Latin, or in a 
vernacular language. 

1. Experience of the vernacular teaches us what kind of constructions 
should be accepted. For instance, we can say ‘volo legere’60. This is 
acceptable, because an intelligible and congruent proposition corresponds 
to it. This is clear from our language, in which we say ‘ic wil lesen’. ‘Volo 
legit’ is unintelligible because, when we consider the primary 
signification, the proposition is unintelligible. In the vernacular ‘ic wil 
lest’ is unintelligible. He deems it not sufficient to judge the Latin 
unintelligible as such, but refers to the vernacular. 


significatum et abstractum suum habet ad ipsum unam habitudinem prepositionalem que 
significatur per li ‘ex’, ut ‘albus albedine’ (idest: ‘ex albedine’), ‘pius pietate’, ‘niger 
nigretudine’, et sic de aliis. 

Tertio sequitur correlarie quod omne adiectivum mundi est rectivum ablativi casus 
significantis subiectum, cui qualitas designata per adiectivum designatur in esse. Patet 
consequentia, quia subiectum et qualitas connotata per adiectivum habent ad se invicem 
unam habitudinem prepositionalem que designatur per li ‘in’, eoquod qualitas est in 
subiecto. Propter hoc dicit communis grammatica omnes istas esse congruas ‘albus 
corpore’, ‘niger pedibus’, ‘longus crinibus’, ‘paludus facie’». 

57 f. 170ra: «Quia credo quod loquendo secundum artem hec est ita congrua ‘albus 
mulier’ sicud hec ‘alba mulier’, eo quod li ‘albus’ et ‘alba’, ut puto, correspondet idem 
conceptus». 

58 f. 146vb: «Usus quandoque prohibet aliquid quod tamen ars acceptat, ut apparet 
de hiis nominibus 'fama'». 

59 f. 143ra: «Verum est quod ista est modica persuasio que sufficit grammatico; 
tamen ipsa plerumque usus magis locum habeat quam ars». 

60 f. 102rb: «Unde hec est congrua ‘volo legere’, et sibi correspondet congruus vel 
intelligibilis sensus, puta iste in nostro ideomate ‘ic wil lesen’, et hec est incongrua ‘volo 
legit'». 
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As a second example, ‘do Iohanni panem' is better construed than “do 
panem lohanni’, because, as he argues in his characteristic fashion, in 
‘our’ vernacular language ‘ic gheve Jan brot’ is more intelligible than ‘ic 
gheve broot Jan’. Here, word order is decided by reference to the 
vernacular. 

2. The other source that helps to construct the theory consists of 
authentic texts. 

So, the anonymous often states that usage overrules art. Art is 
something to be learned, it is theoretical; usage is to be followed, it is 
practical61. In some cases usage is the criterion, where art does not 
contradict it; in other cases usage is the criterion where art contradicts. In 
one place he prescribes following the texts of old authors, which are 
authentic, and not to care about the reason. 


V. CONCLUSIONS 


The anonymous commentary on the second part of Alexander de Villa 
Dei’s Doctrinale preserved in Erfurt fills a gap in a hitherto hardly known 
period of the history of grammar. This nominalist or conceptualist 
grammar is almost certainly not written by Marsilius of Inghen, as has 
been suggested. 

The anonymous author conceives grammar in a conceptualist manner. 
He clearly distinguishes between the ‘apparent and real form of an 
utterance’, to use Desmond Henry’s words63. The author tries to make the 
deep structure explicit. At first one has to make a conventional expression. 
After analysis a kind of mental language remains. It is that universal 
mental language, as Gabriel Nuchelmans expresses it64, that is the 
medium of human thinking. The grammar of our commentary is not 
universal in the sense that it goes in search of a universal object, such as 


61 f. 163ra: «Illa est pro secunda conclusione, quia: artem debemus discere et usum 
sequi. Quem usum capimus ab auctoribus autenticis quorum ymitatores nos sumus». 

62 f. 119ra: «Quod ad hoc non est ratio nisi voluntas priorum et usus eorundem, 
quem usum nos posteri sequimur non curantes de ratione». 

63 Cfr. D.P. HENRY, That Most Subtle Question. Quaestio subtilissima. The 
Metaphysical Bearing of Medieval and Contemporary Linguistic Disciplines, Manchester 
UP, 1984, p. 42. 

64 G. NUCHELMANS, Late-Scholastic and Humanist Theories of the Proposition, 
Amsterdam-London (North Holland Publishing Company), 1980, p. 10. 
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became popular in the thirteenth century under the influence of the 
Aristotelian model of science65. | 

The empirical side of language is also important. Usage of language 
by authoritative authors and common usage of language play a part. Our 
anonymous frequently stresses the need to consult authentic authors and 
writings. He adds that this usage is not demonstrative, but a ‘moderate 
persuasion’ (‘modica persuasio’). In usage, rational grounds cannot 
always be found. 

The commentary is written in Latin, not in a vernacular language. 
However, it frequently uses examples from the vernacular, notably from 
Middle Dutch. Interestingly, the author sometimes uses these examples as 
arguments for the evaluation of the congruity of sentences, both in Latin 
and in the vernacular. The usage of language sometimes prevails over art. 

When the author defines grammatical terms and discusses their 
function, he regularly uses Modists’ views in a general way. He criticises 
Modism as such, but adopts Modist ideas to explain the relation between 
signification and intellect. 


University of Leiden66 


65 Cfr. C.H. KNEEPKENS, Het Iudicium constructionis (...), p. 21. 
66 "Thanks are due to Dr. J. McAllister (Leiden) for the correction of my English. 
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SIGNE, IMAGE ET REPRESENTATION CHEZ 
PIERRE D’AILLY 


Les textes de jeunesse de Pierre d’Ailly jouent un röle crucial dans 
l’evolution des relations entre les notions de signe, d’image et de 
representation. On sait déjà que son petit opuscule intitulé Conceptus 
représente une étape importante dans la radicalisation de l’idée de langage 
mental, dans le prolongement des innovations ockhamistes. Le pas franchi 
par Pierre d’ Ailly implique une modification des relations entre le concept 
comme acte de connaissance, comme saisie intellective d’une chose, et 
l’idée de representation. En effet, la theorie ockhamiste du langage mental 
a impliqué la transposition dans le domaine mental de principes de 
compositionalité et de régles sémantiques caractéristiques du langage 
humainl. Si le concept est acte, il est aussi bien signe; l'évolution de 
Guillaume d’Ockham le montre a la recherche des conditions permettant 
d’assimiler ces deux dimensions. Il faut que le signe puisse lui-méme étre 
un pur acte de signifier pour que la théorie du concept trouve sa 
formulation définitive dans le chapitre 12 de la Somme de logique?. 
Quelles que soient les hésitations du Venerabilis inceptor quant à l’emploi 
du terme similitudo, cette théorie n’est pleinement cohérente que si la 
dimension proprement iconique du signe (pris dans sa définition la plus 
englobante) est minimisée, voire neutralisée. Mais cette cohérence trouvée 


1 Voir C. PANACCIO, Le Discours intérieur de Platon à Guillaume d'Ockham, 
Paris, 1999. 

2 Guillelmi de Ockham, Summa logicae, Ph. BOEHNER, G. GAL, St. BROWN (éds.), 
«Opera philosophica» I, St. Bonaventure, New York, 1974, p. 41-44; Guillaume 
d'Ockham, Somme de logique, première partie, trad. francaise J. BIARD, Mauvezin, 
rééd. 1993, p. 42-45. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1757-1767. 
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par Guillaume d'Ockham conduit à de nouvelles interrogations. En 
premier lieu, elle suppose chez lui un rejet de la théorie des species3, et il 
est peu suivi sur ce point qui entre en contradiction avec la psychologie du 
Traité de l'áme. Les maîtres és arts de Paris, au XIVe siècle, continuent à — 
débattre sur la base de la psychologie (théorie de l'àme) voire de la 
noétique (théorie de l'intellect) aristotélicienne, non seulement pour des 
raisons institutionnelles (liées aux programmes d'enseignement) mais 
encore parce que plusieurs arguments concernant l'optique et la théorie de 
la perception les confortent dans un certain usage des species, au moins 
sensibles, sur la base notamment d'un refus de l'action à distance de 
l'objet sur l'esprit. J'ai déjà eu l'occasion de signaler un certain nombre de 
problémes soulevés chez Pierre d’Ailly par le croisement de sa théorie du 
langage mental et de la théorie des images dans son Traité de l'áme4. En 
second lieu, la théorie ockhamiste du signe repose sur un équilibre fragile. 
Je ne pense pas qu'il y ait à proprement parler une équivocité entre le signe 
naturel et le signe conventionnel chez Ockham5. Toutefois l’un est acte 
mental, tandis que l'autre suppose un acte mental auquel il est subordonné. 
Si la táche historique d'Ockham fut d'unifier ces différents sens pour 
déployer pleinement les ressources du langage mental, il n'y a pas à 
s'étonner que la question de l'articulation différenciée de ces éléments 
resurgisse au sein même de la théorie du signe. C'est ce qui se passe avec 
Pierre d'Ailly. Les textes dans lesquels il traite cette question sont le 
Conceptus et les Insolubilia. Je m'appuierai essentiellement sur ce dernier 
opuscule. 


Dans les Insolubilia, le cadre dans lequel surgit le probléme du signe 
est celui de la signification d'une proposition mentale. La question n'est 
pas ici de savoir s'il y a un signifié propre et adéquat de la proposition, 
mais celle de savoir si toute proposition signifie implicitement qu'elle est 


3 Voir Quaestiones in librum secundum Sententiarum (Reportatio), q. xil et xui, G. 
GAL et R. Woop (éds.), «Opera theologica» V, St. Bonaventure, New York, 1981. 

^ Voir J. BIARD, «Présence et représentation chez Pierre d'Ailly Quelques 
problèmes de théorie de la connaissance au xIve siècle», Dialogue, revue canadienne de 
philosophie XXXI/3 (1992), p. 459-474. 

5 C. MICHON, (Nominalisme. La théorie ockhamiste de la signification, Paris, 
1994, p. 40-43) parle de «cercle» entre les deux sens du mot signe que distingue le premier 
chapitre de la Somme de logique. J’essaierai de montrer que l'on peut surmonter la 
difficulté. 
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vraie, comme l’avait affirmé Thomas Bradwardine dans ses Insolubles. 
C’est sur cette base que Pierre précise ce qu’il faut entendre par «signifier» 
et «signification». Le domaine mental est ainsi, clairement, le point de 
départ. Ce n’est pas rendu inévitable par le sujet de l’opuscule, car on 
pourrait tout aussi bien partir de l’insoluble en tant que proposition 
proférée, donc du langage parlé; d’ailleurs Pierre sera conduit plus loin a 
préciser les relations entre une proposition paradoxale sui-référentielle 
parlée et la proposition mentale ou les propositions mentales qui lui sont 
associées. Il s’agit donc bien d'un privilége accordé au langage mental, 
dont la primauté est désormais solidement établie dans la logique et la 
théorie du langage, qui fait que tout naturellement la proposition est 
d’abord mentale: 


Primo ergo notandum est quod iste terminus «propositio» est analogus ad 
propositionem mentalem <vocalem et> et scriptam, et per prius significat mentalem 
quam vocalem vel scriptamó. 


C’est dans ce qu’on peut considérer comme le troisième chapitre, 
consacré aux causes de vérité et de fausseté des propositions ayant une 
réflexion sur soi, que Pierre d’Ailly introduit des précisions sur la 
signification. 

Déja, avant de donner une «description» de la «proposition ayant une 
réflexion sur soi», le futur Cardinal de Cambrai propose une description 
des termes «significatio» et «significare». 


Quantum ad primum est prima descriptio huius termini «significatio» vel 
«significare». Unde significare vel significatio est aliquid repraesentare vel alicuius 
repraesentatio potentiae cognitivae7. 


Cette premiére précision appelle trois remarques. 
En premier lieu, Pierre d’ Ailly traite sur le même plan, sans toutefois 


6 Pierre d’Ailly, Insolubilia, München B.S. Inc. 1234, transcription inédite par 
Ludger Kaczmarek, $ 93 — la numérotation est reprise de la traduction de P. V. SPADE, Peter 
of Ailly, Concepts and Insolubles. An Annotated Translation, Dordrecht — Boston — 
London, 1980. Pierre d’ Ailly poursuit en distinguant deux sortes de propositions mentales, 
dans le prolongement de Grégoire de Rimini; mais cela ne nous conceme pas directement 
ici; je me limite à la proposition mentale «proprement dite» et non à l'image mentale de la 
proposition parlée. 

7 Ibid., § 240. 
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les assimiler complètement, la signification et l’acte de signifier. On sait 
que la tendance de l'approche sémiologique, au XIVe siècle, est de traiter 
la signification comme acte ou comme procés, plutöt que comme «objet». 
Pierre maintient toutefois une dualité fonctionnelle entre ces deux pöles, 
nous verrons qu’il en aura besoin ultérieurement. 

Deuxiémement, la dimension cognitive de la signification englobe 
explicitement un aspect sensitif et un aspect intellectif. La dimension 
intellective de la signification était soulignée depuis Boéce, alors 
qu’ Augustin avait souligné quant à lui le point de départ sensible du signe. 
Ces deux aspects n'étaient pas incompatibles et les Médiévaux cherchaient 
à les combiner. L'inclusion du concept dans le champ des signes, depuis 
l'époque de Roger Bacon8, a conduit à poser la question sur d'autres 
bases. Pierre d' Ailly, à ce stade, reste assez évasif et il semble simplement 
élargir la signification ou représentation à la puissance sensitive autant 
qu'à la puissance intellective. 

Troisiémement, l'essentiel est sans doute la place donnée à la notion 
de «representare» ou «representatio». Cette notion a certes des antécédents 
au xIne siècle et prend une place centrale dans la métaphysique à partir de 
Scot?. Reste cependant à savoir comment se formule cette «métaphysique 
de la représentation» du début du xrve au xvue siècle. Car les rapports du 
langage, de la pensée et du monde ne sont pas partout formulés de la méme 
facon. Chez Ockham, on pourrait certes dire que la représentation est 
centrale puisque le signe est omniprésent et que tout signe, défini par une 
structure de renvoi, représente quelque chose d'autre. Cependant, le mot, 
le concept méme de «représentation» n'est pas central — en dépit d'une 
brève mise au point dans les Quodlibeta10. Ce sont dans les débats post- 
ockhamistes que le mot revient au premier plan, dés l'époque de 
Guillaume Crathorn et d'Adam Wodeham. Il me semble que dans le 


8 Mais Roger Bacon n'était alors pas isolé sur ce point; Robert Kilwardby (ainsi 
que le pseudo-Kilwardby) va dans le méme sens. 

9 Voir O. BOULNOIS, Etre et représentation: une généalogie de la métaphysique 
moderne à l'époque de Duns Scot (xille-xive siècles), P.U.F., Paris, 1999. 

10 Guillelmi de Ockham, Quodlibeta septem, IV, q. 3, J.C. WEB (ed.), «Opera 
theologica» IX, St. Bonaventure, New York, 1980, p. 310. La notion de representatio 
apparaît aussi dans un passage de l' Écrit sur les Sentences sur lequel nous reviendrons, 
mais elle est réservée à certains types de signes: les vestiges et les images — voir Scriptum 
in librum primum Sententiarum ordinatio, d. II-III, ST. BROWN (ed.), adlaborante G. GAL, 
St. Bonaventure, New York, 1970, d. 3, q. IX, p. 543-544. 
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contexte parisien c’est Pierre d’Ailly qui accorde au terme méme de 
representation et à l’idée de représenter une place centrale qu'on 
retrouvera au début du xvie siécle chez Jean Mair, par exemple. 

Cette premiére description de la signification se trouve reprise un peu 
plus loin dans les Insolubilia de Pierre d’Ailly. Précisons le contexte. 
L’auteur a fait un certain nombre de distinctions concernant les différentes 
sortes de propositions insolubles, et a énoncé plusieurs corollaires 
concernant ce que signifie une proposition insoluble. Ensuite, il en vient à 
se demander à quelles propositions peut convenir la définition nominale de 
la «proposition qui posséde une réflexion sur soi», et notamment si elle 
peut convenir A une proposition mentale proprement ditell. C’est lä que 
prennent place quelques suppositiones, parmi lesquelles les trois 
premiéres concement directement la signification. 

La premiére d’entre elles rappelle ce qui a été dit au début du chapitre: 


[...] cum significatio, ut supra dictum est, sit idem quod alicuius obiecti potentiae 
cognitivae repraesentatio [...]12. 


Puis une distinction se trouve introduite: 


[...] ideo sic repraesentatio potest fieri dupliciter, sicut et significatio [...]13. 


Cette distinction est le cœur de la théorie de la signification de Pierre 
d'Ailly; elle conduit à déployer au sein méme de l'idée de signe les 
distinctions entre différents types de langages signifiants. 

La premiére acception de signifier et de représenter — une fois encore 
assimilés, mais c'est sur la signification que va se déployer l'analyse — se 
résume dans l'idée de «signifier objectivement» (obiective). Pierre d' Ailly 
commence par donner un exemple: 


Dicimus enim quod imago regis significat regem, non quidem formaliter sed 
obiectivel4. 


1 Insolubilia, $ 272: «His visis et investigato quid nominis propositionis habentis 
reflexionem supra se, nunc sciendum est cui propositioni possit dictum quid nominis 
competere et utrum possit competere propositioni mentali proprie dictae». 

12 Ibid., $ 273. 

13 Ibid. 

14 Ibid. 
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On notera que l’exemple introduit explicitement une dimension 
iconique, en parlant d’imago — notion plus précise et plus restrictive que 
celle de similitudo. On retrouve d'une certaine maniére un exemple 
classique, également évoqué par Guillaume d’Ockham dans un passage de 
son Ecrit sur les Sentences oü il constituait un cas du premier sens du mot 
«signe» selon la Somme de logique. Mais on notera deux points. 
Premiérement, la dualité de sens, leur relation, ne sont pas tout a fait les 
mêmes ici et là, donc la valeur de l’exemple n'est peut-être pas tout à fait 
la méme non plus. Chez Guillaume, il s’agissait de différencier des signes 
remémoratifs et signifiant isolément d’un cété, des signes qui ne sont tels 
que par une insertion dans une chaine signifiante et pouvant produire des 
connaissances nouvelles d’autre part!5. Ici, et quelle que soit par ailleurs 
l'importance du langage mental qui, comme je l'ai dit, reste bien l'horizon, 
il n’est pas encore question d’enchaînement linguistique; la distinction est 
en quelque sorte antérieure. Deuxiémement, le mot obiective se trouve 
introduit comme critére de distinction. On est donc è la fois sur le chemin 
d'une formulation en terme d’ob-jet faisant face à l’intellect dans la 
relation signifiante, et en méme temps dans l'amorce de l'une distinction 
qui deviendra fondamentale dans la dite «seconde scolastique» puis chez 
Descartes entre réalité formelle et réalité objective de l’idee. 

L’exemple est expliqué peu aprés d'une facon qui, en vérité, ne suffit 
pas à definir rigoureusement la signification objective, mais qui en 
revanche insiste d’une part sur cette relation objectale, d’autre part sur 
l’acte de connaître que présuppose la signification en ce premier sens: 


Secunda suppositio est quod significare aliquid obiective nihil aliud est quam esse 
obiectum alicuius cognitionis formalis16. 


Le signifiant est pris lui-même comme objet de connaissance, à titre 
de médiation nécessaire pour que s'accomplisse la connaissance de la 
chose signifiée. 

La signification formelle est définie corrélativement par un exemple 
et une explicitation. L'exemple nous apprend que c'est le concept mental 
lui-méme qui est ici le porteur de la signification formelle — dans le 


15 Guillelmi de Ockham, Summa logicae, cap. 1, p. 8-9 ; trad. fr. p. 6-7. 
16 Insolubilia, $ 274 
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prolongement par conséquent de la definition du concept comme signe et 
de sa promotion au premier rang parmi les signes: 


Dicimus enim quod conceptus mentalis quem habeo de rege significat regem, non 
quidem obiective, sed formaliter, quia est formalis cognitio regis17. 


Et plus loin, la description suivante: 


Significare vero formaliter nihil aliud est quam esse formale in cognitione alicuius 
obiectil8. 


L'étre formel du signe mental demandera certes à être précisé en 
fonction de la théorie de la connaissance ici mise en ceuvre. Mais on 
remarque surtout que ce cóté «formel», renvoie à l'acte méme de 
connaitre. Nous sommes, comme on l'a vu plus haut, dans le prolon- 
gement de la Somme de logique de Guillaume d'Ockham, mais avec une 
assimilation, cette fois sans aucune hésitation, entre l'acte de connaitre et 
la signification formelle, que la signification objective présuppose. On 
pourrait aussi rapprocher cette démarche d'un autre passage de Guillaume 
d'Ockham, lorsque, dans I" Écrit sur les Sentences, celui-ci distingue deux 
facons de «conduire à la connaissance de quelque chose» (ducere in 
notitiam)19. Là, Guillaume distingue bien ce dont la connaissance cause la 
connaissance d'autre chose et ce qui produit une connaissance 
immédiatement, sans la médiation d'une autre connaissance. C'est le 
premier type qui se divise ensuite en ce qui cause une premiére 
connaissance et ce qui suscite une connaissance seconde. Mais l'ensemble 
n'est pas articulé explicitement sous l'idée de signification, méme si 
certains exemples (illustrant la connaissance médiatisée et remémorative) 
sont des exemples classiques de signes. L'analyse que fait Pierre d’Ailly 
de l'exemple de l'image du roi rassemble et distingue les deux types de 
signification. Je peux signifier le roi par la médiation d'une image qui a, 
quant à elle, une signification objective, non pas assurément par elle- 
méme mais pour autant que ma connaissance se déploie dans et par cette 
médiation; la procédure est la méme, moyennant quelques caractères 


17 Ibid., $ 273. 

18 Ibid., § 274. 

19 Guillelmi de Ockham, Scriptum in primum librum Sententiarum, d. 3, q. IX, 
«Opera theologica» III, p. 544. 
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sémiotiques spécifiques et notamment la conventionalité, si je le signifie à 
travers un mot. Mais je puis aussi bien dire que je le signifie directement, 
sans intermédiaire — méme si cela ouvre d’autres questions, notamment 
sur le röle des species, que je laisse ici de côté: le concept, en tant que 
signe mental signifie le roi pour autant qu’il en est «connaissance 
formelle». 

Ces précisions, et quelques conséquences qui en sont tirées, sont 
utilisées ensuite pour revenir à la signification des propositions, puis à la 
signification des insolubles. Comme n'importe quelle chose au monde20, 
une proposition écrite, orale ou mentale au sens impropre peut se signifier 
elle-méme au premier sens, c'est-à-dire objectivement, puisqu'elle peut- 
étre connue, et cette appréhension formelle suscite au moins la 
connaissance d’elle-méme (ce qui suppose que la médiation de la 
signification objective soit elle-méme objet d'une connaissance/ 
signification formelle et immédiate). En revanche, elle ne saurait 
constituer une signification formelle d'elle-m&me, car ce privilège revient 
à un acte (simple ou complexe) de connaitre21. 

On voit donc que dans les Insolubilia une dualité de sens de la 
signification permet de déployer au sein méme de l'analyse du signe et de 
l'acte de signifier, l'étre signifiant immédiat du concept dans sa réalité 
formelle, et la médiation qui néanmoins fait corps avec l'idée de signe en 
tant que chose qui, pour un intellect, renvoie à autre chose. 

Un tel déploiement du signe et du signifier vient préciser, sans la 
contredire, la définition générale de «signifier» qui avait été avancée dans 
le Conceptus: 


Significare [...] est potentie cognitive, eam vitaliter immutando, aliquid vel aliqua vel 
aliqualiter representare22. 


Ce passage contient d'autres informations. En premier lieu, le renvoi 
de la cognitio à la vitalis immutatio; en second lieu, l'explication de types 
de signifiés possibles (aliquis/aliqua/aliqualiter). Ce sont là deux points 
bien connus sur lesquels je ne reviens pas ici. Ce qui m'intéresse 


20 Ibid.,$ 275. 

21 Ibid., $ 278. 

22 Conceptus, L. KACZMAREK (éd.), Modi significandi und ihre Destruktionen. Zwei 
Texte zur scholastischen Sprachtheorie im 14. Jahrhundert, nach Inkunabelausgaben [...] 
neu zusammengestellt, Münster Arbeitskreis für Semiotik, Münster, 1980, p. 81. 
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davantage, c’est qu’ä l’occasion de la distinction entre signification par 
nature et signification par convention, Pierre d’ Ailly introduit une idée qui 
recoupe ce qu'il décrit dans les Insolubles comme signification formelle, 
mais en insistant davantage sur l'identification, à certains égards 
paradoxale, entre la connaissance et le signe. 


Je rappelle ici ce passage: 


Verumtamen dupliciter aliqua res potest dici signum alicuius rei. Uno modo quia 
ducit in noticiam illius rei cuius est signum. Alio modo quia est ipsamet noticia rei. 
Secundo modo dicimus conceptum esse signum rei cuius talis conceptus est naturalis 
similitudo, non quod ducat in noticiam illius rei, sed quia est ipsamet noticia rei 


naturaliter proprie representans rem23, 


On ne peut étre plus clair sur le sens de la dualité interne au signe. 
Malgré des aspects indiscutablement ockhamistes, les nuances sont 
importantes et instructives. Ce n'est pas principalement à cause de l'usage 
explicite de l'idée de similitudo pour caractériser le signe conceptuel. 
L'essentiel est bien dans cette perversion interne de la structure de renvoi 
qui paraissait traditionnellement consubstantielle à l'idée de signe. Ici, 
cette structure de renvoi se déploie par l'explicitation de la dimension 
intellective. Un signe conduit à la connaissance de la chose dont il est le 
signe. Mais Pierre d'Ailly comme s'il était conscient du paradoxe, 
souligne qu'en un second sens, le signe ne conduit pas à la connaissance, 
il est lui-m&me connaissance, similitude ou acte de connaitre. Le seul 
renvoi, mais on comprend bien qu'il est de nature différente, est entre 
l'esprit connaissant et l'objet de cette connaissance. Encore une fois, cette 
partition était présente chez Guillaume d'Ockham, mais elle n'était pas 
explicitée comme telle dans le premier chapitre de la Somme de logique. 
Au contraire, la différence entre les deux sens ockhamistes du mot «signe» 
reposait entre autres24 sur l'opposition entre le fait de conduire à une 
connaissance sur une base remémorative et celui de pouvoir susciter une 
premiere connaissance. Dira-t-on que nous en avons ici le simple 
développement, voire l'équivalent? On le pourrait peut-étre, si Pierre 
d' Ailly ne faisait de cette derniére distinction une subdivision du premier 
sens! 


23 Conceptus, p. 82-83. 
24 Le second trait étant, comme chacun sait, la destination propositionnelle et la 
capacité suppositive. 
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Primo modo adhuc dupliciter, quia una res potest ducere in noticiam alterius rei 
primariam, sic videlicet quod causat primam noticiam de re [...]. Alio modo aliquid 
dicitur signum rei, quia ducit in noticiam secundariam sive rememorativam 
supponendo primam noticiam25. 


De ce fait, la distinction change de sens, elle ne peut plus recouvrir les 
m&mes exemples que ceux de Guillaume d’Ockham. On ne cherche plus 
par cette subdivision du premier sens à intégrer le signe conceptuel, lequel 
va être repris dans le second sens. Si donc, d'un côté, le signe qui implique 
une connaissance remémorative va inclure aussi bien les signes naturels 
comme la trace de pas que les signes conventionnels tels que le mot, de 
l’autre còté ce qui conduit 4 une première connaissance se trouve 
redéployé à partir de nouveaux exemples. D’une part, on y associe la these 
selon laquelle toute chose se signifie elle-méme — these que l’on a vue 
mise en ceuvre dans les Insolubles — puisqu’elle peut susciter dans le 
pouvoir de connaître une première connaissance d’elle-méme; d'autre part 
on y inclut des relations naturelles comme celles de l’accident à la 
substance ou de la créature au créateur. Le second grand sens, quant à lui, 
est clairement assimilé à l’acte de connaître. 

En dépit de quelques nuances dues à des contextes différents, cette 
partition-subversion est identiquement présente dans le Conceptus et dans 
les Insolubilia. Certes, comme le remarque Paul Vincent Spade, de tels 
passages laissent de cété la signification aliqualiter, qui est notamment 
celle du syncatégoréme: la partition ici mise en évidence vaut pour le signe 
d’une ou de plusieurs choses. Or la doctrine de Pierre d’ Ailly marque bien 
une évolution concernant le rapport de la signification catégorématique et 
de la signification syncatégorématique ; le point n’est donc pas 
négligeable. Cependant, dés lors que l'on considère l'acte de connaitre, le 
rapport à la chose reste la base sur laquelle se construisent les processus 
langagiers plus complexes. 

Ce à quoi nous assistons avec ces textes sémiotiques de Pierre d' Ailly, 
c'est à un passage à la limite de la redéfinition ockhamiste du concept 
comme signe, sur le fond d'une promotion de l'idée de représentation. Il y 
a tout un processus qui conduit du Venerabilis Inceptor (mais aussi de 
Scot, dont l'influence sur la génération immédiatement postérieure à 
Ockham n'est pas négligeable) au Cardinal de Cambrai (et par-delà à Jean 


25 Conceptus, p. 83. 
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Mair), en passant par des auteurs comme Adam Wodeham et Grégoire de 
Rimini, processus qui conduit de plus en plus à faire de l’idée de 
représentation le concept englobant des phénoménes langagiers et 
noétiques, sémiologiques et gnoséologiques, et qui, 4 cette étape, suppose 
une definition de la connaissance en termes de signe et de signification. 
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SENSI INTERNI E SENSI ESTERNI IN TADDEO DA PARMA 


Se rivolgiamo la nostra attenzione alle tipologie e alle classificazioni 
dei sensi interni delineati, di volta in volta, nei commenti al De anima del 
XIII-XIV secolo, non considerandoli in un puro elenco descrittivo, ma in 
una connessione significativa, dobbiamo porre anzitutto una distinzione 
preliminare. In realtä, vi possono essere almeno due punti di vista da cui 
osservare il tema del rapporto tra sensi interni e sensi esterni nelle sue 
connessioni problematiche: una prima via parte da un peculiare interesse 
critico-storiografico. In altri termini, ci si può interrogare fino a che punto 
un autore o una serie di autori o una corrente abbia riflettuto sulla ques- 
tione del rapporto tra la parte apprehensiva, cognitiva dell’anima sensitiva 
e quella propriamente appetitiva, ovvero chiedersi se alcune tematiche, 
presenti nelle opere piü significative di alcuni autori esaminati, ad esem- 
pio quelle dei molteplici e frastagliati usi dei termini phantasia, ima- 
ginatio, non finiscano per rinviare, ancora una volta, alle rielaborazioni di 
Avicenna e di Averroé dello schema psicologico aristotelico dei sensi 
interni, profondamente diverse, com’é noto, nella genesi come nella 
sostanza stessa. 

D’altra parte, si può intraprendere il cammino seguendo un percorso 
diverso, un percorso non antitetico ma complementare al primo; si può 
cioè essere interessati non tanto a ricostruire il pensiero di un autore o i 
tratti distintivi di una corrente speculativa, in questo caso di uno degli 
autori di spicco dell’averroismo bolognese, quanto piuttosto a cogliere un 
nesso problematico, una connessione di senso, una curvatura che interessa 
un largo tratto della speculazione del tardo aristotelismo. 

È chiaro che la dottrina dei sensi interni attraversa tutta la storia della 
filosofia occidentale come già dimostrarono gli studi del Wolfson che ne 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1771-1782. 
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rintracciò le ipotetiche origini greche negli Stoici ed in Galeno fino alla’ 
tradizione aristotelico-scolastica da Alberto Magno a Baconel. Si pensi al 
contrasto tra la classificazione avicenniana del De anima dei cinque sensi 
interni (senso comune, immaginazione o facoltà formativa, cogitativa, 
estimazione e memoria) e la sistemazione del grande Commento al De 
anima di Averroè, caratterizzato dal rifiuto dell’estimativa, e motivato 
dall’unità e continuità del processo percettivo; peraltro, su tale contrasto 
che la tradizione araba ha consegnato al mondo latino, esistono già studi 
di notevole interesse2. 

Tuttavia, è la peculiare curvatura del tema in Taddeo da Parma ciò 
che qui interessa in modo peculiare. Partiamo dunque dall’intento di 
ricostruire almeno le linee di sviluppo di tale questione nella sua 
configurazione storica e teoretica; fondamentali in tal senso, per mettere a 
fuoco il problema, sono da un lato due questioni centrali del secondo libro 
del commento al De anima aristotelico e, dall’altro, le pagine conclusive, 
sempre del secondo libro che, significativamente, si chiude con la 
questione Utrum sensus communis sit unus. In realtà non è difficile 
scorgere come, a mio avviso, il problema delle relazioni tra le facoltà dei 
sensi interni si traduca qui in quello della frastagliata ermeneutica del 
concetto aristotelico di senso comune; a partire da tale presupposto, 
l’ipotesi che intendo proporre vuole individuare in Taddeo da Parma un 
autore pienamente consapevole di quelle esigenze nominalistiche di 
economia ontologica che contribuiscono a minare alle radici l’edificio 
della psicologia di origine araba affermando per un verso l’unicità del 
senso comune, e per l’altro, come vedremo, la necessità del senso agente. 

Per poter accedere concretamente alla questione, occorre, 
naturalmente, partire dai testi e rilevare come il punto di svolta - di cui 
peraltro il maestro bolognese si mostra perfettamente al corrente - è 
rappresentato dalla ambigua teoria aristotelica del senso comune. Il 


1 H.A. WoLrson, «The Internal Senses in Latin, Arabic, and Hebrew 
Philosophical Texts», Harward Theological Review, 28 (1935), pp. 69-133, ora in H.A. 
WOLESON, Studies in History of Religion and Philosophy, Harward Univ. Press, Cambridge 
(Mass.), vol. I, pp. 250-314. 

2 Sul significato originario del termine ‘senso interno’ come equivalente 
dell’aristotelico senso comune e sul problema della sua collocazione topologica, cfr. V. 
SORGE, Profili dell’averroismo bolognese. Metafisica e scienza in Taddeo da Parma, 
Napoli, Luciano Editore, 2001, in part. pp. 90-94. 
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progetto storiografico — che in questi ultimi anni si è concretamente 
tradotto in una feconda e continua oggettivazione di risultati — di una 
analisi attenta delle dimensioni, distinzioni e determinazioni delle tre 
operazioni sensibili non specifiche della percezione di De anima, II, cioè 
percezione dei sensibili comuni, appercezione, discriminazione, ha messo 
definitivamente in chiaro come non si possa identificare la aisthesis koiné 
del De anima con la koiné dynamis dei Parva naturalia e come piuttosto 
sia indispensabile sottolineare la problematicità di tali nozioni già messa 
in luce con incisività nel 1987 da Deborah Modrak che rilevava la 
poliedricità delle funzioni della aisthesis koiné, che comprende non solo la 
percezione dei sensibili comuni, ma anche la consapevolezza della stessa 
percezione, i giudizi sull’unità degli oggetti sensibili complessi e la 
considerazione delle differenze tra gli oggetti propri3. 

Non è possibile ricostruire un quadro unitario ed univoco del 
significato della locuzione «senso comune» considerata la sua marcata 
polivalenza semantica: una storiografia ormai consolidata, anche se non 
esaustiva dell’intera problematica, ha infatti proposto una revisione del 
concetto di senso comune unico indirizzato alla percezione dei sensibili 
comuni, sostituendo alla nozione stessa di sensibili comuni quella di 
«sentiti comuni», che verrebbero percepiti dai sensi particolari in comune 
con i sensibili propri4. 

Forse l’immagine del cerchio e del suo centro che Taddeo da Parma 
riprende da Averroé5, traduce lo statuto decisamente ambiguo del senso 
comune, equiparabile a quello del punto geometrico che, sebbene 


3 LD. Moprak, Aristotle. The Power of Perception, Chicago and London, 
University of Chicago Press,1987, p. 62. 

4 Cfr. il volume collettivo Corps et äme. Sur le ‘De anima’ d’Aristote, 
G.ROMEYER- DHERBEY, C. VIANO (eds.), Paris, Vrin, 1996 e il saggio di C. Di MARTINO, 
«Alle radici della percezione. Senso comune e sensazione comune in Aristotele, De anima, 
II, 1-2», Archives d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age, 68 (2001), pp. 7-26. 

5 Averroes, Comm. Magnum in Arist. De anima libros, S. CRAWFORD (ed.), 
Cambridge (Mass.) 1953, III, 31, pp. 470-471, 15-21. Come ha felicemente osservato di 
recente A. DE LIBERA nel suo ponderoso commento alla recente traduzione francese del 
Commentum maius di Averroè al III libro del De anima, l’immagine del cerchio è 
probabilmente suggerita al Commentatore non solo dalla convinzione che il senso comune 
rappresenta ciò verso cui convergono i diversi sensi, ma soprattutto «...par l’obscurité 
même du texte qu'il commente» (Averroes, L'intelligence et la pensée. Grand 
Commentaire sur le livre III du «De anima» d’Aristote, tr., intr. et notes par A. DE LIBERA, 
Paris, Flammarion 1998, p. 336) 
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indivisibile, inteso anche come limite, non si dimostra affatto 
incompatibile con una molteplicitä di relazioni cosi come aveva giä 
indicato Aristotele6. Per il maestro bolognese l’attività propria del senso 
comune è quella di separare nella forma percepita dal senso esterno lo 
spirituale dal materiale per cui tale virtus per la forma del bianco 
conoscerà il bianco, per quella del dolce il dolce e così di seguito 
«secundum immutationes diversorum sensibilium»7. 

L’introduzione della metafora del cerchio, che aveva suscitato 
perplessità già tra gli studiosi di Averroé, ci consente tuttavia di rilevare 
come nella ricezione di Taddeo della noetica averroistica, la sua intenzione 
sia quella di privilegiare l’immagine del punto come centro della 
circonferenza rispetto al duplice statuto aristotelico del punto come termine 
finale di un primo segmento di linea e, al contempo, termine di un secondo 
segmentos. Si tratta cioè di intendere meglio quella che potremmo definire 
una vera e propria analogia di proporzionalità tra senso comune e intelletto 
proposta da Averroé come il modo piü opportuno di intendere il legame tra 
le due facoltà: il rapporto dell'intelletto all'immagine puó essere inteso 
come quello tra il senso comune e il sensibile? ed & proprio su questo 
schema che Taddeo definisce la sua adesione alla teoria di Averroé del 
senso comune, ben consapevole della difficoltà di valicare i confini della 
problematizzazione operata dal Commentatore del testo aristotelico; anche 
Taddeo, infatti, costruisce un'analogia tra l'ambito delle operazioni del 
senso e quello dell’intelletto,10 analogia che serve a porre icasticamente 
l'accento sul fatto che, pur potendosi rafforzare in tal modo l’evidente 
connessione strutturale dei sensibili alla sfera del mondo intelligibile, già 
affermata in analogia con il discorso aristotelico e, pur avendo stabilito 
senza ombra di dubbio l’unicità del senso comune, lo stesso senso comune, 
dal punto di vista dell’essenza, «secundum esse», è, al contrario, 
molteplice: «Advertendum quod licet sit unus per essentiam est tamen 
plurificatus secundum esse»11. 


6 Arist., De anima III, 2, 427 a9. 
7 Thaddaeus de Parma, Quaestiones super libros de Anima, Firenze, Biblioteca 
Nazionale Centrale, Cod. I, III, 6 Conv. Soppr., II, q. 24, f. 71va. 


8 Averroes, L’intelligence et la pensée... cit., p. 337. 

9 Averroes, Comm. Magnum in Arist. De anima libros, ed. cit., IL, 29, p. 172, 25- 
32. 

10 Thaddaeus de Parma, Quaest. de Anima, ms. cit., IL, q.27, f. 71rb. 

11 Ib. 
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Fermo restando che il maestro bolognese non apporta ulteriori 
chiarimenti su tale molteplicita «secundum esse» del senso comune, 
diventa a questo punto piü che legittimo chiedersi perché il rapporto tra i 
sensi esterni e l’unico senso interno resti così indeterminato. Come 
dicevamo nella premessa del nostro discorso, vi si può senz'altro vedere il 
segno di quel processo che porterà Biagio Pelacani, a fine 300, a 
ricondurre le attività sensibili interne (senso comune o fantasia, cogitativa, 
estimativa e memoria) al solo senso comune, in una prospettiva, tuttavia, 
di chiara intonazione materialistica certamente diversa da quella di 
Taddeol2. 

Sicuramente l’epistemologia elaborata dal maestro bolognese avverte 
la difficoltä di dover assegnare al senso comune da un lato funzioni 
relazionali che permettano di mettere in relazione i diversi sensibili, e, 
dall’altro, una funzionalitä che non vada oltre il carattere del supporto 
puramente materiale delle operazioni sensibili dell’intelletto. Né, 
possiamo aggiungere, le discussioni sul numero dei sensi interni, pur in 
dipendenza col principio occamiano di economia, si erano già spinte al 
punto di conquistare posizioni radicali, quali quelle che faranno proprie sia 
i maestri parigini del XVI secolo, sia gli Scolastici più agguerriti tra cui il 
Ruvius e il Suarez13. Il senso comune si presenta dunque, nell’ambito del 
tentativo di semplificazione dei sensi interni, con uno statuto decisamente 
ambiguo, né sorte diversa, dal punto di vista noetico, tocca alla cogitativa, 
indebolita probabilmente dalla scoperta della sua totale assenza nel 
pensiero dello stesso Aristotele; tale virtus, infatti, non rappresenta, nella 
psicologia del maestro bolognese, quella funzione, per così dire, di 
cerniera, tra la parte «apprehensiva» dell’anima sensitiva e la parte 
«motiva» di essa. Alla cogitativa, infatti, non è attribuita alcuna funzione 
propria, né particolarmente rilevante, nell’ambito delle attività interne 


12 Cfr. G. FEDERICI VESCOVINI, Astrologia e scienza. La crisi dell’aristotelismo sul 
cadere del Trecento e Biagio Pelacani da Parma, Firenze, Nuove Edizioni Vallecchi, 1979, 
pp. 139-142. 

13 F K. PARK a seguire, in ambito parigino, l'evoluzione della tesi del senso 
comune come un unico senso polioperativo segnalandone, come espressione più matura, il 

‘ testo di Lefebvre d’Etaples e Clichtove, Totius philosophiae naturalis paraphrases cum 
annotationibus del 1502 (cfr. K. PARK, «The Organic Soul», in The Cambridge History of 
Renaissance Philosophy, Cambridge University Press), Cambridge - New-York 1988, pp. 
465-484). Per Suarez si veda Partis secundae Summae Theologiae...tomus alter, Boissat et 
socii, Lugduni 1635. 
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dell’anima sensitiva e Taddeo, pur recependo la posizione averroistica 
della duplice valenza dell’atto della cogitativa in riferimento all’ens stesso 
da un lato e, dall'altro all’intentio di cui l'immaginazione è espressionel4, 
considera «multum difficile» definirne le funzioni e le caratteristiche, 
come si evince da una lunga pagina dell'undicesima questione del terzo 
librol5. 

Sarebbe qui interessante soffermarsi sui motivi che differenziano la 
problematica di Taddeo da un lato dalla proposta da Matteo da Gubbio che 
aveva addirittura attribuito alla cogitativa corporea una capacità 
autoriflessiva dal momento che «experior me cogitari memetipsum»16 e, 
d'altra parte, dalla linea di Giovanni di Jandun per cui nella dimensione 
originaria della cogitativa stessa & implicita una chiara funzionalità 
pratico-operativa In questa prospettiva tra le quattro funzioni preposte ad 
elaborare il materiale offerto dalla sensazione, la cogitativa & 
particolarmente importante perché permette di elaborare giudizi complessi 


H Si noti in particolare il passo del Comm. Magnum di Averroé in cui il ruolo della 
cogitativa è appunto riposto nella distinzione tra l'«intentio rei sensibilis» e la sua 
immagine (Averr. Cordub., In Aristotelis...ed. cit., III, 3, pp. 315-316). Sul concetto di 
intentio in Averroé si vedano: H.A. DAVIDSON, Alfarabi, Avicenna and Averroes on 
Intellect, New York-Oxford, Oxford Univ. Press., 1992, pp. 315-316 et passim; D. BLACK, 
«Memory, Individuals, and the past in Averroes's Psychology», Medieval Philosophy and 
Theology, 5, 1996, pp. 168-169 e il recente saggio di A. ILLUMINATI, «Quasi una fantasia. 
Funzioni cognitive dell'immaginazione nei commentari di Aristotele», in L. FoRMIGARI, G. 
CASERTANO, I. CUBEDDU (eds.), Imago in phantasia depicta, Roma, Carocci, 1999, pp. 149- 
166. 

15 «...Ideo secundum aliam viam loquendo potest dici quod cogitativa immediate 
deservit, quia aut ipsa est in actu cogitandi, et tunc ab ea provenit species intelligibilis ut 
est principium actualis intellectionis, aut est in habitu, et tunc ab ea provenit species ut non 
actualiter est principium intellectionis sed habitualiter tantum. Et quod dictum est de hoc 
sit dictum opinative quia multum mihi est difficile satisfacere huic» (Quaestiones de anima, 
1. HI, S. V. RoviGxi (ed.), Milano, Vita e Pensiero, 1951, pp. 100-101. Corsivo mio.) 


16 Si veda la questione edita da Z. KUKSEWICZ, Averroisme bolonais au XIV siècle. 
Édition de textes, Ossolineum, Wroclaw-Warsawa-Krakov, 1965, p. 242, Utrum cogitativa 
sit reflexiva supra suam essentiam vel supra suum actum. E’ oltremodo significativo il 
distacco di Taddeo dalle posizioni di Giovanni di Jandun che aveva mostrato nel De anima 
l'importanza della cogitativa anche e soprattutto in relazione ad alcuni casi di medicina 
pratica. Si veda, ad es., la quindicesima questione del terzo libro, in cui si pone anche 
l'accento sulla cogitativa come fondamento del sapere pratico (Iohannes de landuno, Super 
libros Aristotelis de Anima subtilissimae quaestiones, apud H. Scotum, Venetiis 1552, f. 
74ra). 
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con l’aiuto della memoria e dell’immaginazione e rende possibile finanche 
la previsione, come conclude Jandun riprendendo la lettura averroistica 
del VI libro dell’Ethica Nicomachea in cui la cogitativa rappresenta, 
appunto, il consiliativum o deliberativum\7. La configurazione della 
cogitativa negli altri esigui passi che la concernono!8, farebbe pensare che 
Taddeo propenda, pur non citandolo esplicitamente, piuttosto che per 
l’ipotesi proposta da Jandun, per la soluzione avanzata invece dall’ultimo 
Sigieri di Brabantel9, in cui la cogitativa rappresenta, per così dire, il 
sostrato materiale dell’anima intellettiva, senza alcun legame con una sua 
possibile configurazione di carattere pratico-operativo. 

Per ragioni di brevità, non è qui possibile approfondire questo tema; 
piuttosto, si rende opportuno fare attenzione all’altro punto chiave che 
costituisce la struttura profonda della gnoseologia del maestro bolognese, 
vale a dire la questione del senso agente: anche gli sviluppi di tale tema 
rappresentano, infatti, a mio avviso, la crisi di un paradigma di pensiero 
non più riconducibile, incondizionatamente, allo schema classico 
astrattivo della comprensione di un contenuto virtuale ad opera dell’ agente 
intellettivo, vale a dire al modello che associava la sensazione alla 
passività impartecipante, inerte, dei sensi esterni ed all’intenzionalitä delle 
species dedotte attraverso gli stadi di elaborazione interna propri del senso 
comune e delle virtutes immaginativa, cogitativa e memorativa. 

E' opportuno peraltro ricordare che, come già aveva acutamente 
notato Graziella Federici Vescovini nel suo volume su Biagio Pelacani da 
Parma, anche la genesi della vexata quaestio sul sensus agens (la cui 
esistenza, a partire dalla testimonianza di Matteo da Gubbio non era 


17 Johannes de Janduno, Super libros Aristotelis de Anima subtilissimae 
quaestiones, lib.U, qu.XXXVII, ff. 52ra-53va. Ma si veda anche Iohannes de Ianduno, 
Super libros Aristotelis de Anima subtilissimae quaestiones, cit., Ill, q.XV, f. 74r: «Sed 
quid dicam de actu virtutis cogitativae? Dico salvo meliori iudicio quod ille actus quem 
puto nobilissimum inter omnes actus virtutis sensitivae, agit vel est principium agendi 
immediate in intellectu, non quidem actu intelligendi tamquam principium effectivum 
ipsius ut probabitur post, sed agit aliquam formam abstractam quae est immediata 
praeparatio vel dispositio intellectus ad intelligere actualiter...»; cfr. anche la q. XXXV del 
secondo libro ai ff. 52-53: «An Phantasia sit idem cum sensu». 

18 Cfr., ad es., quaestio IV, ed.cit., pp. 40-49. 

19 Cfr. il recente lavoro di A. PETAGINE, «L'intelletto e il corpo: il confronto tra 
Tommaso d'Aquino e Sigieri di Brabante», in A. GHISALBERTI (ed.), Dalla prima alla 
seconda Scolastica, Bologna 2000, pp. 76-119 e la recente bibliografia ivi indicata. 
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unanimamente ammessa dagli averroisti), & riconducibile alla tormentata 
esegesi di due luoghi del commento di Averroé al De anima di Aristotele: 
il primo, relativo alla psicologia della sensazione e alla dottrina delle 
forme medie tra il particolare e l’universale, il corporeo e lo spirituale; il 
secondo fondato invece su di un passo in cui Averroè indica la profonda 
analogia tra conoscenza intellettiva e conoscenza sensibile20. 

A questo punto, la questione della natura del rapporto tra conoscenza 
sensibile e conoscenza intellettiva conduce a mettere in discussione, nei 
dibattiti della tarda Scolastica, il modello gnoseologico classico che 
presentava la sensazione, a partire dalla definizione aristotelica del De 
anima come qualcosa che patisce e che è mosso, oltre che, naturalmente, 
intendendola come un’alterazione21. Anche Taddeo da Parma già nella 
tredicesima questione del secondo libro del De anima, Utrum virtus 
sensitiva sit activa vel passiva, ha cura di distinguere il senso passivo dal 
senso agente di cui tratterà, sempre nel secondo libro, nell’ 
importantissima questione quindicesima; egli postula, infatti, un certo tipo 
di attività, già presente nella sensazione, e quindi nei processi fisiologici 
degli animali (e ben distinta tra l’altro da quella propriamente sovra- 
materiale dell’anima razionale), che individua, appunto nel senso agente. 

Si tratta, dunque, anche in questo caso, di un’esigenza nata nel maestro 
bolognese da una più marcata accentuazione e problematizzazione del ruolo 
della sensazione nel processo conoscitivo: Taddeo è convinto della possibilità 
che, accanto alla passività del senso, sussista, complementarmente, un livello 
operativo, per così dire, per cui, in funzione della percezione da attuare, 
l’organo di senso, da uno stato di inerte recezione, passa ad una condizione 
attiva, commutando gli stimoli in similitudines virtuales che sono intenzioni 
prime, particolari, dell’entità materiale. Ci troviamo così di fronte ad una 
problematica che richiama molto da vicino la dottrina della fantasia 


20 Cfr. G. FEDERICI VESCOVINI, Astrologia e scienza..., cit., pp. 130-138; per la 
posizione di Matteo da Gubbio si veda la questione, edita da KUKSEWICZ, Utrum sit dare 
intellectum agentem vel propter quid ponatur, si ponitur, in Averroisme bolonais au XIV 
siècle, Edition de textes, cit., pp. 296-306. Cfr. A. PATTIN, Pour l’histoire du sens agent. La 
controverse entre Barthélemy de Bruges et Jean de Jandun. Ses antecedents et son 
évolution, Leuven University Press, Louvain/Leuven 1988. Per quanto riguarda la 
posizione di Biagio Pelacani, mi sia consentito di rinviare al mio Quaestiones de anima. 
Alle origini del libertinismo, Napoli, Morano, 1995. 

21 Arist., De anima, 416 b 32 — 417a. Su tale tema si vedano ora i contributi del bel 
volume, Corps et äme. Sur le De anima d’Aristote, cit. 
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catalettica attribuita da Sesto Empirico agli Stoici, in cui il visus è 
chiaramente attivo; l’organo di senso si adegua allora opportunamente alle 
variazioni d’intensità dello stimolo al quale è sensibile, come avviene, ad 
esempio, nella diversa percezione dell’intensità luminosa quando si proviene 
da ambienti molto illuminati o viceversa. 

Il nodo cruciale della questione è riposto, dunque, nell’identi- 
ficazione dell’agente immediato responsabile della sensazione in atto e 
Taddeo da Parma, nella ben nota quaestio quindicesima del secondo libro 
introduce il discorso con una decisa replica nei confronti di coloro che 
negavano l’esistenza, nell’anima sensitiva, di una virtus activa quale causa 
prossima della sensazione22. 

Se, dunque, l'ipotesi del sensus agens immediatamente introdotta nel 
prosieguo del discorso è formulata da Taddeo al fine di rendere autonoma, 
per così dire, la sensibilità, allora ci troviamo evidentemente di fronte a un 
modello gnoseologico che non collima affatto con l’interpretazione 
classica della gerarchia delle potenze dell'anima ammessa da Aristotele. 
E’ fondamentale ricordare a tal proposito la tesi enunziata dal maestro 
bolognese a conclusione della XIII questione del II libro, secondo cui 
nell’anima, oltre a una virtus passiva esiste anche una virtus sensitiva 
activa dal momento che l’anima stessa dev’essere attiva nelle sue 
operazioni; da questo punto di vista, ben si comprende la determinatio che 
Taddeo elabora nel corso della serrata analisi proposta nella quindicesima 
questione, intesa come risposta confutatoria alla tesi di coloro che, 
negando l’esistenza di un sensus agens, «...de sensatione reddendo 
causam, isti...sunt bipartiti»24. 


22 Thaddaeus de Parma, Quaest. De anima, LIT, q.15, Utrum sit possibile dare 
praeter sensum passivum in sensitiva anima sensum alium activum (citiamo dall’ed. di A. 
PATTIN, cit., p. 399, dopo aver controllato il manoscritto di Taddeo), p. 400 sgg. 

23 Q. cit., p. 397. 

24 ]b., p. 405: «Advertendum quod causa movens Aristotelis ad probandum 
sensum esse passivum fuit ut per hoc improbaret opinionem antiquorum, qui cum 
posuerunt animam sensitivam esse omniam sensibilia ut omnia cognosceret posuerunt 
animam sensitivam esse tantum activam. Haec autem opinio est improbata per hoc quod 
probatum est ab Aristotele sensum passivum esse, non quod velit Aristoteles negare esse 
virtutem sensitivam activam, sed non et esse tantum activam». Si tratta, evidentemente, di 
Empedocle, per il quale l'anima à composta di tutti gli elementi e il simile conosce col 
simile, come riassume Arist., Metaph. III, 4, 1000b 3-24. 
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Le argomentazioni a favore dell’esistenza del senso agente svolte da 
Taddeo procedono serratamente a partire da considerazioni storiche e, 
insieme, teoretiche dal momento che, a suo parere, il motivo che indusse 
Aristotele a sostenere la passività del senso, fu semplicemente quello di 
contrastare l’opinione di quegli antiqui che ipotizzarono che l’anima 
sensitiva sia soltanto attiva24; questa posizione è senz'altro da respingere 
insieme all’altra specifica tesi che circoscrive il generico ambito di coloro 
che negano il senso agente a quei «fratres minori imitantes sententiam 
Scoti» a parere dei quali il senso è una virtus sensibile e, insieme, principio 
attivo e passivo della sensazione25. 

In ultima analisi, dunque, il nucleo teorico bersaglio della 
ricognizione polemica di Taddeo, è rappresentato, da quel luogo 
dell’ Ordinatio in cui Duns Scoto aveva proposto la coincidenza, nel senso, 
di una quantità, insieme passiva ed attiva26; e tale tesi, aggiungiamo noi, 
andrebbe senz’altro rivista alla luce dell’ontologia della scuola 
francescana che considera la materia non come pura potenza ma come 
costituita in se stessa da un’incipiente ed abbozzata attualità e, a causa 
della sua sostanziale imperfezione, determinabile essenzialmente per 
mezzo di ulteriori forme27. 

Se la disamina svolta dal maestro bolognese delle diverse principali 
opinioni neganti il sensus agens segue fedelmente l’intentio espositiva di 
Jean de Jandun, la caratterizzazione del senso agente però è 
sostanzialmente diversa. 


25 Ib., p. 398: «Hanc autem ultimam opinionem primo instigo, quia ex hoc sequitur 
quod idem sit simul et semel et respectu eiusdem in actu et potentia, quod est falsum quia 
implicat contradictionem». 

26 Lo stesso Pattin, nell'introduzione alla sua edizione del testo di Taddeo (pp. 391- 
394), riassume brevemente la tesi scotista, anche alla luce delle opinioni di Olivi, Peckham, 
Matteo d' Acquasparta, Enrico di Gand e Pietro di Trabibus. 

27 Da tale considerazione metafisica della materia prima come principio già dotato 
di una sua attualità, si svilupperà coerentemente, com'é noto, il problema della generazione 
delle forme dalla materia per mezzo dell'agente stesso, per cui i francescani sosterranno 
l'argomento della pluralità delle forme strutturate secondo un rapporto di dipendenza 
gerarchica tale che l'ultima forma viene a unificare le forme inferiori e a conferire l'essere 
sostanziale all'ente. Su tale tema resta fondamentale il volume P. MAZZARELLA, 
Controversie medievali. Unità e pluralità delle forme, Napoli, Giannini, 1978 e il bel 
volume di E.H. WEBER, La personne humaine au XIII siécle, Paris 1991, in part. pp. 74- 
198. 
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Le affermazioni di Taddeo, pur considerate nella loro individualita, 
sono strettamente correlate e ci permettono di individuare una progressio 
argumentorum dal momento che - aggiunge Taddeo - poiché il recipere 
dell’ organo di senso lo rende simile alla materia, lo assimila cioè alla sua 
passività o mera potenzialità, è necessario che esista un principio che gli 
comunichi la perfezione nella relativa operazione e questo principio attivo 
è ancora una volta più nobile di ciò che è passivo28. Infine, sempre in virtù 
di tale assunzione di principio, bisogna riconoscere che tra la specie 
sensibile, che è «in rebus inanimatis» e la virtus sensitiva che «solum 
potest reperiri in animatis», accade che l’animato è più nobile di ciò che è 
inanimato. 

Diventa fondamentale, a questo punto, per Taddeo, chiarire il ruolo 
cui sarebbe deputato il sensus agens da lui ipotizzato: poiché il passaggio 
del senso dalla potenza all’atto è sempre accompagnato dalla produzione 
della relativa specie sensibile, in ordine alla quale il senso perviene alla 
sensazione compiuta, attuata, e dovendosi escludere che il senso abbia 
questa capacità di autoattivarsi, non resta che ammettere che, a tal fine, si 
richiede quella virtus sensitiva activa «...operans completive ut sensus in 
talem exeat actum»29. 

D'altronde, tutta la parte conclusiva della questione ribadisce ancora, 
nel discutere ulteriori obiezioni, l’esistenza del senso agente a partire dalla 
sua molteplicità per le diverse specie di sensazioni, dalla sua collocazione 
nello stesso organo del senso recipiens e, infine, dalla sua azione non 
immediata sul sensibile esterno, ma finalizzata a che il senso, informato 
dalla specie, «prorumpat in sensationem»30, 

In breve, proprio la centralità acquisita dalle funzioni del senso 
agente si avvia a rappresentare il vero punto di snodo della questione 
aprendo un vivace dibattito già tra gli stessi maestri bolognesi; è appena il 
caso di ricordare che proprio su tale punto si indirizzerà l’obiezione più 
valida avanzata da Matteo da Gubbio nei confronti della tesi di Taddeo 
nella quinta questione del II libro del commento al De anima: proclamare 
che il senso o l’anima sensibile sia una virtus o facoltà attiva 
implicherebbe ed imporrebbe l’attribuzione ad esso del ruolo di causa 


28 Ib., pp. 399-400. 
29 Ib. 
30 Ib., p. 403. 
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efficiente della sensibilità e ciò non rappresenta unicamente una 
contraddizione in termini, ma è anche in contrasto con quanto aveva 
sostenuto Aristotele, a parere del quale il senso consiste in un alterari e 
pati31. 

Se le cose stanno cosi, per concludere, la problematica sviluppata da 
Taddeo porta, si, acompimento la parabola epigonale dell’averroismo, ma 
nondimeno snatura, in qualche modo, i contenuti stessi di una fisiologia 
dell’anima sensitiva improntata alle originarie istanze aristoteliche per 
declinare queste stesse istanze secondo ipotesi teoriche nuove ed 
alternative ed offrendo, da un lato una preziosa indicazione dei successivi 
percorsi delle discussioni sullo statuto e le funzioni dei sensibili tra 300 e 
400, ma anche notevoli ambivalenze interne che contribuiranno a 
costituire la storia, per cosi dire, come testimonierä Gaetano da Thiene 
circa un secolo dopo, di un momento fondamentale della noetica 
averroistica32. 


Universita degli Studi di Napoli “Federico II” 


31 Si vedano a tal proposito gli argomenti svolti da Matteo, ed. cit., pp. 71-72. 
32 Cfr. G. FEDERICI VESCOVINI, Astrologia e scienza..., cit., p. 133. 
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PIETRO D’ABANO E TADDEO DA PARMA 
SULL’IMMAGINAZIONE 


Giä agli inizi del secolo XX, tra il 1912 e il 1920, Bruno Nardil 
sostenne contro il Ferrari ed altri interpreti come il Troilo, il non- 
averroismo di Pietro d’Abano. Esaminando la sua teoria dell’intelletto e 
della generazione delle forme di Pietro stesso, ho avuto in altra sede 
l’occasione di dimostrarne ulteriormente la fondatezza; ma, per portare 
un’altra conferma della giustezza dell’interpretazione del Nardi, un esame 
della funzione e dell’importanza dell’immaginazione nella sua costruzione 
teorica di una scienza dell’individuale e non dell’universale, come & la 
medicina, ci sembra un argomento centrale per misurare la sua distanza 
dalla dottrina averroistica dell’immaginazione, sostenuta da alcuni 
averroisti di chiara fama. Ora, proprio negli anni di attivitä di Pietro 
d’Abano, dato che non sappiamo quando sia morto (dopo il 1315), e cioé 
nel 1318, un averroista ritenuto tale, Taddeo da Parma, svolge nel suo 
insegnamento bolognese2 una sua interpretazione dell’ immaginazione che 


1 Cfr B. NARDI, «La teoria dell’ anima e la generazione delle forme secondo Pietro 
d’Abano. Intorno alle dottrine filosofiche di Pietro d’Abano», Rivista di filosofia 
neoscolastica, 4 (1912), pp. 723-37 e Nuova rivista storica, 4 (1920), pp. 81-97; 464-481; 
5 (1921), pp. 330-313 ora in Saggi sull’aristotelismo padovano dal secolo XIV al XVI, 
Firenze, Sansoni, 1958, pp. 1-69. 

2 Mi si permetta di rinviare al mio studio «La classification des mathématiques 
d’après le Prologue de l’ Expositio super Theorica planetarum de l’averroiste Thaddée de 
Parme (1318)», in Manuels, Programmes de cours et techniques d’enseignement dans les 
Universités médiévales, J. HAMESSE (éd.), Louvain-La Neuve, 1994, pp. 137-182, e 
«L'exorde de l'Arithmétique de Boèce et le commentaire de l’averröiste Thaddée de 
Parme», in La chäine des savoirs, Actes du Colloque Boèce, A. GALONNIER (ed.), Leuven, 
2002, pp. 57-71. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1783-1795. 
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è assai lontana da quella di Pietro, e che è tutta centrata sul concetto di 
astrazione dell’intelletto dall’immaginazione per raggiungere la 
conoscenza vera. Ciò rimanda alla risposta al quesito se l’intelletto 
conosca il vero senza immaginazione, ossia astraendo completamente 
dall’immaginazione sensibile, oppure con l’immaginazione ed abbia 
bisogno del senso. Nel primo caso l’intelletto è immateriale e separato; nel 
secondo è congiunto e, come dirà Pietro d' Abano, non è una forma, ma un 
habitus ed è sempre unito al corpo. Il problema della funzione 
dell’immaginazione per la conoscenza verte dunque sul quesito se la 
conoscenza presupponga alcune operazioni sensibili e si serva delle 
facoltà o virtù sensibili interne, come l’immaginazione, altrimenti detto: se 
ha bisogno del corpo. È a tutti nota la posizione di Averroè che conduce 
alla sua dottrina dell’intelletto universale separato, immortale, sia 
possibile che attivo e alla interpretazione di Tommaso con la sua dottrina 
dell’astrazione: tesi queste che si trovano citate per essere confutate anche 
dal Pomponazzi nella sua opera De immortalitate animae3. 

Due sono le dottrine principali di Pietro d' Abano che giustificano la 
sua valutazione della immaginazione per la funzione positiva nella 
guarigione del malato secondo la quale si tratta di spiegare il nesso delle 
virtù sensibili interne con l'intelletto, ossia tra l immaginazione, l’estima- 
tiva e la cogitativa. Le dottrine sono la teoria della forma o delle species e 
la dottrina dell’astrazione dalla materia e dal movimento. Infatti 
l’immaginazione della guarigione è una forma di fiducia (confidentia) che 
riposa sulla credenza nell’esito futuro, positivo o meno, della malattia ed 
appartiene al genere delle forme o delle species. La filosofia di Pietro 
d’Abano, a questo proposito, è molto interessante perché, come scrive 
nelle Differentiae LXXI e CXXXV del Conciliator differentiarum 
medicorum et philosophorum (dove espone la sua dottrina delle forme 
naturali o species), egli polemizza contro le forme separate, eterne e 
immutabili, come le essenze e le idee di Platone e di Parmenide 
indipendenti dalla materia sensibile. Egli sviluppa la sua critica sulla base 
del principio filosofico che tutto ciò che è nelle cose naturali, non è né una 
forma nel senso platonico, né qualcosa di simile, ossia non è una species, 
o essenza separata, ma è un ‘composto’ di materia e di forma, perché la 


3 P PoMPONAZZI, De immortalitate animae, capitolo IV, paragrafo 12, trad. italiana 
di V.P. COMPAGNI, Firenze, Olschki, 1999, pp. 15-20. 
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forma naturale «non è subsistens per se, sed est quo aliquid subsistit», per 
cui ciò che si genera non è mai la forma, ma il composto4. L'uomo dunque 
è composto di anima e corpo: risulta così da qualcosa di incorruttibile 
(l’anima creata di Dio) e da qualcosa di corruttibile, la materia signata 
individuale che si trasforma e si genera. Per questo motivo, trasmutandosi 
di continuo, tale essere naturale presuppone un sostrato dal quale si 
trasformaS. Pertanto i principi formali delle cose naturali corruttibili 
saranno diversi dalle idee o specie (alia existere ab ideis)6. Riguardano 
così le forme composte di materia e di forma, di intelletto e di sensazione 
e non possono prescindere dal corpo. Per questo motivo i principi della 
scienza sono distinti da quelli della sapienza, così come Avicenna aveva 
affermato nella sua Metaphysica, di cui Pietro d’Abano si rivela un 
seguace7. La sapienza è il compito del metafisico e del teologo e ricerca le 
essenze immutabili e separate; il filosofo invece tende a conoscere le 
forme generabili e corruttibili e quindi ha sempre a che fare con una certa 
materia subiecta. Su questa base Pietro d' Abano tiene in considerazione le 
virtù o le forze sensibili del corpo, sia quelle dei sensi esterni che quelle 
delle facoltà sensibili interne, come l’immaginazione. Pertanto egli non 
separa le virtù sensibili interne da quelle intellettuali, poiché come si 
vedrà, l’intelletto nell’uomo è, all’origine, quando non è esercitato, sempre 
in potenza ed è legato alle facoltà sensibili, perché non è indipendente 
dalla materia, ossia dall’ens subiectum o sostrato che è dotato delle sue 
dispositiones materiali. Questo concetto è anch’esso centrale nella 
filosofia della medicina di Pietro e probabilmente gli deriva dalla 
metafisica di Avicenna attraverso complesse mediazioni. Esso serve a 


^ Conciliator, diff. LXXI, 3, f. 180 r, tutte le citazioni sono date dall'edizione di 
Venezia, Giunta, 1565. 

5 «Oportet etiam in omni eo fore aliquid subiectum, quia omne quod transmutatur, 
transmutatur ex aliquo sicut ex subiecto». (Conciliator, diff. III, 3, f. 6v ab). 

6  Isostenitori delle forme separate, come Platone e i Parmenidei, invece, ritennero 
che esse fossero «in se subsistentes», perció universali e separate dai singolari, e pertanto 
di esse non si puó conoscere mai la causa immediata e sufficiente, perché hanno una causa 
intrinseca a noi ignota. Celebre l'espressione anti-platonica di Pietro: «Gaudeant quidem 
species si sunt, monstra enim sunt», perché non apportano nulla né alla generazione, né alla 
scienza. Costoro sono tutti quei sostenitori delle essenze separate che negano che si possa 
dare conoscenza anche del composto generabile e corruttibile, ossia del particolare 
individuale che é l'oggetto proprio della scienza medica. 

7 Conciliator, diff. II, 1, f. 6 rb. 
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Pietro per spiegare, nella cura del malato, la guarigione che ancora non 
c’è, ma che tuttavia è nelle dispositiones di quell’individuo. Ne consegue 
che studiando le forme naturali o il composto individuato nelle sue 
particolarità sensibili corporee, questa scienza non si riterrà necessaria, ma 
sufficiente e non si fonderà sulla dimostrazione logica, ma sulla sola 
‘considerazione dell’intelletto’, secondo l’interpretazione che Pietro 
d’Abano presenta della dottrina analoga di Avicenna8. 

La scienza di Pietro d’Abano sarà «scientia unius generis subiecti 
partes considerans et passiones», e in qualunque modo sia acquisita, anche 
con l’esperimento, essa è sempre scienza: la scienza, infatti, si può 
considerare come una acquisizione, in un modo qualunque, sia razionale 
che per esperienza, della verità («pro veritatis adeptione modo 
quocumque, sive ratione sive experimento sive alio modo»)9. Poiché la 
scienza è sempre di un sostrato, che è ciò di cui si devono dimostrare le 
passionesl0 emerge subito il quesito di quale importanza dare o meno a 
queste passioni sensibili dell’anima, quale è l’immaginazione. 

La relazione che Pietro stabilisce a questo proposito tra la parte 
intellettiva e quella sensibile, è continuativa e graduale, perché gli 
universali, non essendo forme separate sono nell’anima come l’accidente 
è nel sostrato, e questo perché l’ente nell’anima è piuttosto una 
‘intenzione’ 11 della cosa che una cosa (res). Il concetto è dunque una mera 
considerazione dell’intelletto che separa concettualmente dalla materia, 
ma non astrae, e esiste nell’anima intellettiva umana come intelletto 
possibilel2. Esso, tuttavia, quando conosce effettivamente si fa in habitus, 
cioè diviene una abitudine a conoscere, per cui la scienza a sua volta è 


8 Misi permetta di rinviare al mio studio «La place privilegiée de l'astronomiae- 
astrologiae dans l’encyclopédie des sciences théoriques de Pierre d’Abano», in Knowledge 
and the Science in Medieval Philosophy, Actes du VIII International Congres of Medieval 
Philosophy, Helsinki, 1990, vol. III, pp. 42-51. 

9 Conciliator, diff. III, 1, f. 6 ra. 

10  «Subiectum in scientia debet esse id de quo demonstrarentur passiones», in 
Lucidator dubitabilium astronomiae, G. FEDERICI VESCOVINI (ed.), Padova, 1992, 2° ediz., 
diff. I, 3, pp. 137-138. 

11 «Universalia sunt in intellectu sicut forma in materia vel accidens in subiecto; 
ens enim in anima potius est intentio rei quam res» (Conciliator, diff., III, 4, f. 7 vb). 

12 «Universale habet duplex esse: unum quidem in intellectu iam possibili, in actu 
aliquando deducto» (op. cit., diff. III, 4, fol. 7 vb). 
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l'habitus dell’intelletto13, il quale ricerca le forme comuni, le acquisisce e 
si trasforma in intelletto acquisito, cioè adeptus. L’intelletto della scienza 
naturale è sempre di cose concrete e non astrattel4, le quali invece sono 
considerate dall’intelletto metafisico o dall’intelletto matematico. In altre 
parole, l’intelletto del medico-fisico, concernendo le cose concrete, 
riguarda sempre un sostrato (subiectum) individuato. Ne consegue che 
astratto deve essere inteso in almeno tre modi diversi: 

1) un astratto che sia completamento astratto dalla materia, secondo 
l’essere e secondo la considerazione intellettiva, ossia non sia immerso 
nella materia, ma sia del tutto spogliato dalla materia stessa per la forza 
dell’intelletto «abstractum quod non sit materia signate immersum», ma 
«spoliatum ab omni [materia] vigore intellectus» (questa è l’astrazione 
metafisica); 2) un astratto secondo la ragione e non secondo l’essere, e 
questa è l’astrazione matematica; 3) in un altro modo, si dice astratto non 
dalla materia sensibile in comune, ma dalla materia sensibile segnata, e 
questa è l’astrazione del fisico o del medico, che studia sempre un 
qualcosa non sussistente per sé, ma dipendente da altro; il concreto invece 
sarà ciò che domina una cosa con una inclinazione e una dipendenza dal 
sostrato. 

Il subiectum può essere sia un ente in atto che in potenza rispetto ad 
altro, dal quale è mosso, come l’uomo che esiste in atto, è in potenza 
rispetto alla salute o alla malattia. Pertanto l’astrazione dal sostrato 
sensibile si può specificare in altri due modi, a seconda che il sensibile 
particolare sia congiunto (coniunctum) al movimento e alla materia (e di 
questo non è possibile alcuna scienza metafisica ed essenziale); oppure è 
un astratto compiuto dall’intelletto secondo una astrazione dal moto e 
dalla materia segnata, ma non dalla materia comunel5 e di questa 
astrazione si dà scienza, secondo le considerazioni dell’intelletto, delle 
passioni e delle qualità della materia comunel6. Il che significa che, poiché 
la conoscenza naturale concerne le cose concrete e composte, tutte le 
possibilità di separazione dipendono da un altro concetto relativo alle 


13 Conciliator, diff. III, propter 1. 

14 Conciliator, diff. LVII, 1. 

15 Conciliator, diff. VI, 2, 3, f. 10 r ab. 

16 Mi si permetta di rinviare alla mia analisi, «La médecine, synthése d'art et de 
science selon Pierre d' Abano», in Les doctrines de la science, R. RASHED, J. BIARD (eds.), 
Leuven, Peeters, 1999, pp. 237-256. 
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operazioni dell’intelletto, ossia dipendono dalle sue capacitä di 
‘considerare’ le cose particolari con le loro passioni e qualita, 
diversamente dalla considerazione di quelle universali. Infatti, le scienze 
universali considerano le cose comuni e generali e sono anteriori; invece, 
le scienze particolari come la medicina, sono distinte secondo le loro 
passioni e qualita e sono posteriori. Naturalmente si tratta sempre di res 
particulariter consideratae, e tra tutte, la medicina & scienza 
particularissima. Qui, Pietro d’Abano sviluppa la dottrina della 
‘considerazione’ dell’ intelletto di Avicenna: il concetto di ‘considerazione 
dell’intelletto (consideratio intellectus), è distinta a sua volta da lui in 
consideratio ex parte intellectus, oppure in consideratio ex parte rei). La 
separazione tra la cosa particolare (res particularis) e la cosa universale, 
dipende dalla considerazione (e non dall’astrazione) del nostro intelletto, 
nel senso che la cosa particolare è tale solamente perché essa è considerata 
dal nostro intelletto in un modo particolare secondo la materia particolare 
e distinta da un’altra materia, secondo i loro diversi attributi essenziali, 
mentre le cose universali sono considerate nella materia in comune senza 
attributi particolari. Allora, seguendo Avicenna, Pietro afferma che, 
essendo il soggetto di tutte le scienze lo stesso, in quanto comune (ossia 
l’ente), le scienze si distingueranno secondo la considerazione del nostro 
intelletto, delle passioni e delle proprietà di questo soggetto o ente in 
comune. 

Poiché aveva affermato che la conoscenza di qualunque forma o 
species è sempre conoscenza di un composto corporeo e quindi non astrae 
dal sostrato materiale allorché si tratta di valutare l’importanza 
dell’immaginazione, che è una virtù sensibile interna corporea, per la 
guarigione, Pietro d’Abano sosterrà senz’altro la funzione positiva 
dell’immaginazione e mancherà nella sua dottrina quella interpretazione 
negativa del fantasma immaginativo data dall’averroista Taddeo da Parma, 
per il quale su questa incapacità astrattiva dell’intelletto rispetto ai 
fantasmi, dai quali non si libera, giustifica lo sviluppo e la proliferazione 
delle arti magiche o matematiche illecite. Anche Pietro d’ Abano metterà 
in relazione l’immaginazione con le arti magiche e il profetismo; ma in 
tutt'altro contesto e significato. Secondo Pietro d'Abano, l'immagi- 
nazione non è altro che la rappresentazione di una immagine somigliante 
a qualcosa, ed il suo carattere precipuo è di essere una similitudo. Egli 
discute se la fiducia medica (confidentia) nel medico, che è una specie 
dell’immaginazione, apporti un beneficio alla guarigione e afferma di si, 
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ma per dimostrarlo porta una serie di argomenti, alcuni fondati 
sull’esperienza (i quali sono meno rilevanti), altri fondati sulla ragione. 
Questa fiducia & una specie che esiste nell’anima, la quale costruisce 
(movet) una immagine a somiglianza di un qualcosa che esiste 
all'esterno!7. Infatti, l'immaginazione è la facoltà che elabora i fantasmi, 
che sono le similitudinil8, cioè le immagini somiglianti delle cose 
corporee. Come agisce sull’intelletto? Tanto più l’intelletto è debole e il 
senso è forte, tanto più l'immaginazione è efficace. Siccome l’intelletto 
intende sempre speculando sui fantasmi e il fantasma è l’immagine 
somigliante della cosa corporale, la fiducia che esiste nell’intelletto 
dipende sempre da un modo suo proprio, poiché dipende dalla alterazione 
del senso. Ora, quando questa alterazione è di piccola entità e la 
rappresentazione della salute è molto distante dalla salute reale, allora la 
fiducia immaginata della guarigione non apporta molto alla salute, poiché 
l’intelletto non si rappresenta bene la salute futura, essendo essa distante 
dalla situazione attuale. Ora le alterazioni del senso sono quelle che 
agiscono di più sul corpo di quelle esistenti nell’intelletto. Infatti, la 
fantasia e l’intelligenza non si comportano allo stesso modo e non hanno 
le stesse virtù, per cui, quando confidentia sanitatis imaginata e 
confidentia sanitatis intellecta, si uniscono insieme e sono in accordo con 
la immagine della salute, esse conducono presto alla guarigione. Pertanto, 
la fiducia (confidentia) è una certa affezione dell’anima razionale che 
proviene dall’opinione (fede o credenza) della cosa desiderata ed essa 
aiuta la guarigione, perché la fiducia segue l’opinione. Dunque, la fiducia 
nella guarigione dipende da due fattori: 1) o meramente fantastici e 
sensibili ed è correlata solo alle virtù fantastiche; oppure 2) questa fiducia 
è dedotta nell’intelletto, perché la fiducia, «quando fuerit in intellectu, 
deducitur ad vires phantasticas ut ad aestimativam, deinde ad cogitativam 
et imaginationem, et tunc velut materialis facta et particularis», produce un 
calore naturale, lo eccita al massimo e così produce la guarigione. 


17 «Confidentia est species quaedam», la quale «existit animae»; essa «movet 
similitudinem rei existentis extra»; essa altera la mente, la fantasia, il senso e le 
meditationi. 

18 «Quid enim intellegit intellectus, necesse est aliquid phantasma speculari. 
Phantasma quoque est similitudo rei corporalis et ideo confidentia existens in intellectu 
modo aliquo habebit cum dependeat a sensu magis alterate» (Conciliator, diff. CXXXV, 3, 


f. 192rv). 
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Da questo passo risulta in modo evidente come ritenendo Pietro 
l’anima umana una potenza intellettiva legata alle virtù e passioni 
corporee, le varie funzioni dei sensi interni, come la estimativa e la 
cogitativa, se da un lato sono legate all’immaginazione sensibile, dall'altro 
sono contigue all’intelletto, anche se solo in potenza, e non sono separate. 
Pietro d’Abano introduce a questo proposito una digressione sulla teoria 
dell’immaginazione che non è la sua e che egli attribuisce ad Avicennal9 
e alla sua dottrina della ‘duplice’ anima: una anima che è una forza (virtus) 
o intelligenza immaginativa, divina e superiore, che dà le forme al mondo 
come dator formarum, immediatamente e senza un intermediario da cui 
dipende la profezia e le arti magiche20 e una anima inferiore e subordinata. 
Egli la espone pur essendo superstiziosa e non l’accetta, perché i Cristiani 
non attribuiscono la causa motrice del mondo a questo dator formarum o 
intelligenza immaginativa, quando invece l’attribuiscono alla forza di Dio 
che compie le mirabili opere sovrannaturali mediante i profeti come 
strumenti e quasi medi tra Dio e noi. 

L'immaginazione insieme alla virtù informativa è infatti per Pietro 
D’ Abano un principio materiale interno alla generazione umana, la quale 
avviene per la commistione di due virtù: la virtù elementare, che è comune 
a tutte, e quella celeste che è propria di ciascun individuo21; questo perché 
ciascun essere naturale22 non è mai una forma semplice e astratta come le 


19 Conciliator, diff. CXXXV, 3, f. 192 va. 

20 «Propter huius secundum sciendum quod Avicenna visus cum Algazele in parte 
cum magno philosophorum discrepare: scripsit namque in quarto de anima quod anime 
duplicis sunt nature: quedam enim sic sunt elevate nobiles et tam grandium et mirabilium 
operationum ut non solum operentur in corpore proprio factis alterationibus et 
transmutationibus; verum etiam alieno et absque medio quales opus oculi fascinantis. Et 
pro voluntate talis anime contingunt pluvie, feritilitates, absorbitio a terra et mortalitas... 
Et hec etiam est una proprietatibus virtutum prophetalium. Quod autem ipsum movet 
fortassis ita superstitiose in philosophia narrare cuius est causam omnium propriam 
assignare, et quia acquievit incantationibus et fascinationibus que ponuntur ab earum 
defensoribus provenire ex virtutibus anime pretacte quas suscipit a celestibus, prout eorum 
motuum et lucis facta est imago»; essa muove il tutto, perché essa è imago di quel motore. 
Pertanto: «Habet namque duo ea, et quod est anima et quod est imago motoribus sphaerae 
ut Saturni et Iovis .... Huius virtutem non solum movere habet corpus sibi coniunctum, 
verum totum quod subiacet sphere, quam movet eius motor, cuius est imago» (Conciliator, 
diff., cit., f. 192 va). 


21 Diff. LXII, 3, ff. 108-109. 
22 Un altro principio è che ogni azione avviene sempre per la qualità e non per la 
forma sostanziale per cui l'azione à sempre conversiva, cioé che ogni agente subisce 
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species o le forme dei metafisici, ma è un composto di materia e forma 
sempre generabile e corruttibile, ed è in movimento. Secondo questa 
dottrina anche i principi materiali della generazione come la natura 
femminile e le immaginazioni della donna hanno riconosciuto da Pietro 
D’Abano una funzione attiva e positiva nel concepimento. Il concorso 
attivo della madre per la formazione dell'embrione è rintracciato nel 
principio della forza minore o maggiore dell’immaginazione, e questo 
perché la materia, nell’ontologia di Pietro D’Abano non è una mera 
privazione, ma già, come aveva affermato Alberto Magno, è dotata di 
disposizione materiale come inchoatio formae, ossia ha una «virtus activa 
indita materiae»23. | 
Data questa idea della interazione tra passioni dell’anima e quelle del 
corpo, sulla cui base egli sviluppa anche la dottrina psicosomatica della 
fisiognomica, alla immaginazione sono attribuite da Pietro due altre 
funzioni importanti, di cui l’una non è molto originale, in quanto si trovava 
già enucleata nel De somniis di Aristotele; la seconda invece è sua propria 
e caratteristica24. La prima riguarda l’importanza dell’immaginazione 
nella elaborazione dei sogni, la seconda invece la funzione attiva 
dell’immaginazione nella generazione umana. Come ho accennato sopra 
l'immaginazione ha una funzione fondamentale nella generazione umana 
e da essa dipendono anche gli aspetti, le figure, le configurazioni corporee 


H 


dei nascituri, poiché la forza dell’immaginazione & grandissima nel 


l’azione del passivo che egli ha alterato (Conciliator, diff. LX, 3, ff. 89-90); ne consegue 
che gli elementi non agiscono né patiscono altro che per le qualita e non per forme 
sostanziali. Cfr. anche Conciliator, diff. LXIV, 4, f. 96 vb. 

23 In particolare, B. NARDI, La dottrina di Alberto Magno sull «inchoatio formae», 
in Studi di filosofia medievale, Roma, 1980, pp. 69-90. 

24 Nella differenza CLVIIL 1, f. 213 vb. interrogandosi se il sogno contribuisce alla 
cura oppure no, attribuisce un valore di apprendimento conoscitivo anche ai sogni; gli 
apprendimenti dei sogni sono di tre tipi: i sogni veritieri che si attribuiscono agli angeli, le 
divinazioni per somnia che derivano dai demoni oppure dalla filosofia; quelli che sono 
ispirati da Dio con un medio o senza un medio. 

I sogni poi si dividono in sogni veri e falsi, animali e naturali; ma a suo parere 
nessuno di essi è divino o celeste. L'immaginazione entra in funzione nei sogni naturali 
che provengono dalla temperanza delle virtù animali, insieme allo spirito animale che 
porta la virtù formale verso l’immaginazione. Il sogno animale nasce invece da una grande 
preoccupazione dell’anima circa qualcosa che è avvenuta nella vigilia. A questo proposito 
Pietro racconta una sua esperienza quando si trovava da giovane a Parigi. 
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concepimento25. Essa & una delle cause generali della generazione a cui si 
associano la forza della costellazione e la natura universale26. Questo 
vigore della impressione dell’immaginazione puö essere tale da mutare 
non solo il sesso maschile o femminile, ma anche la specie. Esso agisce 
insieme alla forza della costellazione che & rappresentata nella 
configurazione celeste27 dell’ascendente con tutti i pianeti collocati in 
essa. La natura universale tende alla conservazione della specie e questa 
natura è la vis syderum, che qualcuno attribuisce erroneamente anche ai 
demoni degli inferi che alcuni ritengono che infestino il mondo. Non 
saranno dunque né gli spiriti né i demoni ad agire nella natura; quanto 
invece questa o quella materia verrà resa adatta a questo o a quello effetto 
nelle sue disposizioni latenti, in virtù della luce celeste della 
configurazione astrale che la spinge in tal senso, piuttosto che un’altra 
configurazione, in virtù dell’azione intenzionale dell’astro volto a questo 
o a quel fine. Pertanto esiste un consenso tra gli astrologi geneastici (delle 
natività) nel sostenere che tutto ciò che accade nell’uomo come sostanza 
naturale, «opus sit materia disposita ex astris». 


x k k 


Tutt'altra la valutazione dell'umportanza dell’ immaginazione 
nell’averroista Taddeo da Parma, che da buon seguace di Averroè, sostiene 
una teoria dell’astrazione dal fantasma immaginativo per il 
raggiungimento della verità, che finisce per riconoscere solo una funzione 
negativa all’ immaginazione in quanto valida per le scienze matematiche 
proibite, o mathesis, ossia le scienze divinatorie necromantiche che non 
astraggono dai fantasmi dell’ immaginazione, anzi li rielaborano 

Taddeo sviluppa la teoria della causalità necessaria delle intelligenze 
celesti che ricava da Averroè. La causalità celeste è concepita in maniera 
necessaria e non contingente o sufficiente, e confluisce in un vero 
determinismo astrologico, diversamente da Pietro d' Abano che ritiene che 
la causa astrologica che è espressa nel iudicium, è sempre intermedia tra il 
necessario e il possibile, per cui l’astrologo o il medico ritrovano solo la 
causa sufficiente degli eventi e non quella necessaria. 


25 Conciliator, diff. XXVIII, 3, f. 42rb. 
26 Conciliator, diff. LXII, 3, ff. 108-109. 
27 Conciliator, diff. LXII, 3, loco cit.. 
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La realtà è spirituale, incorporea e separata. Essa è quella più ricettiva 
della luce divina: così Taddeo afferma nel Prologo alla sua Expositio della 
Theorica planetarum Gerardi che rappresenta la sua lettura nel corso 
dell’insegnamento di medicina e arti che teneva nel 1318 all’Università di 
Bologna; essa è costituita emintemente dagli enti matematici28. Essi sono 
i più ricettivi della luce divina e possono assimilarsi alle idee di Platone o 
alle essenze matematiche dei neopitagorici. La matematica è concepita 
come la scienza delle cose immutabili che è il fondamento dell’ordine 
delle res accidentales del mondo fisico sublunare. Queste res accidentales 
dovranno essere ricondotte alle loro forme sostanziali ed essenziali, che 
sono le forme matematiche, per mezzo dell’astrazione intellettuale 
dall’immaginazione. 

Anche per Taddeo la scienza è l’abito dell’intelletto (habitus 
intellectus), ma egli lo intende in senso decisamente averroistico e non 
come Pietro, che è più vicino all’interpretazione di Alessandro di 
Afrodisia29. L’intelletto agente, separato, è paragonato da Taddeo a un 
occhio incorruttibile che diffonde la sua luce dappertutto nelle res 
intelligibili e nell’occhio dello spirito. Questa luce agisce sull’occhio 
interiore e sulle realtà intellettuali nello stesso modo che il sole fisico 
agisce sulle realtà corporee e visibili. Fra tutte le realtà, quelle spirituali e 
quelle corporee, quelle che sono le più ricettive della luce divina e vicine 
all’occhio interiore sono le realtà matematiche che esprimono la verità. 
Queste realtà, illuminate dalla luce spirituale dell’intelletto agente 
(intellectus agens) e dall’occhio interiore che è l’intelletto possibile 
(intellectus possibilis), sono le più somiglianti alla natura divina. 

Gli intelletti sono in parte (partim) separati a «motu et materia ut dicit 
Commentator tertio de anima, et partim sunt coniuncti» per le loro 
operazioni, perché questi intelletti sono tali secondo le loro operazioni 
(sunt secundum operationes). Pertanto la conoscenza può avvenire o con 
l’aiuto della fantasia o senza di essa. Per questa ragione la conoscenza 
delle res mathematicae attinge a realtà separate che sono secondo la loro 


28 Cfr. la mia analisi, «L'exorde de l' Arithmetica de Boêce et le commentaire de 
l’averroiste Thaddée de Parme», in Boèce, La chaîne des savoirs, A. GALONNIER (éd.), 
Paris, 2002, pp. 57-71. 

29 L'anima infatti, afferma Petro citando Alessandro di Afrodisia (Conciliator, diff. 
LXXII, 3, f. 108 a) nasce dalla mescolanza degli elementi, ossia dalla virtù elementare 
terrena che è comune e di quella celeste che è propria e individuale. 
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essenza e sono realtä divine: «et hoc esset quod dicit Commentator 
secundo Physicorum quod natura istorum rerum exigit ista separari». Ma 
d’altra parte le res matematicae sono in parte congiunte al moto e al 
movimento, quando si tratta di matematiche che secondo il loro essere 
sono nella cosa in movimento, cioé nella materia, anche se vi si trovano 
accidentalmente. Questa distinzione é utile a Taddeo per spiegare la 
differenza tra la vera matematica con le sue definizioni essenziali, dalla 
falsa matematica, o mathesis, ossia la divinazione magica. Qui entra in 
gioco la funzione e il ruolo dell’immaginazione e la sua teoria 
dell’astrazione o meno dai fantasmi. Infatti le realtà che sono le essenze 
spirituali matematiche sono tali perché esse non sono oscurate dai 
fantasmi sensibili dai quali sono totalmente astratte. Invece le realtà 
matematiche della divinazione magica sono alterate dal corpo corruttibile 
e dalla sua immaginazione, per cui tali realtà risultano avvolte nei fantasmi 
(sunt res obvolutae phantasmatibus). Di conseguenza la nostra conoscenza 
del mondo fisico-naturale conosce solo enti matematici tenebrosi e non 
chiari, diversamente dalle entità della geometria o dell’aritmetica che sono 
totalmente astratte e pure. Così interpretando Averroè e Grossatesta, 
Taddeo distingue nella nostra anima un intelletto mescolato ai fantasmi 
dell’immaginazione, da cui proliferano tutte le mathesis magiche, (di cui 
ci dà una ampia classificazione in questo suo prologo alla Expositio della 
Theorica planetarum Gerardi) e un intelletto metafisico e matematico che 
astrae totalmente dal moto e dalla materia30. 

Tale intelletto deve abituarsi sempre meglio alla intellezione ed egli lo 
chiama intellectus adeptior; esso è un intelletto che secondo la sua 
condizione ottimale, quando realizza la sua felicità, è un intelletto 
acquisito ben esercitato alla visione. 

Da questo sommario confronto tra le posizioni dei due filosofi è dato 
misurarne la distanza che dipende, ovviamente dal loro impianto 
metafisico diverso. Taddeo ammette come unica realtà le res 
mathematicae, idee divine e separate; Pietro le esclude nel modo più 
radicale, sviluppando una articolazione del concetto di ens, per cui l’ente 
in quanto ente concerne la metafisica, mentre l’ens fieri o l’essere in 
movimento, riguarda la generazione, ossia la natura fisica (genesis): e in 
questo caso può riguardare l’essere futuro (futurum o ens fore), la cui 


30 Su ciò cfr. G.Federici VESCOVINI, La classification des mathématiques, cit., 
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scienza & l’astrologia, oppure l’essere che & di fatto ed é di gia perfetto (in 
facto esse iam perfecto), la cui scienza & la medicina. 

Per tale motivo la funzione dell’ immaginazione legata al corpo, non 
porterà a nessuna conoscenza per Taddeo, mentre per Pietro avrà un valore 
positivo, interagendo con l’intelletto ai fini della guarigione. Ma per l’uno 
la vera scienza era la matematica astratta da tutto, mentre per l’altro31 era 
la fisica della medicina, ossia la generazione o genesis che non astrae né 
dalla materia né dal movimento. 


Università di Firenze 


Appendice. 
31 Su ció in particolare G. FEDERICI VESCOVINI, La médecine, cit., p. 243. 
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NATURAL PHILOSOPHERS ON THE NATURE OF THE 
INTELLECT 


What sort of thing is the intellect? When later medieval philosophers 
thought about this question, what came to mind first was the subject of the 
cluster of animating powers enumerated by Aristotle in the latter chapters 
of Book III of De Anima: the thinking, knowing, and reasoning thing that 
also serves as the originating cause of our movements. Now to us, this sort 
of description sounds very Cartesian. But in fact, the concept of the 
intellective soul as the metaphysical subject of our being was relatively 
underdeveloped among 14th-century philosophers who commented on this 
text. Medieval psychologists tended to be more interested in the 
identification, proper ordering, and observable effects of the intellective 
soul’s activities. These included such questions as how the intellect is able 
to think by means of species and whether it is really distinct from them, 
whether something must be understood universally before it can be 
understood particularly, whether memory traces are preserved in the 
intellect after it has ceased to think, and so on. It is clear to anyone who 
reads De Anima that there is no end of interesting questions that can be 
asked about what the intellect does. But what the intellect is — that is a 
topic about which later medieval commentators had very little to say, an 
absence made all the more puzzling when we recall the controversies 
surrounding the nature of the intellect that had raged only half a century 
before, and to which the writings of Albert the Great, Thomas Aquinas, 
and the Latin Averroists offer abundant testimony!. 


1 As Z. Kuksewicz has observed, «the main interest of these [14th-century] 
commentaries was centered not on the nature of the possible and agent intellects, but on 
their function and the process of abstraction. Problems concerning the necessity of the 
active intellect, the production of intelligible species, the relation of the species to the act 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès international de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. iil, pp. 1797-1812. 
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In this brief study, I want to find some of the reasons for this loss of 
interest in the nature of the intellect by looking at three mid-14th-century 
Parisian arts masters — John of Jandun (c. 1285-1328), John Buridan (c. 
1300-1361), and Nicole Oresme (c. 1320-1382) — on the question of 
whether there is a natural science (scientia naturalis) of the intellect. 
Although they all argued that it is possible to know the intellect 
naturalistically, they did not think of this knowledge as different in kind 
from the study of other moving things in the great continuum of natural 
science whose first book is Aristotle’s Physics. In particular, they were not 
inclined to spice up their discussions with dramatic inferences, such as we 
find in Descartes’ cogito, or to privilege philosophical psychology on the 
epistemic grounds that we have better or easier access to its data through 
introspection. That is because the way they conceived of the intellect was 
thoroughly shaped by the text they were teaching and commenting upon, 
Aristotle’s De Anima, and by the authorities and traditions of interpretation 
that surrounded it. Indeed, the question of whether there is a natural 
science of the intellect did not even appear on the radar screens of most 
14th-century commentators. Jandun, Buridan, Oresme, and Blasius of. 
Parma (c. 1347-1416) appear to be the only ones to have discussed it 
explicitly2, although most authors were prompted by Aristotle’s remarks at 
the beginning of Book I of De Anima to ask the broader question of 
whether there is a natural science of psychology. Nevertheless, just as the 
latter question can tell modern readers a great deal about what to expect 
and not to expect in medieval philosophical psychology more generally, so 
the former question might help us understand the mundane status of the 
human intellect, as simply one among many objects of natural science in 
the minds later medieval philosophers. 


of intellection and the possibility of simultaneous intellection of several objects became the 
topics of chief interest» («Criticisms of Aristotelian Psychology and the Augustinian- 
Aristotelian Synthesis», in N. KRETZMANN, A. Kenny, and J. PINBORG (eds.), The 
Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy, Cambridge-London-New York, 
Cambridge University Press, 1982, p. 628. 

2 Blasius taught at Pavia, Bologna, and Padua, though he also spent time at the 
University of Paris. His writings did much to popularize Parisian natural philosophy in the 
schools and universities of northern Italy. His De Anima commentary appears to have been 
written before 1385. See G. FEDERICI VESCOVINI, Le Quaestiones de Anima di Biagio 
Pelacani da Parma, Firenze, Olschki, 1974, pp. 5-9. 
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Jandun, Buridan, and Oresme turn out to be useful not only because 
they are the only ones to have discussed this question. Their respective 
Questions on Aristotle’s ‘De Anima’ are also representative of the type of 
advanced philosophical commentary practiced in the faculty of arts at 
Paris in the 14th century.3 The genre consisted of a fairly static body of 
questions tied to lemmata in the text, which served as organizing themes 
or tropes of what was originally a lecture course on De Anima. In 
Buridan’s case, and probably in the others as well, these philosophical 
discussions were preceded by a literal commentary, so that students would 
be exposed both to the letter and the intent of Aristotle’s remarks in the 
same course4. Considerations of time and interest would dictate which 
questions a lecturer would actually address, which explains why some 
questions are omitted in certain authors and even between earlier and later 
versions of lectures by the same author. Thus, Buridan asks whether there 
is a natural science of the intellect in the very first question of Book III of 
the first version of his commentary, but the question disappears from the 
third and final version, where there are more questions on the nature of 
cognition. We can infer from this that Buridan eventually decided that the 
question was not interesting or controversial enough to spend valuable 
lecture time on it. To see why, we must look at the commentaries 
themselves. 

Before we do, however, it is worth noting that De Anima 
commentaries were not the only genre where philosophers studied the 
intellect in the later Middle Ages. There were a number of shorter, 
independent treatises, many of which focus on Averroist doctrines such as 
the unicity of the intellect and the relation between the possible and agent 


3 The views summarized in this study are based on three texts: (1) John of Jandun 
Quaestiones super libros De Anima Aristotelis, Venice, 1587; reprinted Frankfurt-a-M, 
Minerva, 1966, Lib. III, q. 1, pp. 220-222; (2) John Buridan, Quaestiones in Aristotelis De 
Anima de prima lectura, in B. PATAR (ed.), Le Traité de l'âme de Jean Buridan [De prima 
lectura], Louvain-Longueuil (Québec), Éditions de l'Institut Supérieur de Philosophie- 
Éditions du Préambule, Lib. I, q. 1, pp. 400-404; and (3) Nicole Oresme, Quaestiones in 
Aristotelis De Anima, in B. Parar (ed.), Nicolai Oresme: Expositio et Quaestiones in 
Aristotelis De Anima, Louvain-la-Neuve-Louvain-Paris, Éditions de l'Institut Supérieur de 
Philosophie-Éditions Peeters, 1995, Lib. I, q. 1, pp. 306-315. 

4 See C. FLÜELER, «From Oral Lecture to Written Commentaries: John Buridan's 
Commentaries on Aristotle's Metaphysics», in S. EBBESEN and R.L. FRIEDMAN (eds.), 
Medieval Analyses in Language and Cognition, Copenhagen, Royal Danish Academy of 
Sciences and Letters-C.A. Reitzels Forlag, 1999, pp. 497-521. 
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intellects. These include a sophism on the intellect (c. 1305) by the 
Parisian master John of Göttingen, a disputed question on the intellective 
soul (c. 1315) by the English master Thomas Wilton, six questions on 
Book DI of De Anima (c. 1320) by the famous English logician (and 
onetime student of Wilton) Walter Burley, and a set of lectures on Book UI 
of De Anima (c. 1341) by the Bolognese arts master James of Plaisance. 
But I will set aside these specialized treatments because I am more 
interested in what was being said in ordinary lecture courses on De Anima, 
a required text in the Paris undergraduate curriculum that was commented 
upon by virtually all arts masters6. They should not be entirely forgotten, 
however, because Averroist notions managed to seep into mainstream De 
Anima commentaries in innocent and therefore far more insidious ways, 
illustrating again their remarkable staying power even after the 
Condemnation of 1277. 

The intellect was also a subject of discussion in the faculty of 
theology in quodlibetal questions? and Sentences commentaries, where it 
was sometimes considered in questions on the wayfarer’s mode of 
cognition in the third distinction of Book 18. But again, these discussions 
are a hit and miss affair because they are always tangential to the more 


5 These and other 14th-century Averroist texts are discussed in Z. KUKSEWICZ, De 
Siger de Brabant à Jacques de Plaisance. La theorie de l’intellect chez les Averroistes 
Latins des XIIIe et XIVe siècles, Wroctaw-Warsovie-Cracovie, Ossolineum, 1968. 

6 P. MARSHALL, «Parisian Psychology in the Mid-Fourteenth Century», Archives 
d’histoire doctrinale et litteraire du moyen äge 50 (1983) 101-193. 

7 For example, in his fifteenth quodlibetal question on God and creatures (c. 
1306), Duns Scotus asks, «Is the Possible Intellect Active or Passive as regards the Concept 
of a Creature?». See John Duns Scotus, God and Creatures: The Quodlibetal Questions, F. 
ALLUNTIS and A.B. WOLTER (eds. & trs.), Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1975, pp. 
344-68. Likewise, William of Ockham raises a series of topics concerning the intellect in 
qq. 10-15 of his first quodlibet (c. 1322). See William of Ockham: Quodlibetal Questions, 
A.J. FREDDOSO and F.E. KELLEY (trs.), New Haven-London: Yale University Press, 1991, 
pp. 55-74. 

8 Thus, Scotus asks «whether any certain and unadulterated truth can be known 
naturally by the intellect of a person in this life without the special illumination of the 
Uncreated Light», Opus oxoniense I, d. 3, q. 4, in A.B. WOLTER (tr), Duns Scotus: 
Philosophical Writings, Indianapolis, Hackett, 1987, pp. 97-132. In Walter Chatton, the 
question is «whether the wayfarer evidently cognizes the existence of God by means of a 
cognition apart from faith», Reportatio super Sententias, Liber I, distinctiones 1-9, in J.C. 
Wey and G.J. ETZKORN (eds.), Toronto, Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 2002, pp. 
209-229. There were of course other junctures where theologians considered the nature of 


NATURAL PHILOSOPHERS ON THE NATURE OF THE INTELLECT 1801 


properly theological question of our creaturely capacity to enjoy beatitude. 
In the Aristotelian tradition, intellect and soul belong primarily to natural 
philosophy, which is subordinated to metaphysics. Buridan speaks for 
many when he argues that philosophical inquiry is ordained by 
metaphysics, and that 


metaphysics differs from theology in the fact that although each considers God and 
those things that pertain to divinity, metaphysics only considers them as regards 
what can be proved and implied, or inductively inferred, by demonstrative reason. 
But theology has for its principles articles [of faith], which are believed quite apart 
from their evidentness, and further, considers whatever can be deduced from 
articles of this kind9. 


In the minds of 14th-century philosophers, philosophical and 
theological approaches to the study of the intellect were distinct. Whether 
they thought one was better than the other is a different question, of 
course, which can be set aside for present purposes. But the distinction is 
one we would do well to keep in mind when we consider the impact of 
their views on early modern philosophy. 

For Jandun, Buridan, and Oresme, the question of whether there is a 
natural science of the intellect arises because that by which the soul thinks 
is said to be unmixed with matter in De Anima IILA (429a20), and Aristotle 
does not allow for movements or alterations in immaterial things. The 
issue here is clearly natural science, not science or scientia in the abstract, 
since the phrase ‘natural science’ is repeated in nearly every argument. 
This question is therefore distinct from the question of whether there is a 


the intellect. In Adam Wodeham, there is a discussion of whether God could directly cause 
evident cognitions in the wayfarer’s intellect in q. 6 of the Prologue to his Lectura secunda 
in librum primum sententiarum, R. Woop and G. GAL (eds.), St. Bonaventure, NY, St. 
Bonaventure University Press, 1990, vol. 1, pp. 143-79 — the very same question raised by 
Ockham in q. 4 of his fifth quodlibet (FREDDOSO and KELLEY"1991, pp. 410-413). 

9 John Buridan, In Metaphysicen Aristotelis Questiones argutissimae, Paris, 1518; 
reprinted as Kommentar zur Aristotelischen Metaphysik, Frankfurt a. M., Minerva, 1964, 
Lib. I, q. 2, f. 4ra-rb: «Unde in hoc differt metaphysica a theologia, quod cum utraque 
consideret de deo et de divinis, metaphysica non consideret de deo et de divinis nisi ea quae 
possunt probari et ratione demonstrativa concludi seu induci. Theologia vero habet pro 
principiis articulos creditos absque evidentia et considerat ultra quamcumque ex huiusmodi 
articulis possunt deduci». 
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science of psychology, which most commentators asked in connection 
with Aristotle’s remark at the beginning of Book I of De Anima about the 
difficulty of discerning the soul’s essence anidst its accidents or animate 
operations. By the time we reach Book III, there is no doubt about our 
ability to know the soul through its living and sensing activities. The 
question now is whether the intellect counts as a proper object of study for 
the natural philosopher — a question that implicates the whole of Book III 
of De Anima. : | 

The majority of the negative arguments in this question bring out the 
conflicting textual evidence in Aristotle. The last two, however, reflect the 
medieval tendency to assimilate Aristotelian psychology to moral science 
and the moral component of theology in particular, which we see 
exemplified in authorities ranging from Avicenna, who inserts an account 
of vision and prophecy as the highest acts of the human soul into his Liber 
de Anima, to Nemesius of Emesa (often misidentified as Gregory of 
Nyssa), who appeals to Aristotelian teachings to save human freedom in 
the face of divine foreknowledge10. Be that as it may, Buridan and Oresme 
present these arguments as encroaching on the territory of the natural 
philosopher, as if there can be a natural science of the intellect only if we 
ignore its proper ordination to activity, which would place it under the 
purview of the practical science of ethics. 

Following the oppositum, our authors digress in order to get clear 
about (a) the subject or subjects of which the term “natural science 
[scientia naturalis] is properly said, and (b) the different senses of the 
term ‘intellect [intellectus]’ (Jandun includes only the latter discussion). 
For them, the legitimacy of the intellect as an object of natural science 
turns on the question of whether the term ‘intellect’ stands for some of the 
same things for which the term ‘natural science’ stands. If it doesn’t, then 
we will have an improper or metaphorical way of speaking about the 
intellect, perhaps, but not a proper science of the intellectl1. 


10 For discussion, see M.D. JORDAN, «Ideals of Scientia moralis and the Invention 
of the Summa theologiae», in S. MACDONALD and E. Stump (eds.), Aquinas's Moral 
Theory: Essays in Honor of Norman Kretzmann, Ithaca-London, Cornell University Press, 
1999, p. 85. See also M.D. JORDAN, «Aquinas's Construction of a Moral Account of the 
Passions», Freiburger Zeitschrift für Philosophie und Theologie 33 (1986) 71-97. 

11 Although it was unknown in the Middle Ages, we might think of Lucretius's epic 
poem De rerum natura as a way of speaking about the soul that would not constitute a 
science in the eyes of Buridan and Oresme. 


NATURAL PHILOSOPHERS ON THE NATURE OF THE INTELLECT 1803 


Buridan and Oresme offer a contextual definition of natural science 
by contrasting it with metaphysics and mathematics, both of which are 
legitimate scientia though not natural scientia. Following the standard 
Aristotelian division, we are told that whereas metaphysics considers 
being qua being under a simple and non-connotative concept, mathematics 
considers it in relation to measure and natural science in relation to 
motion, or insofar as being is subject to change. 

Moving on to the term ‘natural science’, this can be understood in 
three ways, only the second and third of which promise a legitimate 
science of the intellect. The first way assumes that natural science 
ultimately concerns what can be signified by the conclusion of a 
knowledge-producing syllogism. The position is somewhat garbled in the 
manuscripts of Buridan’s commentary, but Oresme makes it clear that 
what is being discussed here is the idea that there is natural science of 
«what is signified in a complex way [complexe significabile] by the 
conclusion». This is of course the notorious doctrine of the complexe 
significabile developed by Adam Wodeham and promulgated (in a much 
adulterated form) at Paris by Gregory of Riminil2. Both Buridan and 
Oresme contend that there is no natural science of the intellect in this sense 
because the intellect is neither a conclusion nor the state of affairs signified 
by it, although it may of course be the subject of a conclusion. 

In its second and third ways, ‘natural science’ is taken for the thing or 
things signified by the term(s) of a conclusion, or «for the aggregate of 
many conclusions [pro aggregato ex multis conclusionibus]», which is 
what we mean when we translate ‘scientia’ most accurately as ‘body of 
knowledge’. There is a natural science of the intellect in these senses, since 
it is properly said to be the ‘form of the body [forma corporealis]’, 
‘incorruptible [incorruptibilis] , and so on. But what is it that makes this 
science natural, as opposed to metaphysical, or even mathematical? 

What makes a science natural, whether it concerns one thing only or 
an entire body of knowledge, is the fact that its conclusions are 
demonstrated through motion or change. It follows from this that a 
demonstrated conclusion can belong to the category of natural science 
even if it does not itself concern motion or change. Thus, “The earth is 


12 For discussion, see my «How It Played in the rue de Fouarre: The Reception of 
Adam Wodeham’s Theory of the Complexe Significabile in the Arts Faculty at Paris in the 
Mid-Fourteenth Century», Franciscan Studies 54 (1994-1997) pp. 211-25. 
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spherical’ appears to express a mathematical truth, but it belongs to natural 
science as long as it is proved by the fact that heavy objects fall at right 
angles towards its surface. Conversely, the motion of a sphere can be 
understood in purely mathematical terms as long as that motion is 
understood to be complete, or fully described. How we know determines 
what we know. Buridan and Oresme add to this the corollary that not only 
do our different ways of conceiving the same thing give rise to different 
ways of knowing it, but also our use of different principles in 
demonstrating it indicates that there are different modes of knowing the 
same thing under the same concept. The prudent natural philosopher will 
help himself to principles from the superior science of metaphysics to 
demonstrate conclusions about the intellect. But proving the 
incorruptibility of the intellect, e.g., via the metaphysical principle that 
immaterial things are not subject to division or corruption, will not in itself 
make a proof metaphysical, since the assumption that the intellect is 
immaterial rests on a proof from natural philosophy, not metaphysics. 
Returning to the intellect, Jandun rejoins the discussion, telling us, 
with Buridan and Oresme, that the term ‘intellect’ is said in four ways: (1) 
of the receptive capacity for thought, or what is also known as the possible 
intellect (intellectus possibilis); (2) of the efficient cause of understanding, 
or agent intellect (intellectus agens); (3) of an act or habit of the intellect 
(intellectus in actu vel in habitu), which Jandun says refers to the intellect 
as «informed by intelligible species, through which it understands when it 
wishes, unless there is some impediment»13; and (4) of the cogitative 
power (virtus cogitativa). These four ways are from Averroes, as our 
authors surely knew14. But they are intended here as descriptions of the 
way the term can be used by natural philosophers, rather than prescriptions 


13 John of Jandun Quaestiones super libros De Anima Aristotelis, Lib. III, q. 1, p. 
220: «de intellectu in habitu, et ille est intellectus informatus specie intelligibili, per quam 
intelligit quando vult, nisi aliquid prohibeat». 

14 See FS. CRAWFORD (ed.), Averrois Cordubensis Commentarium Magnum in 
Aristotelis De Anima Libros, Cambridge (Massachusetts), Medieval Academy of America, 
1942, Lib. III, commentum 20, p. 452, lines 253-56: «Hoc nomen igitur intellectus 
secundum hoc dicitur in hoc libro quattuor modis. Dicitur enim de intellectu materiali, et 
de intellectu qui est in habitu, et de intellectu agenti, et de virtute ymaginativa». Buridan's 
remarks throughout his own Questions on Aristotle's De Anima indicate that knew the 
Commentator's text very well. 
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of how we ought to use 1t15, This explains why Buridan says that (3) is 
really the same as (1), though differing from it in reason (in the sense that 
the possible intellect is the enduring subjective capacity to which acts and 
habits of understanding are attributed), and also why (4) in included, even 
though ‘intellect’ in this sense is just a way of speaking about a corruptible 
power belonging to the sensitive part of the soul. The problem with (4) is 
that Aristotle states very clearly in De Anima 111.5.430424 that the intellect 
qua eternal does not remember its former activity. Because it does not 
make sense to say that a corruptible power could belong to an 
incorruptible subject, our authors follow most medieval commentators in 
glossing this as referring to the thought-like activities of the cogitative 
power, which is corruptible because it belongs to the sensory part of the 
soul. 

Having enumerated the different senses of ‘intellect’ and ‘natural 
science’, the question of whether there is a natural science of the intellect 
is answered in the affirmative by means of four theses or conclusions. 
First, our authors argue that ‘intellect’ in the first two senses above is a 
proper subject of natural science because although it cannot be moved to 
corruption, its active and receptive capacities are naturally suited to 
change (transmutatio). The same conclusion applies to the intellect 
conceived in the third and fourth senses, as an act or habit and as the 
cogitative power — noting, of course, that the cogitative power is subject to 
corruption along with the senses. Jandun is more worried than Buridan or 
Oresme that the cogitative power might seem too material to be worthy of 
the natural philosopher’s attention, since he emphasizes that the cogitative 
power is a power of the human form that is proper to man. In all three 
authors, what makes the study of the intellect a natural science is that its 
alterations can be unequivocally understood as movements even though 
they do not conform to the paradigm case of material change, i.e., 
locomotion or movement from place to place. 

Buridan and Oresme add two more conclusions. The third, that there 
is also a natural science in this sense of the term ‘intellect’ and its 


15 According to Buridan, «we call a locution ‘proper’ when we use it according to 
the signification commonly and principally given to it, and we call a locution ‘improper’ 
when we use it otherwise, although we can legitimately use it otherwise» (Summulae 
Treatise 4, Chapter 3, Section 2, in G. KLIMA (tr), John Buridan: ‘Summulae de 
Dialectica’, New Haven-London, Yale University Press, 2001, p. 256). 
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corresponding concept, reflects the Buridanian idea that although the 
ultimate object of scientific knowledge is the thing or things signified by 
the terms of a demonstrated conclusion, the proximate object, or what we 
know first, is in most cases just the conclusion itself (the mistake of those 
who advocated the complexe significabile was to think that the proposition 
signifies something over and above what is signified by its constituent 
terms)16. Finally, the fourth thesis makes good on the earlier claim about 
the interpenetration of Aristotelian sciences by asserting that the natural 
science of the intellect sometimes reaches conclusions that correspond to 
metaphysics, such as that the intellect is numerically one, but which are 
not really metaphysical because they are arrived at by inductive reasoning 
from principles of motion, which belongs to natural philosophy. Thus, I 
should not think that I have begun to do metaphysics if I conclude that my 
intellect must be numerically one from the fact that I can continue to think 
today about what I am going to tell my students about the ontological 
argument next week. The inference that it is the same intellect doing the 
thinking is grounded on evident judgments about change over time (I 
resume my earlier thoughts seamlessly), which places it squarely in the 
province of natural science. The phenomenon can be explained through its 
correspondence to a metaphysical thesis about the numerical unity of the 
intellect — which may or may not be metaphysically demonstrable, of 
course. 

In appropriately magisterial fashion, Jandun, Buridan, and Oresme 
proceed to resolve the conflicts between the authorities set out at the 
beginning of the question. The intellect is not material, but it can still be 
defined as a power appropriated to matter because of the proximity of its 
operations to the body. How proximate is it? In Book III of the third 
version of his commentary, Buridan offers the following analogy, which he 
probably leams from reading Jandun, who borrows it from Siger of 
Brabant17: 


16 See Buridan, Quaestiones in Isagogen Porphyrii, in R. TATARZYNSKI (ed.), «Jan 
Buridan, Kommentarz do Isagogi Porfiriusza», Przeglad Tomistyczny 2 (1986) p. 127, lines 
206-209; and S. SzyLLER (ed.), «Johannis Buridani, Tractatus de differentia universalis ad 
individuum», Przeglad Tomistyczny 3 (1987) p. 158, lines 14-34. 

17 John of Jandun, Quaestiones super libros De Anima Aristotelis, Lib. III, q. 5, pp. 
234-47. For discussion, see E.P. MAHONEY, «Themes and Problems in the Psychology of 
John of Jandun», in J.F. WiPPEL (ed.), Studies in Medieval Philosophy, Washington, D.C., 
Catholic University of America Press, 1987, pp. 275-76. 
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I imagine that just as God is present to the whole world and to each of its parts 
principally and immediately, so in a certain way is the human soul immediately 
present to the entire human body. And yet there would be a difference, since God 
is not a form inhering in the world, but the human soul informs the human body 
and inheres in it18. 


Note that this is prefaced by the words, ‘I imagine that’. We are not in 
a position to demonstrate the relation between the human soul and body in 
this life, any more than we can understand the doctrine of divine presence. 
But this is no obstacle to our seeking scientific knowledge of the intellect 
under a connotative concept in relation to its operations, since what the 
intellect does is both real and evident to us!9. About the real or 
quidditative essence of the soul, however, the natural philosopher must 
remain agnostic20. 


18 Buridan, Quaestiones in tres libros De Anima Aristotelis secundum tertiam sive 
ultimam lecturam, Lib. III, q. 17: «imaginor quod sicut deus assistit toti mundo et cuilibet 
parti eius principaliter et sine distantia, sicut quodammodo anima humana assistit toti 
corpori humano sine distantia. Differet tamen, quia deus non est forma inherens mundo, 
anima autem informat corpus humanum et inhaeret» J. ZUPKO (ed.), «John Buridan's 
Philosophy of Mind: An Edition and Translation of Book III of his ‘Questions on 
Aristotle's De anima' (Third Redaction), with Commentary and Critical and Interpretative 
Essays», doctoral dissertation, Cornell University, 1989, p. 192). Buridan repeats in this 
passage what he earlier reported as the opinion of Averroes. He is generally on the same 
page as the Coramentator where the nature of the human soul is concerned. In fact, Buridan 
often writes as if the only difference between them is that he asserts, whereas Averroes 
denies, the actual inherence of the human soul in the human body. 

19 For further discussion of Buridan and Oresme on this point, see my «What Is the 
Science of the Soul? A Case Study in the Evolution of Late Medieval Natural Philosophy» 
Synthese 110 (1997) pp. 297-334. 

20 Actually, Buridan appears to have moved to the agnostic position sometime 
between the first and final versions of his lectures on De Anima on the question whether 
the natural philosopher can know the real definition of the soul. See G. KLIMA, «Buridan's 
Theory of Definitions in his Scientific Practice», in J. M.M.H. THUSSEN and J. ZUPKO 
(eds.), The Metaphysics and Natural Philosophy of John Buridan, Leiden-Boston-Kóln: 
Brill, 2001, pp. 29-47. It is possible that Buridan was also influenced here by the agnostic 
position on the nature of the intellective soul adopted by William of Ockham in q. 10 of his 
First Quodlibet, which was probably determined at the Franciscan custodial school in 
London in 1322 (William of Ockham: Quodlibetal Questions, p. 56). Some scholars have 
expressed doubts about whether Buridan is the author of what is described here as the first 
version of his lectures (for a summary of the controversy, see Patar, Le Traité de l'áme de 
Jean Buridan [De prima lectura], pp. 67*-98*), but in the absence of decisive evidence to 
the contrary, I have continued to treat it as authentic. 
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Later in his commentary, Jandun defends the similar claim that it is 
not possible to demonstrate that the rational soul is the substantial form of 
the human body because this is a miracle, appealing to the Albertine 
distinction between the natural and the miraculous21. The latter distinction 
also seems to motivate Buridan’s famous remark about the numerical unity 
of the human soul: 


It is certainly true that there is a great difficulty if we posit just one soul in a human 
being, for it must be intellective and indivisible, not extended in any way by the 
extension of matter or subject. And then that unextended soul is [also] a sensitive 
and vegetative soul. How, then — since sensation is supposed to be materially 
extended in organs — could it be inherent in an indivisible subject and, as it were, 
derived from its potentiality? This seems to be miraculous, since the only extension 
form has is extension in its subject. And how could a divisible and extended thing 
inhere in an indivisible and unextended thing? This seems to be miraculous. And I 
reply with certainty that it is miraculous, because the human soul inheres in the 
human body in a miraculous and supernatural way, neither extended nor derived 
from the potentiality of the subject in which it inheres, and yet also inhering in the 
whole body and in each part of it. This is truly miraculous and supernatural22. 


Again, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that Buridan was exposed 
to the Albertine position by reading Jandun. But what is interesting here is 
that he is mining Jandun not for Averroist doctrines, which are thoroughly 
rejected in Book III of his commentary23, but for a way of bringing the 


21 MAHONEY, «Themes and Problems in the Psychology of John of Jandun», pp. 
273-74. 

22 Buridan, Quaestiones in tres libros De Anima Aristotelis secundum tertiam sive 
ultimam lecturam, Lib. II, q. 9: «Verum est quod certe magna est dubitatio si ponamus in 
homine solam animam. Oportet enim istam esse intellectivam et indivisibilem, non 
extensam aliquo modo extensione materiae vel subiecti. Et tunc ista anima inextensa est 
anima sensitiva et vegetativa. Quomodo igitur, cum sensatio ponitur extensa extensione 
organi et materiae, poterit ipsa esse in subiecto indivisibili inhaerente et tamquam educta 
de potentia istius? Hoc videtur mirabile, cum forma non habeat extensionem nisi 
extensionem sui subiecti. Et quomodo divisibile et extensum poterit inhaerere indivisibili 
et inextenso? Hoc videtur mirabile. Et certe ego respondeo quod hoc est mirabile, quia 
mirabili et supernaturali modo anima humana inhaeret corpori humano non extensa nec 
educta de potentia subiecti cui inhaeret, et tamen etiam toti corpori inhaereat et cuilibet 
parti eius. Hoc vere est mirabile et superaturale» (ed. in P.G. SoBoL, «John Buridan on the 
Soul and Sensation: An Edition of Book II of His Commentary on Aristotle’s Book of the 
Soul, with an Introduction and a Translation of Question 18 on Sensible Species», doctoral 
dissertation, Indiana University, 1984, p. 138). 

23 See Buridan, Quaestiones in tres libros De Anima Aristotelis secundum tertiam 
sive ultimam lecturam, Lib. III, q. 3 (ZuPKo (ed.), pp. 20-27). 
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topical range of philosophical psychology into line with its practice. If it 
is true that the intellective soul is the immaterial and indivisible substantial 
form of the body, then its mode of presence in the body will not be 
apparent by means of any motion, which is another way of saying that 
there will be no evidence for it that pertains to natural science. At most, the 
natural philosopher will be able to sketch mutually incompatible models 
for the relation between soul and body — such as the views of Averroes, 
Alexander of Aphrodisias, and the faith — while being absolutely candid 
about the fact that his endorsement of one rather than another is not based 
on any evident judgment of reason. And this is exactly what Buridan does. 

To the objections about the study of the intellect belonging to moral 
rather than natural science, Buridan and Oresme reply by returning to the 
corollary above that the same thing can be known in different ways in view 
of the different ways we have of conceiving it and the conditions that can 
accompany it. Again, how we know determines what we know. We know 
a speculative truth if we know a particular act of understanding as 
dependent on sense, but we know a moral truth if we know the same act 
as worthy of pursuit or avoidance. The suggestion here is that there is no 
priority among the different connotative conceptions of the intellect. As 
long as the intellect has qualities that can be unequivocally connected to 
principles of other modes of inquiry, there will be more than one legitimate 
science of the intellect. But there will be only one natural science of the 
intellect, and that is devoted to studying the intellect as a moving thing. 

If the above analysis is correct, the disappearance of the question of 
whether there is a natural science of the intellect from the menu of 14th- 
century Parisian commentators on De Anima is due to the fact that the 
argument for treating the intellect separately from the rest of the soul 
began to seem pointless. As sources of motion, there simply is not enough 
difference between the intellect’s operations and those proper to other 
faculties of the soul to warrant a separate question, for the senses also 
depart from the locomotive paradigm in their reception and propagation of 
species. Indeed, the only animate powers that seem to operate by means of 
the primitive push and pull of corporeal bodies are the vegetative powers 
of nutrition and growth. And no one, not even the most die-hard 
nominalist, seems to have wanted to reduce sensory and intellectual 
cognition to that. 

So the puzzle here is really why the question was raised at all. Why 
worry about whether natural science could extend to the intellect, 
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assuming that the natural philosopher is within his rights in studying the 
vegetative and sensory parts of the soul? Well, this would be a worry if for 
some reason you thought that these other faculties together with the 
intellect did not form something that is one per se. But this is exactly the 
position of John of Jandun, Siger of Brabant, and the other Latin 
Averroists, who argue that the human soul must be a complex entity 
composed of the vegetative and sensitive souls, both of which have been 
educed from matter, and the intellect, which is immaterial and so does not 
derive from any material potentiality. «We must conclude that the 
intellective part of the soul is not rooted in the same simple soul as the 
vegetative and sensitive parts», says Siger, «... but that it is belongs with 
them in the same composite soul»24. Given that the vegetative/sensitive 
and intellective powers of the soul have profoundly different natures, it 
would be natural for an Averroist to wonder whether the natural science 
of one could be extended to treat of the other. And in fact this question 
seems to have been a commonplace in Averroist treatises of the late 13th 
and early 14th centuries. 

All of which leads us to a final question: why did this topic exercise 
Buridan and Oresme (and Blasius of Parma), who were not Averroists? 
None of these authors actually gives us a reason. One possibility is that 
the question emerged from an Averroist subculture within the Paris arts 
faculty, periodically waxing and waning along with the rest of the 
Averroist program. But the problem with this is that it does not explain 
why non-Averroists such as Buridan or Oresme for the most part simply 
ignore Averroist arguments and authorities in the question rather than 
engaging them directly, and instead resolve it in their own way, along 
semantic lines, by determining whether the natural philosopher works 
with a connotative or quidditative concept of the intellect. There is, for 
example, no hint of conflict or controversy between Buridan and Jandun, 


24 Siger of Brabant, Quaestiones in Tertium De Anima, Lib. I, q. 1: «Dicendum 
enim quod intellectivum non radicatur in eadem anima simplici cum vegetativo et 
sensitive, sicut vegetativum et sensitivum radicantur in eadem simplici, sed radicatur cum 
ipsis in eadem anima composita», B.C. BAZAN (ed.) in Siger de Brabant: Quaestiones in 
Tertium De Anima; De Anima Intellectiva; De Aeternitate Mundi, Louvain-Paris, 
Publications Universitaires-Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1972, p. 3, lines 58-61. The position is 
also defended in John of Jandun, Quaestiones super libros De Anima Aristotelis, Lib. HI, 
q. 7, pp. 258-70. 


à 
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who might have known each other25. A more likely explanation is that the 
question interested some non-Averroist masters simply because they were 
reading the De Anima commentaries of their predecessors, some of whom 
were Averroists. Buridan probably dropped the question by the time he 
delivered his third and final series of lectures on De Anima because he had 
no reason to continue asking it, holding as he did that the human 
vegetative, sensitive, and intellective powers form a per se unity, though 
one which the philosopher is in no position to demonstrate26. 

As is well known, Buridan's commentaries enjoyed a wide audience 
in the 15th and 16th centuries at universities across Europe, where they 
served as exemplars for other scholars who were reading and commenting 
upon Aristotle27. What they learned from Buridan was that natural 
philosophy could provide an exceedingly rich account of the powers of 
the soul without drawing any conclusions at all about its real essence. 


25 Jandun was in Paris between 1310 and 1327, probably composing his De Anima 
commentary after 1315 (Katharine Park, «Albert's Influence on Late Medieval 
Psychology», in J. WEISHEIPL (ed.), Albertus Magnus and the Sciences: Commemorative 
Essays 1980, Toronto, Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1980, p. 515). This would 
likely have coincided with Buridan's student days at the Collége Lemoine and faculty of 
arts at Paris, although the first version of Buridan's own De Anima commentary would not 
have appeared before the mid-1320s, when he became a master of arts. 

26 Buridan states several times that the per se unity of the human soul is not 
demonstrable by reason, but rather, must be embraced as an article of faith: «Verum est 
quod certe magna est dubitatio si ponamus in homine solam animam. Oportet enim istam 
esse intellectivam et indivisibilem, non extensam aliquo modo extensione materiae vel 
subiecti. Et tunc ista anima inextensa est anima sensitiva et vegetativa. Quomodo igitur, 
cum sensatio ponitur extensa extensione organi et materiae, poterit ipsa esse in subiecto 
indivisibili inhaerente et tamquam educta de potentia istius? Hoc videtur mirabile, cum 
forma non habeat extensionem nisi extensionem sui subiecti. Et quomodo divisibile et 
extensum poterit inhaerere indivisibili et inextenso? Hoc videtur mirabile. Et certe ego 
respondeo quod hoc est mirabile, quia mirabili et supernaturali modo anima humana 
inhaeret corpori humano non extensa nec educta de potentia subiecti cui inhaeret, et tamen 
etiam toti corpori inhaereat et cuilibet parti eius. Hoc vere est mirabile et superaturale» 
(Quaestiones in tres libros De Anima Aristotelis secundum tertiam sive ultimam lecturam, 
Lib. II, q. 9, p. 138; see also Lib. III, q. 3, pp. 22-23). 

27 As K. PARK observes, «Buridan's De Anima, like his other commentaries on 
Aristotle, set the tone and content of psychological theory at Paris and in the German 
Universities» («Albert's Influence on Late Medieval Psychology», p. 519). Through 
Blasius of Parma, Buridan's influence extended to northern Italy. 
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They understood the natural science of the soul to be directed outwards, 
towards the orderly movements of the visible realm of which human 
beings are also a part. This is why later medieval commentators on De 
Anima had very little to say about the nature of the intellect. Descartes’ 
revolution was turn the inquiry in the other direction, towards the invisible 
soul that is the subject of our thinking and reasoning. That is how he 
discovered the mind. 


Emory University, Atlanta 
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EXPERIENCE AND SENSE PERCEPTION IN ALCHEMICAL 
KNOWLEDGE: SOME NOTES 


I 

I believe that the specificity of alchemy is rooted, also in the Latin 
context, in one particular characteristic: in the fact that alchemy 
constitutionally presents itself as a form of knowledge that arises out of 
and by doingl, an operational form of knowledge in a very strong sense of 
the term, and in two directions. One direction regards the stress placed on 
experientia as an epistemological basis for the alchemical knowledge, 
while the other concerns the importance of actually doing, i.e. the essential 
role that the extremely practical and factual results of the operative activity 
in this branch of knowledge have. 

Only by a hands-on approach does the alchemist acquire real 
knowledge. Understanding through working does not mean relying on a 
chancy and blind empiricism, which is actually criticized; neither does it 
entail rejecting the doctrinal contributions of the many books available; 
nor, finally, does it involve the absence of in-depth theoretical elaborations 
which, in fact, expanded and grew more complex in the texts of the XTV 
century. This aspect rather refers to what could be defined as a 
superdeterminant function of experientia, in the sense that, due to the role 
that is assigned to this approach, it endows the other elements that also 
come fully into play in the alchemical cognitive-scientific process — 
auctores and ratio - with a particular colouring2. In short one might say 
that we are dealing, especially in the XTV century and in a fair number of 


1 Cfr M. PEREIRA, L’oro dei filosofi. Saggio sulle idee di un alchimista del 


Trecento, Spoleto, 1992. 
2 Cfr. C. CRISCIANI, «Esperienza, comunicazione e scrittura in alchimia (secoli 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.1.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1813-1822. 
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alchemical texts, with a philosophy in the opus, a ‘philosophical way of 
acting’ - as M. Pereira puts it - where doing and knowing are not reduced 
to a coincidence. They are not, moreover, simply correlated, nor are they 
set out in a hierarchical relationship: they are rather tied up in an 
interpenetration in which, due to the importance which practical 
experimentation takes on, the usual meaning of both is changed. 

In this connection, an albeit schematic comparison with the discipline 
that is most similar to alchemy (as agreed by alchemists and non- 
alchemists) may help to clarify. We are referring to medicine, another 
operative science according to scholastic definitions. From certain points 
of view, the analogy is just as substantial as the difference at the level of 
institutional position and doctrinal paths. It would take us too long to 
follow up these differences and interweavings3. However, it remains to be 
said that medicine too starts out from the experiential data observed and has 


XIII-XIV)», in M. GALUZZI et al. (eds.), Le forme della comunicazione scientifica, Milano, 


1998, pp. 85-110. 

3 On alchemy and medicine see the following recent studies: C. CRISCIANI, 
«Alchemy and Medicine in the Middle Ages. Recent Studies and Projects for Research», 
Bulletin de philosophie médiévale, 38 (1996), pp. 9-21; ead., «Medici e alchimia nel secolo 
XIV: dati e problemi di una ricerca», in Atti Congresso Internazionale ‘Medicina 
medievale e scuola medica salernitana, Salerno, 1994, pp. 102-18; ead., «Il corpo nella 
tradizione alchemica: teorie, similitudini, immagini», Micrologus, 1(1993), pp. 189-233; 
ead., «Oro potabile tra alchimia e medicina: due testi in tempo di peste», in F. 
CALASCIBETTA (ed.), Arti VII Convegno Nazionale di storia e fondamenti della chimica (= 
Rendiconti dell'accademia Nazionale delle scienze detta dei XL, 21(1997)), pp. 83-93; M. 
PEREIRA, «English Physicians and the Elixir in the Fifteenth Century», in R. FRENCH et al. 
(eds.), Medicine from the Black Death to the French Disease, Aldershot, 1998, pp. 26-52; 
ead., «‘Medicina’ in the Alchemical Writings Attributed to Raimond Lull», in P. RATTANSI, 
A. CLERICUZIO (eds.), Alchemy and Chemistry in the 16th and 17th Centuries, Dordrecht, 
1994, pp. 1-15; ead., «‘Mater medicinarum’. La tradizione dell’elixir nella medicina del 
XV secolo», Annali Dipartimento Filosofia Università di Firenze, 9 (1993), pp. 5-31; ead., 
«Nota su Bonaventura da Iseo e le acque medicinali», in F. ABBRI, M. CIARDI (eds.), Atti 
VIII Convegno Nazionale di Storia e Fondamenti della Chimica, Arezzo, 1999, pp. 59-68; 
C. CRISCIANI, M. PEREIRA, «Black Death and Golden Remedies. Some Remarks on 
Alchemy and the Plague», in A. PARAVICINI BAGLIANI, F. SANTI (eds.), The Regulation of 
Evil. Social and Cultural Attitudes to Epidemics in the Late Middle Ages, Turnhout, 1998, 
pp. 7-39; D. JACQUART, «Médecine et alchimie chez Michele Savonarola», in J.C. 
MARGOLIN, S. MATTON (eds.), Alchimie et philosophie à la Renaissance, Paris, 1993, pp. 
109-22; ead., La médecine médiévale dans le cadre pariesien, Paris, 1998; A. PARAVICINI 
BAGLIANI, Medicina e scienze della natura alla corte dei Papi nel Duecento, Spoleto, 1991; 
F.M. GETZ, «To Prolong Life and Promote Health: Baconian Alchemy and Pharmacy in the 
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precise practical ends: a complex epistemological debate serves to connect 
the pars theorica and pars practica of medicine, which were both held to be 
indispensable. In any case, here, taking a very schematic view of things and 
following Avicenna’s interpretation, for example, we find that practice is 
defined first and foremost as a form of scientia, and one can affırm that «he 
who has acquired the practical and theoretical knowledge can consider 
himself to be a physician even if he has never actually practised»4. In the 
alchemical context too the correlation between ratio and experientia, 
meditatio and experientia is strongly stressed: but it may also be concluded 
(in a widely-known text - the De perfecto magisterio - which cannot be 
overlooked, as it is attributed to Aristotle or Hermes) that «Meditatio sine 
experientia nihil prodest, sed experientia sine meditatione proficit. Unde 
plus est experientia quam meditatio perquirenda; quiquam igitur 
experientiam huius artis fuerit assecutus erit in hac arte Philosophus»5. Here, 
I would like to stress two points: 1) not the exclusivity, but the excellence, 
the priority of experience; 2) the fact that it is a form of philosophy. 

So alchemy directs its efforts not simply at acquiring a certain ‘know 
how', but at a form of knowing and working practically that is coordinated 
in a kind of knowledge which declares itself to be philosophical. This is 
how pseudo Lull, for example, expresses himself in the Testamentum: 
«You have to learn the nature of our stones by experience, «per practicam 
viam, mediante theorica et doctrina ostensibili.. quia pauca format 
theorica nisi per practicam habeas experientiam, et per experientiam 
practica formatur et etiam clara veritas quae humanum intellectum 
illuminat»6; or even, when speaking about the cognitive scope of 
experience, here is a significant excerpt, «Ex hiis potest sensus 


English Learned Tradition», in Health, Disease and Healing in Medieval Culture, New 
York, 1991, pp. 135-144; ead., «Roger Bacon and Medicine: The Paradox of the Forbidden 
Fruit and the Secret of the Long Life», in J. HACKETT (ed.), Roger Bacon and the Sciences, 
Leiden, 1997, pp. 337-64; B. OBRIST, «Alchemie und Medizin im 13. Jahrhundert», 
Archives Internationales d'Histoire des Sciences, 43(1993), pp. 210-46; A. CALVET, 
«Mutations de l'alchimie médicale au XIV siécle. A propos des textes authentiques et 
apocryphes d' Amaud de Villeneuve», Micrologus, 3(1995), pp. 185-209; C. CRISCIANI, A. 
PARAVICINI BAGLIANI (eds.), Alchimia e medicina nel medioevo, Firenze 2003. 

^ Avicenna, Liber Canonis, Venetiis 1507 (ripr. an. Hildesheim), LI, f.3rv. 

5 De perfecto magisterio, ed. in J.J. MANGET, Bibliotheca Chemica Curiosa, 
Genevae 1702, I, p. 641b. 

6 Ps. Lullo, Testamentum, M. PEREIRA, B. SPAGGIARI (eds.), Il ‘Testamentum’ 
alchemico attribuito a Raimondo Lullo, Firenze, 1999, pp. 92, 94. 
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rationabiliter cognoscere quod...»7, where the oxymoron (sense which 
knows rationally) precisely expresses the difference between this 
orientation and the more canonical distinction of the levels of knowledge. 

Let us now pass on to a closer analysis of the forms in which this 
experientia presents itself as a source of certainty for operative knowledge 
and also as its concrete result. 


II 

First and foremost, if there is to be experientia, you need excellent 
body and senses: thus, an analytical and detailed appraisal of the sensorial 
apparatus is typical of the alchemical precepts. Accordingly, in one of the 
first texts widespread in the Latin West (the De anima in arte alchemiae 
by ps.Avicenna), the teacher answers the question as to how one can know 
‘whether alchemy is’, by referring to the evidence of auditus, visus, 
odoratus.8 Thus almost every alchemical text prescribes that the aspiring 
alchemist must have the perfect senses9 and physical vigour necessary to 
work philosophically, of course, but also for manual and physically 
demanding labour. Indeed, ‘Geber’10 maintains that those who «manus 
suas a laborum copia excusaverunt» have fallen into error. So the artifex 
must have organa completa; he must not be weak or ill, leprous or feverish 
or too old, or disabled and thus not in full vigour!!. The most evident of 
the indispensable physical requirements are strong, active and sensitive 
hands, the primary tools required for the opus and the recipients of 
experiential truth. Indeed, the opus is actuated precisely thanks to the 
vigour of the operatio manuum humanarum (which move recipients, stop 
a process at the right time etc.), although other qualities are obviously 
necessary . 


7 Ps. Lullo, Codicillus, ed. in Manger cit., I, p. 901b. 

8 Liber Albuali Abincine De Anima in Arte Alchimiae, ed. in Artis chemicae 
principes, Basileae 1572, 34-35. 

9 On the importance of senses and experience in the medieval culture see at least 
M.L. Bianchi (ed.), Sensus. Sensatio (VIII Colloquio Internazionale del ‘Lessico 
intellettuale europeo’), Firenze, 1996; Experientia, 2002; ‘Lessico intellettuale europeo’, 
Firenze, 2002; M. VENEZIANE (ed.), La visione e lo sguardo nel Medioevo = Micrologus 
V, (1997) e Micrologus VI (1998); I cinque sensi= Micrologus, X(2002). 

10 Ps. Geber (= Paolo di Taranto), Summa perfectionis magisterii, W. NEWMAN 
(ed.), Leiden, 1991, p. 300. 

11 Ibid., pp. 254-56. 
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The hand is strong but with agile fingers and it is also sensitive, i.e. it 
is also the support for touch, a tool with which to feel and finger (a much- 
used term) the substances to be handled in order to perceive certain of their 
characteristics. So it seems that, here, touching substances amounts to 
touching the truth: this is how ps. Lull puts it: «...et veritatem illorum 
videbis corporaliter. Et totum illud, quod tibi diximus, realiter inter manus 
tuas invenies»12; and again ‘Geber’ 13 declares: «Artem affirmamus et eam 
scimus esse quia vidimus et veritatem tetigimus». Moreover Simon of 
Colognel4, coordinating in a masterly lexical and conceptual synthesis the 
components here in play, affirms that the researchers working in this art 
«qui per suam philosophiam ipsam invenerunt, demonstraverunt suis 
digitis manifeste» the path to be followed. It is certainly unusual to find 
philosophy, demonstration with the fingers and evidence combined in the 
same sentence; and it is also clear that this condensation changes the sense 
of the juxtaposed terms. Thus here the phrase 'to lay your hands on the 
truth' does not have a metaphorical sense; it is frequently meant literally, 
and binds two terms tightly together: what is true, the proper end of 
speculation, and the action of the hands, which operate and perceive. 

The hands are essential, and just as important - from a practical and 
philosophical viewpoint - is tbe intuitus visus. It would be excessive here 
to give a full range of quotes from the alchemical field: videre, ostendere, 
ante oculos manifestare, effectualiter videtur, visibilis certificatio, 
«visibilis experientia cum lumine claro nobis effectualiter ostendit», visus 
demonstrabit: these are all terms that base specifically on seeing the value 
of the experience that leads one to be certain. All the more reason why 
seeing should be essential for the alchemical opus, where intuitus visus is 
the only instrument able to perceive the most important signa 
demonstrativa, i.e. the colours, which indicate that the successive phases 
of transmutation are taking place and that changes are coming about in the 
material worked. So the specific emphasis placed on seeing in the more 
technical sense is hardly surprising. However, in a more general sense too 
the sight is able to produce oculata fides, in other words the firm certainty 


12 Testamentum, cit., p. 376. 

13 Summa perfectionis, cit., p. 300. 

14 Simon of Cologne, Speculum Alkimie minus, in K. Suporr (ed), «Eine 
Alchemistische Schrift des 13. Jahrhundert», Archiv für Geschichte der Natur 
wissenschaften und der Technik, 9/2 (1922), pp. 64, 66, 67. 
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of one who has seen, and goes to make up experientia certa and truth: 
«illud quod effectualiter videtur non indiget probatione alia»15. 

Especially in pseudo Lull’s Testamentum, observational experience, 
the experimentum on which demonstration is based and which certifies 
theory, the connection between reason and experience, give rise not only 
to a complex relationship between reasoning and senses, between 
intellectual elaboration and operatio manuum: they also provide a support 
for the firm rejection of exclusively logical argumentative subtleties 
typical of scholastic science. Because, indeed, the material manipulated by 
the alchemist’s industry in accordance with certain rules and rational 
procedures «coram omni viro ipsa claro lumine manifestabit effectus 
suos... non indigentes probatione logicali»; and inasmuch as a logician 
possesses an ingenium profundum argumentabile, one will never be able 
to use it to judge that result which ‘veniat ad sensum’. The logici and the 
legistae are deceiving themselves if they think they can give precedence to 
their schemata or superimpose them on phenomena when these 
phenomena actually occur and can be seenl6: indeed this science 
«monstrat ratione per claram experientiam», which renders useless all 
«argumenta logicalia... quae sunt remota de claro intellectu». Actually. 
(and here we can see once again that sort of oxymoron which alludes to a 
practical reasoning and a philosophical experience) in this case, the term 
argumentum, proper to the lexis of logic, slips into the experiential 
semantic field, when pseudo Lull refers to the understanding that derives 
ex visibilibus argumentis which, in this context, would appear to be a 
synonym of the clara et evidentia experimenta which co-occurs in this 
sentence, and which go to make up an «experientiam incontradicibilem», 
that «mentiri non potest, certificat, et monstrat»17. 


II 
These references are mainly drawn from texts — like the Testamentum 
and the Codicillus — by ps. Lull, who is an alchemist with far-ranging 
medical skills and knowledge, an effective operator who draws up a 
conception of alchemy as a philosophy of nature: this, in operative terms, 
proposes transformations and purposes that are not only metallurgic, but 


15 Testamentum, cit., p. 70. 
16 Ibid., p. 92, 246. 
17 Ibid., p. 86, 30. 
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more general. One might think that his actual practical commitment and 
his innovatory orientation have predisposed him towards highlighting the 
role of experientia so decisively. This is not however an isolated case. 
Indeed, let us consider the philosophical reflections on alchemy made by 
one who was not an alchemist (although highly desirous of becoming 
one): Petrus Bonusl8, a fourteenth-century physician, who builds up a 
punctilious scholastic quaestio using precisely the subtleties and the 
argumentative tools that his contemporary ‘Lull’ ironizes about. The 
essential peculiarity of alchemy does not escape Bonus either. It consists, 
for him too, in the particular and necessary significance that the senses, 
opus and experientia have in the construction of alchemical knowledge. 
Bonus’s arguments are set in the canonical context of the subalternatio 
and his aim is to define the scope of action (which is highly specialized) 
and the position of alchemy (which proves to be legitimate but rather 
particular. Alchemy, in Bonus’ view, is an operative science, like medicine, 
made up of a pars teorica which subordinates the practice, and positions 
itself as a highly-specialized discipline in the descendent series of sciences 
subordinated to natural philosophy. Nevertheless, even in this framework 
- in which alchemy is certainly legitimated as a philosophy, but in a more 
traditional setting — the appeals to exploit intuitus visus, operatio manuum 
and the will of the artificer recur, together with calls to give due weight to 
demonstratio ad oculos, significant colour changes and oculata fides19. 
Even Bonus sees these as perspicuous aspects of alchemy, and more 
decisive in this science than in other operative disciplines. 

But first and foremost, Bonus introduces the intrinsic value of 
sensorial experience, almost as the very foundation for his long, ultra- 
subtle quaestio. Indeed there are two preliminary and decisive arguments, 
whose strenght can support the unceasing debate on individual issues, and 
these are two forms of demonstratio that Bonus (together with the 
Aristotle in the Analitici and especially in the Topici) defines as 
«sensitivae»20. In other words, basically, they are wondering A) whether 
the lapis really transmutes; and B) whether the alchemical gold thus 


18 Petrus Bonus of Ferrara, Pretiosa Margarita Novella, ed. in MANGET cit., IL pp. 
1-80; cfr. C. CRISCIANI, «The Conception of Alchemy Expressed in the ‘Pretiosa Margarita 
Novella’ of Petrus Bonus of Ferrara», Ambix, 20 (1973), pp. 165-81. 

19 For these themes cfr. Pretiosa Margarita, pp. 17a, 18b, 23b, 31b, 38n, 56b, 61b, 
62, 68, 74. 
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obtained is the same as the natural variety. One can argue that it is so only 
if the middle term of the two syllogisms is recognized by the opposers as 
a medium sensitivum, the truth of which is shown to the senses and not to 
the intellect. This medium can «probare solo experimento et 
experimentum non cognoscitur nisi per sensum». In other words, probare 
that this art is true, or rather that it exists (this is what is basically asked in 
the two argumentations) to those who are prejudicially incredulous and 
have no intention of adhering to the experiential plan of observing 
practical and sensorial happenings within which the alchemical processes 
are set, is like arguing about figures and colours with the blind and about 
sounds and voices with the deaf. 

Thus the situation present in ps. Avicenna reoccurs — here furnished 
with Aristotelian supports- when he answered the question ‘si est 
alchimia’ by invoking the evidence of the senses. This situation can be also 
recognized - as Bonus again notes — in the path trodden by Aristotle, if one 
considers his swinging attitude towards alchemy, which is completely 
negative in the last part of the Meteore, extremely positive in the Secretum. 
Bonus attributes both works to Aristotle21: but he points out that, when he 
was young, in other words moving impetuously in the dimension of what 
is universal (because he was then concentrating on inquisitioni scientiae 
philosophiae), «sola ratione motus, probavit hanc artem non esse veram». 
But when the philosopher was older, he then studied alchemy following 
the texts of its authors, and especially «naturam et ipsam experientiam 
habuit, et oculis vidit et manibus tetigit»: so that in senectute — which is, 
moreover, the age of accumulation of experience - «hoc arcanum novit», 
and he wrote the Secretum secretorum, a truly fundamental text on the 
alchemical opus. 


IV 
Many aspects of this 'experiential epistemology’ — of which here we 
have given only a few examples — deserve more thorough investigation: 
first and foremost it should be remembered that this importance of 


20 Ibid., pp. 53-55. 

21 Ibid, pp. 14a , 32b, 80a ; cfr. C. CRISCIANI, «Aristotele, Avicenna e ‘Meteore’ 
nella *Pretiosa Margarita’ di Pietro Bono (sec. XIV)», in C. ViANO (ed.), "Aristoteles 
chemicus'. Il IV libro dei ‘Metereologica’ nella tradizione antica e medievale, Sankt 
Augustin, 2002, pp. 165-82. 
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experience conditions an alchemist’s training22, determines the written 
form of many texts23 and defines the style of the few alchemical 
comments existing24. 

However, here it is sufficient for me to stress two important themes. 
First and foremost, from an institutional viewpoint, it is precisely this 
value-enhancement of experience and practical work which — more than 
any other consideration, valid though these may be — explains the constant 
exclusion of medieval alchemy both from the unitary systems of 
naturalistic knowledge and from the institutions (the Universities) that 
pass on this knowledge. As J.P. Baud25 has rightly pointed out, operative 
medicine really seems to be the ‘tolerance threshold’ of the scholastic 
didactic system, for which a discipline has to be docibilis26 in accordance 
with certain characteristics which obviously —and precisely due to its 
essentially operative nature- alchemical research does not present. 
However, in the second place, this highlighting of sense and feeling — as 
regards the epistemological history- appears to be of great interest for the 
development of a ‘philosophy of experience’, characterized by its own 
‘theoretical nature’27. This philosophy of experience is connected with 


22 Cfr. C. CRISCIANI, «Aspetti della trasmissione del sapere nell’ alchimia latina: 
un’ immagine di formazione; uno stile di commento», Micrologus, 3 (1995), pp. 149-84; M. 
PEREIRA, introduzione to her Italian trans. of Morieno Romano, Testamento alchemico, 
Roma, 1996. 

23 Cfr. C. CRISCIANI, Esperienza, comunicazione e scrittura cit. 

24 Cfr. C. CRISCIANI, «Commenti in alchimia: problemi, confronti, anomalie», in G. 
FIORAVANTI et al. (eds.), Zi commento filosofico nell'Occidente latino (secc.XIII-XV), 
Tumhout, 2002, pp. 61-9; cfr. also the essays of C. VIANO, A. CALVET, S. MATTON, D 
KAHN about ‘Le commentaire dans la litterature alchimique’ in M. O. GOULET-CAZE (ed.), 
Le commentaire entre tradition et innovation, Paris, 2000. 

25 Cfr. J. P. BAUD, Le procès de l’alchimie. Introduction à la légalité scientifique, 
Strasbourg, 1933. 

26 Cfr. J. AGRIMI - C. CRISCIANI, Edocere medicos. Medicina scolastica nei secoli 
XIII-XV, Milano- Napoli, 1988, especially ch. 1.4; see also El aprendizaje de la medicina 
en el mundo medieval: Las fronteras de la ensefianza universitaria = Dynamis, 20 (2000). 

27 Cfr. G. POMATA, «'Observatio' ovvero ‘historia’. Note su empirismo e storia in 
età modema», Quaderni storici, 91 (1996), pp. 173-98; C. CRISCIANI, J. AGRIMI, «Per una 
ricerca su ‘experimentum/experimenta’: riflessione epistemologica e tradizione medica 
(secoli XII-XV)», in P. JANNI, I. MAZZINI (eds.), Presenza del lessico greco e latino nelle 
lingue contemporanee, Macerata, 1990, pp. 9-49: C. CRISCIANI, «Fatti, teorie, ‘narratio’ e i 
malati a corte. Note su empirismo in medicina nel tardo medioevo», Quaderni storici, 108 
(2001), pp. 695-717. 
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other forms of knowledge which extol sensorial experience (such as 

surgery28); and it would be especially useful to link it up with the coeval 

philosophical discussions on sensorial knowledge and knowledge of the 

particular, and also with the debates — which were so very lively during the 
. XIV century — on the value of evidence, certainty and truth29. 


Dipartimento di Filosofia, Universita di Pavia 


28 Cfr. C. CRISCIANI «Artefici sensati: experientia e sensi in alchimia e chirurgia», 
in C. CRISCIANI — A. PARAVICINI BAGLIANI (eds.), Alchimia e medicina nel medioevo cit. 

29 Cfr., among others, K. TACHAU, Vision and Certitude in the Age of Ockham, 
Leiden, 1988; M.E. REINA, Hoc hic et nunc. Buridano, Marsilio di Inghen e la conoscenza 
del singolare, Firenze, 2002; and, for medicine, the essays of C. CRISCIANI and N. G. 
SIRAISI in R. CARDINI, M. REGOLIOSI (eds.), Umanesimo e medicina. Il problema dell’ 
‘individuale’, Roma, 1996; M. McVAUGH, «The Nature and Limits of Medical Certitude at 
Early Fourteenth Century Montpellier», Osiris, 6 (1990), pp. 62-84. 


THOMAS DEWENDER 


IMAGINARY EXPERIMENTS (PROCEDERE SECVNDVM 
IMAGINATIONEM) IN LATER MEDIEVAL 
NATURAL PHILOSOPHY 


It is commonplace to point to the fact that modern science is mainly 
based on experiments to uncover the laws of nature, its other basis being 
the use of mathematics to formulate these laws. It is less well known, 
however, that modern science does not only rely on real experiments, that 
is on those actually performed in some laboratory, but also on some kind 
of «imaginary», «mental» or, which is the most common designation, 
«thought» experiments. These thought experiments are used to check 
some scientific assertion or purported law of nature, but they are not 
actually performed in extramental reality, rather they are carried out «in 
the laboratory of the mind»l. On several occasions, these thought 
experiments were very important in the history of modern physics. 
Famous examples include Maxwell’s demon, Erwin Schrédinger’s cat-in- 
a-box and the thought experiment devised by Einstein, Podolsky and 
Rosen to show that quantum mechanics could not give a complete 
description of physical reality2. 

The use of thought experiments is neither typical of twenty-century 
physics alone nor is their application confined to the natural sciences. 
Descartes’ use of the genius malignus, the deceiver-God, and John Searle’s 


1 See J.R. BROWN, The Laboratory of the Mind. Thought Experiments in the 
Natural Sciences, London, Routledge, 1991. 

2 On thought experiments in general, see BROWN, The Laboratory of the Mind, 
R.A. SORENSEN, Thought Experiments, New York, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1992, 
and T. Horowitz, G.J. Massey (eds.), Thought Experiments in Science and Philosophy, 
Savage, Rowman and Littlefield, 1991. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale GG LE PA L Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. IIl, pp. 1823-1833. 
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«Chinese Room» are well-known examples of thought experiments in 
philosophy proper3. But also in the history of science and natural 
philosophy thought experiments were employed long before the twentieth 
century. In the beginnings of modem science, in the seventeenth century, 
Galileo Galilei used thought experiments in various places in his work to 
show the absurdity of Aristotelian natural philosophy. But already in the 
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries imaginary experiments, the procedere 
secundum imaginationem — which is the technical term used by 
fourteenth-century philosophers themselves — were a very important tool 
employed in natural philosophy and a characteristic trait of the natural 
philosophy of that time. They were quite often used by those philosophers 
who belonged to the via moderna, namely by the Parisian master of arts 
John Buridan and his followers, and by the Oxford calculatores4. 

In a series of articles that appeared a couple of years ago, John 
Murdoch gave a characterization of fourteenth-century natural philosophy 
by pointing to the methodological shift that separated later medieval 
natural philosophy from previous stages of sciences. Murdoch mentioned 
the «new analytic languages» that were widely employed in the fourteenth 
century, for example the language of the intension and remission of forms, 
the theory of supposition, and, generally, the approach to nature by means 
of a metalinguistic or propositional analysis. But two closely related issues 
were particularly characteristic of fourteenth-century natural philosophy: 
the repeated invocation of the potentia Dei absoluta and the examination 


3 For the role of thought experiments in modern philosophy, see S. HAGGQVIST, 
Thought Experiments in Philosophy, Stockholm, Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1996. 

4 On the use of imagination and the procedere secundum imaginationem in the 
Oxford tradition, which will not be dealt with in this paper, see E. SYLLA, «Mathematical 
physics and imagination in the work of the Oxford Calculators: Roger Swineshead’s On 
Natural Motions» in E.GRANT, J.E. MURDOCH (eds.), Mathematics and Its Applications to 
Science and Natural Philosophy in the Middle Ages. Essays in Honor of Marshall Clagett, 
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1987, pp. 69-101. 

5 See, for example, J.E. MURDOCH, «Philosophy and the Enterprise of Science in 
the Later Middle Ages» in Y. ELKANA (ed.), The Interaction between Science and 
Philosophy, Atlantic Highlands/NJ, 1974, pp. 51-74; id., «The Development of a Critical 
Temper: New Approaches and Modes of Analysis in Fourteenth-Century Philosophy, 
Science, and Theology», Medieval and Renaissance Studies 7 (1978) pp. 51-79; id., «The 
Analytic Character of Late Medieval Learning: Natural Philosophy without Nature» in L. 
ROBERTS (ed.), Approaches to Nature in the Middle Ages, Binghampton, 1982, pp. 171-213. 
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of problems proceeding secundum imaginationem. With this analysis, 
Murdoch was probably the first to point to very important aspects of the 
later medieval approach to nature that had been neglected up to then 
because scholars like Anneliese Maier, Marshall Clagett and many others 
had studied medieval natural philosophy in the wake of Pierre Duhem, 
which meant that they almost exclusively paid attention to the issue of 
whether and in how far fourteenth-century natural philosophy might be 
considered to be an anticipation or at least a preparation of seventeenth 
century physics. 

In this paper I shall discuss some examples of the fourteenth-century 
procedere secundum imaginationem-method. Before that, however, some 
short remarks on the Aristotelian origins of imaginary or thought 
experiments will have to be made. 


I. THOUGHT EXPERIMENTS IN ARISTOTLE’S PHYSICS 


Aristotle uses thought experiments on several occasions in his 
writings6. Without going into detail here mention must be made of the 
most famous example which is to be found in book IV, chapter 8 of the 
Physics and which deals with the nonexistence of the vacuum. In this 
chapter of his Physics Aristotle makes use of a series of arguments that 
purport to show that there can be no vacuum in nature (the horror vacui). 
Most of the arguments advanced by Aristotle amount to showing that the 
existence of a vacuum is incompatible with and even contradictory to the 
basic principles of Aristotelian natural philosophy. So, for example, there 
could be no directed natural motions in a vacuum, as all directions in a 
vacuum would be indistinguishable from each other. One of the arguments 
advanced by the Greek philosopher is quite famous and particularly 
relevant in the present context. It roughly runs like this7: If there be a 
vacuum, a body that moves through this vacuum would have an infinite 
velocity; but this is impossible, hence there cannot be something like a 


6 On imaginary experiments in Aristotle, see A. FUNKENSTEIN, «Aristotle, 
Imaginary Experiments and The Laws of Motion», in B.S. HELL, D.C. WEST (eds.), On 
Pre-Modern Technology and Science. Studies in Honor of Lynn White, jr, Malibu/CA, 
1976, pp. 223-233, and id., Theology and the Scientific Imagination from the Middle Ages 
to the Seventeenth Century, Princeton/NJ, Princeton University Press, 1986, pp. 152-164. 

7 Aristotle, Physics IV, 8, 215a24-b22. 
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void in nature. The reason why a body moving in a vacuum would move 
with infinite velocity is simply due to the fact that velocity depends on the 
density of the surrounding medium in which the motion takes place: In a 
medium with a higher density the body moves slower — due to the higher 
resistance of the surrounding medium — and vice versa: In a medium with 
a lesser density the body moves with a higher velocity. Thus, according to 
Aristotle, in a vacuum, which is the medium without any density at all, a 
body would move with a velocity that is «beyond any ratio», viz. infinite. 

This argument obviously has the structure of a thought experiment. 
Aristotle demonstrates the untenable consequences that a false assumption 
in natural philosophy would have. He proves the physical impossibility of 
some supposition by showing that to assume the possibility of a motion in 
the void would be logically and conceptually incompatible with the basic 
principles of Aristotelian physics. In this way «Aristotle had taught 
medieval theologians and philosophers ... how to construct an imaginary 
experiment properly». | 


II. THOUGHT EXPERIMENTS IN FOURTEENTH-CENTURY NATURAL PHILOSOPHY 


Imaginary experiments played an important role in fourteenth-century 
natural philosophy, both within the tradition of the Oxford Calculators and 
in the Aristotelian commentaries of John Buridan and his disciples Albert 
of Saxony, Marsilius of Inghen and others. The following examples are 
taken from the Physics-commentary written by Lawrence of Lindores, a 
relatively unknown follower of Buridan, who composed his Quaestiones 
Physicorum shortly before 14009. His texts have the merit of giving a 
detailed and very clear presentation of Buridan’s arguments, so they have 
been chosen to serve as the basis for the following analysis. The examples 
considered in the following deal with the problem of infinity, but the 
application of the procedere secundum imaginationem-method may be 
found in many other subjects in natural philosophy as well, as, for 
example, in the theory of motion and in discussions involving the concepts 


8 A. FUNKENSTEIN, Theology and the Scientific Imagination ..., p. 164. 

9 On Lindores, see T. DEWENDER: Das Problem des Unendlichen im ausgehenden 
14, Jahrhundert. Eine Studie mit Textedition zum Physikkommentar des Lorenz von 
Lindores, B.R. Griiner, Amsterdam, 2002. 
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of space and time. These topics have already been studied before by 
Jürgen Sarnowsky and Henri Hugonnard-Rochel0, 

In question 18 of book III of his Quaestiones Physicorum Lawrence 
of Lindores discusses the question of the existence of an actual infinity 
in the world, that is the existence of either an actually infinite body or 
some actually infinite quantity or multitude. A few words on the 
background of the medieval debate on infinity may be in order here. 
Aristotle had drawn the distinction between actual and potential infinity, 
that is, roughly speaking, between a completed infinite totality on the one 
hand and a quantity that may be enlarged ad infinitum, but which is never 
given as a completed whole, on the other hand. The most prominent 
example for this are the natural numbers. Aristotle then emphatically 
rejected the possibility of the existence of an actual infinity in nature and 
admitted only some kind of potential infinity. Almost all medieval 
thinkers followed him in this and repeated Aristotle’s arguments which 
claimed to demonstrate that the existence of an infinite body would be 
incompatible with the basic tenets of Aristotle’s natural philosophy — 
quite in analogy to the nonexistence of a vacuum: In an infinite body 
there would be no natural places nor natural motions for the bodies 
existing within it. In the fourteenth century, however, new and stronger 
requirements for disputations were introduced, namely the doctrine of 
God’s absolute power, the potentia Dei absoluta. According to this 
doctrine God can do anything that does not include a contradiction. 
God’s power is limited only by the validity of the principle of non- 
contradiction. In order to discuss therefore the question of whether there 
can be some kind of actual infinity in nature, one cannot just point to the 
principles of Aristotle’s natural philosophy, as these principles are 


10 See J. SARNOWSKY, «God’s Absolute Power, Thought Experiments, and the 
Concept of Nature in the New Physics of XIVth Century Paris» in S. CAROTI, P. SOUFFRIN 
(eds.), La nouvelle physique du XIVe siecle, Florence, Olschki, 1997, pp. 179-201, and H. 
HUGONNARD-ROCHE, «Analyse sémantique et analyse secundum imaginationem dans la 
physique parisienne au XIVe siècle» in S. CAROTI (ed.), Studies in Medieval Natural 
Philosophy, Florence, Olschki, 1989, pp. 133-153; id.: «Le possible et l’imaginaire dans la 
physique d' Albert de Saxe» in J. BIARD (ed.), Itinéraires d’Albert de Saxe. Paris-Vienne au 
XIVe siècle, Paris, Vrin, 1991, pp. 161-173; id., «L'hypothétique et la nature dans la 
physique parisienne du XIVe siècle», in S. CAROTI, P. SOUFFRIN (eds.), La nouvelle 
physique..., pp. 161-177. ` 
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contingent principles. God is not bound by them, he may alter them and 
create, for example, some actual infinite body in a supernatural way. Some 
stronger principle is required in this case, which means that one has to 
show that God cannot create an actually infinite body, as this would lead 
to a contradiction — the only principle that sets a limit to God’s power. So 
the question is reformulated in the following way: Why is it impossible for 
God to create an infinite stone (the stone example became very popular in 
the fourteenth century). To show this Lawrence uses a thought experiment 
which makes use of the concept of proportional parts, which was a very 
popular tool in the fourteenth-century discussions involving infinity. It 
works like this: A line or a column of a certain length or height is divided 
into proportional parts — as different from a division into equal parts — by 
first cutting the line into two halves, then the second half into another two 
halves, the second of these halves (which, compared to the whole line, just 
equals a quarter) again into two halves so that we get pieces with a length 
of, respectively, 1/2, 1/4, 1/8, ... and so on ad infinitum. The same 
procedure obviously works when you divide the line into three parts or 
according to any other proportion. The idea behind this division into 
proportional parts lies in the fact that the finite line will then be composed 
of infinitely many proportional parts thus allowing investigations into 
infinite multitudes. In order now to give an answer to the question «Could 
God create an infinitely large stone?», the problem is formulated in a more 
special way by Lindores. Divide an hour into proportional parts and ask: 
Could God create a stone in every proportional part of an hour and put it 
together with the stone created in the proportional part of the hour 
immediately preceding the present proportional part and repeat this 
procedure until the end of the hour so that the resulting stone would be 
infinite? Lindores tries to show that this is impossible because a 
contradiction would arise in this case: On the one hand - if God could 
create an infinite stone in the manner just described — one would have to 
conclude that the stone resulting cannot be finite, as it is composed of an 
infinite number of stones of a definite and equal magnitude, say with a 
diameter of one foot, and such an aggregate of stones would obviously be 
infinite. On the other hand, however, the resulting stone would have to be 
finite, as it would have a definite and bounded shape, because in each act 
of creation a stone of some definite, spherical shape is added, which means 
that the resulting stone would be bounded and hence finite. Hence we have 
a contradiction here which shows the impossibility of God’s creating an 
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infinite stone in the manner described, even of creating an infinite stone at 
alii. 

Lindores then advances a second argument which is structurally 
similar to the first one. Consider the case that in each proportional part of 
an hour God creates two line segments, one of them with a length of one 
foot and the other two feet long. The line segments with a length of one 
foot each are then put together eastbound, while the two-feet segments are 
put together westbound so that, as a result, we get two unbound line 
segments, one directed towards the east and made up of one foot pieces, 
the other directed towards the west and made up of pieces of a length of 
two feet. In this case again two contradictory conclusions can be deduced. 
The first conclusion: The second line will have double the length of the 
first one because it is composed of segments each of which has double the 
length, viz. two feet, of the segments of the first line, the one made up of 
pieces of one foot. But a second and equally convincing conclusion may 
also be drawn, namely: The second line will not be longer than the first 
one. The reason for this is simply due to the fact that after the hour will 
have elapsed, both line segments will have an infinite length, as each one 
is composed of an infinite number of equal pieces; but one infinite cannot 
be greater than another infinitel2, hence both lines will have the same 


11 Cfr. Laurentius de Londorio, Quaestiones Physicorum III, q. 18, secundus 
articulus; DEWENDER (ed.): Das Problem des Unendlichen ..., p. 364 f.: «Prima conclusio: 
Impossibile est Deum in qualibet parte proportionali huius horae creare unum lapidem 
pedalem continuando ipsum cum priori. Probatur conclusio, quia impossibile est Deum in 
qualibet et cetera creare unam sphaeram, quae sit spissitudinis pedalis, posteriorem 
continuando priori, ergo est impossibile et cetera. Consequentia nota et antecedens 
probatur, quia, si sic, scilicet si esset possibile, sequeretur, quod corpus resultans ex illis 
sphaeris in fine illius horae esset finitum et non finitum. Consequens implicat et 
consequentia probatur: Quod non sit finitum, patet, quia esset compositum ex infinitis 
sphaeris non communicantibus, quarum quaelibet esset pedalis, ergo esset infinitum, et per 
consequens esset non finitum. Sed quod esset finitum, patet, quia esset in fine horae 
figuratum, ergo esset finitum. Tenet consequentia, quia figura est passio finiti, figuratum 
ergo est termino vel terminis clausum, ergo est finitum. Et antecedens probatur, quia in 
qualibet parte proportionali huius horae resultans ex sphaeris pedalibus esset sphaericum, 
et nihil illius corporis acquirebatur nisi in partibus proportionalibus, ergo esset sphaericum 
et per consequens figuratum». 

12 Lindores belonged to those who accepted the axiom that all infinities are equal. 
This assumption was not shared by all medieval philosophers and theologians, see J. 
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length. Again, the fact that one can derive two mutually contradictory 
conclusions from the assumption underlying the imaginary experiment 
shows that this assumption must be false. Thus we have to conclude that, 
even if we take God’s omnipotence for granted, God cannot create an 
infinite line in the way described because of the ensuing logical 
contradiction, hence God cannot create an infinite magnitude at alll3. 

In these examples the discussion of the question of the existence of an 
actually infinite magnitude is pushed beyond the limits of what is 
physically possible or impossible, and transferred to the realm of what is 
logically possible or impossible, and this latter realm is only bound by the 
validity of the principle of non-contradiction. This means that natural 
philosophy pursued in this way is not so much concerned with describing 
the essence of natural entities, but instead it considers the counterfactual 
orders of nature to find out what is logically possible or impossible. Henri 
Hugonnard-Roche has coined the term «physique hypothétique» for the 
fourteenth-century approach to the study of naturel4. Other scholars have 
pointed to the medieval theory of obligationes as the methodological 


MURDOCH, «Infinity and Continuity», in N. KRETZMANN, A. KENNY, J. PINBORG (eds.), The 
Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy, Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press, 1982, pp. 564-591, especially pp. 569-571. 

13 Cfr. Laurentius de Londorio, Quaestiones Physicorum III, q. 18, secundus 
articulus; ed. cit., p. 365: «Non est possibile Deum in qualibet parte huius horae creare 
lineam pedalem versus oriens et unam «bipedalem» versus occidens continuando 
posteriorem priori, ergo nec lapidem. Consequentia nota, quia non est maior ratio de uno 
quam de alio, nec unum est impossibilius altero, ut videtur. Et antecedens probatur, quia, 
si esset possibile, ponatur, quod Deus ita faciat. Et sit linea resultans ex pedalibus versus 
oriens A et linea versus occidens B. Tunc sic: Si hoc sit possibile, sequitur, quod B linea 
esset dupla ad A et non esset dupla ad A. Consequens implicat et consequentia probatur: 
Primo B non esse dupla ad A, quia tam A quam B est infinitum, modo unum infinitum non 
est duplum ad alterum nec est sibi comparabile, ut visum est supra. Quod autem tam A 
quam B sit infinitum, patet intuenti. Sed probatur, quod B sit duplum ad A, quia in qualibet 
parte proportionali huius horae resultans ex lineis bipedalibus erat duplum ad resultans ex 
lineis pedalibus; et nihil acquirebatur illius nisi in medietatibus vel medietate proportionali; 
ergo et cetera. Consequentia nota, et minor. Et maior patet, quia in prima parte 
proportionali resultans ex lineis bipedalibus erat duplum ad A, quia A erat pedale et B 
bipedale. Similiter in secunda parte proportionali resultans ex lineis bipedalibus erat 
quadrupedale, et resultans ex lineis pedalibus erat bipedale, ergo B erat duplum ad A in 
secunda parte proportionali, et sic in infinitum». 

14 HUGONNARD-ROCHE, «L'hypothétique ...», p. 163. 
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background for the procedere secundum imaginationem-method, thus 
stressing the difference between the fourteenth-century examples and the 
thought experiments used in modern physics15. The function of these 
imaginary experiments is mainly a negative one, they are destructive and 
not constructive thought experiments. They purport to demonstrate that 
there can be no actual infinity in nature, no motion in the void, no 
extracosmic space and the likel6. Edward Grant emphasized the direct 
connection between the rise of the procedere secundum imaginationem- 
method and the 1277 condemnations. He gave the following 
characterization: «Thus did the concept of God’s absolute power become 
a convenient vehicle for the introduction of subtle and imaginative 
questions, which often generated novel answers. Although these 
speculative responses did not lead to the overthrow of the Aristotelian 
world view, they did ... challenge some of its fundamental principles and 
assumptions»17. Grant has in mind here problems like the existence of the 
void, of an extracosmic space or similar issues which in fact «encouraged 
speculation about natural impossibilities in the Aristotelian world 
system»18. It should be noted, however, that sometimes, as in the example 
discussed above concerning the existence of an actually infinite magnitude 


15 See P. KING, «Medieval Thought-Experiments: The Metamethodology of 
Medieval Science», in HorowiTz-MASsEY, Thought Experiments in Science and 
Philosophy, pp. 43-64, especially p. 51 ff. On the medieval theory of obligationes see M. 
YRIJONSUURI, Obligationes. 14th Century Logic of Disputational Duties, Helsinki, 1994 
(Acta Philosophica Fennica, vol. 55), in particular chapter VI. C. («Obligations as thought 
experiments»). On the connection between later medieval theories of modalities, especially 
Buridan’s distinction between natural and supernatural possibilities, and the interpretation 
of Aristotle’s Physics, see S. KNUUTTILA, «On the History of Theory of Modality as 
Alternativeness», in T. BUCHHEIM, CH KNEEPKENS, K. LORENZ (eds.), Potentialität und 
Possibilität. Modalaussagen in der Geschichte der Metaphysik, Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt, 
Frommann-Holzboog, 2001, pp. 219-236. (I would like to thank Simo Knuuttila for 
sending me a copy of his paper and for drawing my attention to the theory of obligations.). 

16 The difference between destructive and constructive thought experiments is 
stressed by BROWN, The Laboratory of the Mind, pp. 34 ff.; cf. also HAGGQVIST, Thought 
Experiments ..., p. 49 ff. 

17 E. GRANT, The Foundations of Modern Science in the Middle Ages. Their 
religious, institutional, and intellectual contexts, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 
1996, p. 83. 

18 GRANT, The Foundations ..., p. 81. 
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in nature, the procedere secundum imaginationem-method could also be 
used to corroborate a genuine Aristotelian doctrine, viz. the dogma of the 
nonexistence of an actually infinite, instead of subverting it. 


III. A REMARK ON GALILEI’S USE OF IMAGINARY EXPERIMENTS 


Galilei uses thought experiments repeatedly in his writings to show 
that the basic principles of Aristotle’s physics are untenable and thus have 
to be abandoned. Probably the most famous example concerns the 
Aristotelian doctrine that freely falling bodies have different velocities 
depending on their different weights so that a heavy body moves down to 
the ground with a higher velocity than a lighter one19. Galilei refutes this 
assumption using the following thought experiment: Imagine we have two 
bodies, a heavy and a light one. One could unite them to form one single, 
larger body. Then one may draw two conclusions by reasoning according 
to the Aristotelian theory of motion. On the one hand, the newly formed 
body is heavier than each of the single bodies, thus it would have to move 
to the ground with a higher velocity than even the heavy single body. On 
the other hand, however, one may argue in the following way: The lighter 
body will slow down the heavier one so that the combined body will fall 
slower than the heavy body alone. Obviously we have derived two 
contradictory statements here so that Galilei concludes «senz’ altre 
esperienze» that the assumption underlying this reasoning, namely the 
Aristotelian doctrine of freely falling bodies, has to be abandoned. Instead 
of this, Galilei reaches the conclusion that bodies fall down to the ground 
with equal velocities regardless of their weight. 

But Galilei’s use of thought experiments like the one just described is 
not limited merely to refute the principles of Aristotle’s Physics. Thought 
experiments have a positive function for Galilei as well, they are «a tool 
for the rational construction of the world»20, and he uses them as a starting 
point for advancing his own doctrines which should replace the principles 


19 See Galileo Galilei, Discorsi e dimostrazioni matematiche intorno a due nuove 
scienze in Le Opere di Galileo Galilei, A. FAVARO (ed.), vol. VIII, Florence 1968, pp. 107- 
108. This example is discussed in HAoGovisr, Thought Experiments ..., pp. 55 f., 114 f., 
and Brown, The Laboratory of the Mind, pp. 1 f., 77 f. 

20 A. FUNKENSTEIN, Theology and the Scientific Imagination ..., p. 178. 
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of Aristotle’s natural philosophy. This shift of function in the use of 
imaginary experiments between the fourteenth century and the early 
modern age was aptly summarized by Amos Funkenstein in the following 
words: «The medieval confrontation between the ideal (or imaginary) and 
the real was mainly critical; the seventeenth-century mediation between 
the imaginary and the real was constructive»21. 


Ruhr-Universitat Bochum22 


21 Im. 

22 I would like to thank Katerina lerodiakonou for valuable suggestions and 
especially Simo Knuuttila for drawing my attention to the literature mentioned in note 15 
below and for sending me a copy of his article cited there. 


GUIDO ALLINEY 


INSTANT OF CHANGE AND SIGNA NATURAE: NEW 
PERSPECTIVES FROM AN UNEDITED QUESTION 


In 1979 Simo Knuuttila and Anja Inkeri Lehtinen drew attention to a 
strange fourteenth-century theory of change devoted to explaining many 
physical problems related to the so-called question of the intensio et 
remissio formae. As the authors pointed out, the question was often treated 
in connection with theological problems, in particular that of the 
Immaculate Conception - the handling of which seems to represent the 
first appearance of this kind of theory -, but already in the thirteenth 
century the question was discussed «as a pure philosophical question, 
too»1. At the time, the most widespread doctrine2 was derived from the 
Aristotelian solution of the issue presented in Physics, VIII, 8, 263b9-15. 
According to Aristotle, in generation the instant dividing the state of non- 
being from the subsequent state of being, in spite of its double definition 
(it is the end of the earlier time, and the beginning of the later), actually 
belongs to the later state of the being. Generally, the medieval thinkers 
believed that the ultimate instant of change belongs to the later state of the 
thing in changing, or alternatively, but not in opposition to Aristotle, to the 
earlier. 

Roughly speaking, this is the status quaestionis in the theological 
environment at the beginning of the fourteenth century, when, as is been 


1 S. KNUUTTILA, A.I. LEHTINEN, «Change and Contradiction: a Fourteenth-Century 
Controversy», Synthése 40 (1979) 189-207, 194. 

2 «[...] quasi omnes doctores dicunt quod Philosophus VIII Physicorum dicit quod 
non est dare ultimum non esse forme generande [...]» (Ioannes de Baconthorpe, III Sent., 
d. 3, q. 2, a. 3, L. Sacar (ed.), in Id., Joannis Baconthorpe textus de Immaculata 
Conceptione, «Carmelus» 2 (1955), 216-303, 231). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1835-1849. 
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said, another treatment of the topic arose - and fell within a few years. In 
agreement with Knuuttila and Lehtinen, the Franciscan theologian Landulf 
Caraccioli seems to be the main upholder of this theory, strongly criticized 
by several other Franciscans, such as John the Canon, Francis of 
Meyronnes, and others. To explain these stances briefly, we can say that 
the classical Aristotelian analysis, on the basis of the aforementioned 
passage of the Physics, supposes that contradictory conditions cannot be 
true at the same time in respect of the same thing (e. g., nothing can be 
both white and not-white at the same time). Meyronnes supported this 
point of view, and, like many others, named this statement primum 
principium complexum. Caraccioli, on the contrary, deemed that 
«contradictory sentences in connection with simple change (mutatio) are 
true in the same instant of time, although they are not true with respect to 
the same instant of nature»3. The terminology adopted by Landulf 
Caraccioli will be clarified in the course of our investigation. For the 
moment we can assume that in Landulf’s view the instant, or sign, of 
nature has no temporal characteristics, and so is not a proper part of the 
temporal instant, but that in some way it is able to set an order within the 
indivisible instant of ordinary time. 

It is worth noting that, in the view of the two Finnish scholars, the 
heart of the matter consists in a logical issue; however, I believe that while 
this is surely a significant approach to the question, it is not at all the only 
one. I shall try to demonstrate that John the Canon, at least, attached 
meaning to the theory exploiting the notion of ‘sign of nature’ in 
connection with a metaphysical consideration of the question. This will be 
the main object of this paper, though not its only one. 

It is probably correct to recall the subsequent stages of research on 
this subject. In 1982 two important studies appeared in a collective book 
edited by Norman Kretzmann4. The first, written by Kretzmann 


3 KNUUTTILA, LEHTINEN, «Change and Contradiction», 190. Landulf states that 
«Esse et non esse eiusdem rei que generabatur pro diversis signis nature poterant esse in 
uno instanti tempore [...]. Instans temporis mensurat indivisibilia in trasmutationibus, 
videlicet instantaneas mutationes et mutata esse ut sunt in motu [...] instans nature 
mensurat esse et non esse rerum, non ut accipiuntur sub duratione vel non, vel sub 
permanentia et non permanentia, sed ut precise esse et non esse» (Landulphus Caraccioli, 
II Sent., d. 2, q. 1, s.d., s. n.). 

4 N. KRETZMANN (ed.), Infinity and Continuity in Ancient and Medieval Thought, 
Ithaca and London, Cornell University Press 1982. 
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himself5, substantially repeats, with a little more precision, the 
reconstruction done by Knuuttila and Lehtinen. But even though Knuuttila 
and Lehtinen admit that «there are many problems in the controversy 
about the real essence of the instants of nature», they nonetheless point out 
the great significance of the establishing of a difference between logical 
and real order implied in the distinction between instans naturae and 
instans temporis6. On the contrary, Kretzmann, stating that the theory «put 
forward by Baconthorpe, Caraccioli, and others addresses a 
pseudoproblem with a quasi-Aristotelian nonsolution based on a 
misreading of Physics VIII 8»7, severely criticizes, with no scope for 
contradiction, the doctrine of signa. 

According to Kretzmann, the main arguments against this theory are 
basically two. The former starts from the consideration that natural priority 
is ultimately irrelevant to the question if in the instant of change 
contradictory conditions do or do not occur at the same time. Actually, «it 
is only the temporal relationship of those conditions to each other that is 
at issue»8, but, the argument runs, the order of nature is clearly 
distinguishable from temporal order, so it is quite beside the point. Having 
thus established the inner incoherence of the theory, Kretzmann focuses 
his attention on the relationship between the theory of signa and the 
Aristotelian theory expressed in Physics VIII 8. Kretzmann declares that 
this theory «calls for special criticism because of its claim to be the sole 
authentic Aristotelian theory of the instant of transition, when in fact the 
‘something false’ that Baconthorpe accuses other medievals of imposing 
on the Philosopher is clearly what the Philosopher himself maintained»9. 
For this reason Kretzmann judges the theory not only incoherent, but even 
harmful10. 

Investigating the matter, however, I have good grounds for 
disagreeing with Kretzmann on this issue. I am persuaded, indeed, that i) 


5 N. KRETZMANN, «Continuity, Contrariety, Contradiction, and Change», in 
Kretzmann, Infinity and Continuity, 270-296. 

6 KNUUTTILA, LEHTINEN, «Change and Contradiction», 198-199. 

7 KRETZMANN, «Continuity, Contrariety», 296. 

8  KRETZMANN, «Continuity, Contrariety», 281. 

9 KRETZMANN, «Continuity, Contrariety», 283. 

10 KRETZMANN, «Continuity, Contrariety», 276. It is worth noting that Kretzmann 
strongly appreciates the Aristotelian theory, which in his opinion solves any problem of 
contradiction (KRETZMANN, «Continuity, Contrariety», 284), whereas Knuuttila and 
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not all the proponents of a resort to the signs of nature developed the same 
theory: in particular, John of Baconthorpe and Landulf Caraccioli worked 
out two theories that differ considerably; ii) consequently, Kretzmann’s 
criticism of the alleged fidelity of the quasi-Aristotelianism to Physics VII 
8 in general is baseless, just as the term ‘quasi-Aristotelianism’ itself appears 
utterly out of place, and therefore from now on I will not be using it. 

However, a deeper way of considering the theory of signa is 
suggested in the second study devoted to the topic at hand published by 
Paul Vincent Spade in the above-mentioned collection of essays edited by 
Kretzmann11. In this paper Spade agrees with Kretzmann that the theory 
of signa is neither authentically Aristotelian, nor true, but at the same time 
he tries to show that the theory is more interesting than it at first appears 
to be, because it is not addressed to a pseudoproblem, as Kretzmann 
says12. Spade is referring to the creation ex nihilo, a problem for which 
the Aristotelian solution seems inappropriate, but after all he admits that 
«quasi-Aristotelianism lacks the resources to solve the problem»13. But 
what is of interest to us is the final section of the paper, where Spade 
warns the reader not to regard the theories of signa as a coherent whole, 
because John of Baconthorpe and Hugh of Newcastle deemed instants of 
nature a ordered set, while Landulf Caraccioli does not. Spade honestly 
admits that he does «not know exactly what to make of this», and so 
concludes by saying that «there is a great deal more to be learned about 
the quasi-Aristotelians» 14. 

Summing up what has been said, we can stress these points: 

i) For Knuuttila and Lehtinen, and for Kretzmann, all the proponents 
of the theory of signa are entirely concordant on every point of the 
doctrine, whereas Spade thinks it proper to investigate more fully the 
attitude of the various representatives of this opinion. 

ii) For Knuuttila and Lehtinen the theory has a certain importance 
owing to the implicit distinction between the logical and physical order of 


Lehtinen deem that «the problem as such is left untouched in the Aristotelian doctrine of 
the instant of change» (KNUUTTILA, LEHTINEN, «Change and Contradiction», 192). 

11 PV. SPADE, «Quasi-Aristotelianism», in KRETZMANN, Infinity and Continuity, 
297-307. 

12 SPADE, «Quasi-Aristotelianism», 299. 

13 SPADE, «Quasi-Aristotelianism», 305. For an exstensive handling of this issue 
see ivi, 299-305. 

14 SPADE, «Quasi-Aristotelianism», 307. 


INSTANT OF CHANGE AND SIGNA NATURAE: NEW PERSPECTIVES 1839 


events; for Kretzmann the theory is useless, incoherent, and harmful in its 
pretence of being authentically Aristotelian; for Spade, finally, the theory 
is surely false and non-Aristotelian, but nevertheless worth studying in 
depth. 

In order to make my attitude clear before demonstrating its validity, I 
state that these are my conclusions: 

i) The theory employing the notion of ‘signum naturae’ is actually a 
constellation of a number of doctrines, sometimes quite different from 
each other. In particular, John of Baconthorpe proves to be the only 
upholder of a theory supposedly deriving from the Aristotelian passage of 
Physics VII 8. 

ii) The theory employing the notion of ‘signum naturae’ is not used 
exclusively in order to dodge any breach of the principle of contradiction 
in change. John the Canon himself, the well-known opponent of Landulf 
Caraccioli, and a resolute advocate of the classical Aristotelian solution of 
Physics VIII 8, makes use of the notion of ‘signum naturae’ in dealing 
with metaphysical issues. 

111) On the basis of an unedited anonymous question, it is possible to 
cast new light on one of the most relevant issues relating to this topic, that 
is the ontological status of the sign of nature. Anonymous states that the 
sign of nature is neither a mental being, nor a real being, but an imaginary 
one. As will be later clarified, this means that the sign of nature on the one 
hand depends on the psychological activity of the subject, but on the other 
hand is a consistent means to represent the actual facts. 

iv) In spite of the conflict in their opinions on the possibility that 
contradictory sentences could be true in the same instant of time, both the 
above-mentioned Anonymous and John the Canon seem to agree at least 
on a sense of the theory of signa: its deeper meaning is related with the 
measure of the duration in existence of a being. John the Canon and 
Anonymous argue expressly from analogy with the creation of the angels, 
which only appears successive from a human point of view, as Henry of 
Ghent stated in the last quarter of the thirteenth century. Similarly, the 
existence of each creature is all simultaneous (tota simul): it is not 
intrinsically successive, in relation either to its own temporal state or to 
the existence of other beings. Therefore it is only because of our 
constitutive temporality that the signs of nature appear to be ordered like 
the string of instants of ordinary time. 
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i) With regard to the first point, it is a fact that only John of 
Baconthorpe declares himself the sole heir of Aristotle, while the other 
upholders of the signa seldom mention the Aristotelian Physics. On the 
other hand, Baconthorpe reports one of the most frequent criticisms that 
the theory of signa exposed itself to - that is the lack of clarity about the 
ontological status of the signa - but without adding a word to illuminate 
the point15. Furthermore, unlike Landulf Caraccioli, the Carmelite is very 
imprecise in using the concept of ‘signum’. We can examine this chief 
passage of Baconthorpe’s Commentary on the Sentences in order to better 
understand his attitude: 


Instans ut comparatur ad terminum a quo (qui est non esse) est diversum a seipso 
secundum diversum ordinem nature ut comparatur ad terminum ad quem (qui est 
esse). Ergo, etc. Probo minorem per illud VIII Physicorum: Manifestum est 
quoniam, nisi aliquis faciat divisionem temporis dividens <signum> prius et 
posterius, semper posterioris rei erit simul esse et non esse. Ecce: Nisi divideretur 
signum in prius et posterius, simul esset aliquid et non esset. Igitur per talem 
divisionem unius et eiusdem instantis salvatur quod aliquid est et non est in eodem 
instanti secundum diversum ordinem nature tantum. Et hoc est quod concludit 
statim: Signum quidem igitur utrisque commune est et unum et idem numero, 
racione non idem: huius autem finis, illius autem principium16. 


This quotation is very interesting for us. In the first place it reveals 
Baconthorpe's misreading of the Aristotelian text, as Knuuttila and 
Lehtinen already highlighted in 197917. But it also points out a peculiar 


15 «Contra divisionem instanti arguunt sic: Quia illa divisio instantis in signa aut est 
secundum rem aut secundum racionem. Non secundum rem, quia tunc instans non esset 
indivisibile: nec secundum racionem, quia hoc nihil faceret ad distinctionem realis ordinis, 
qualis est inter ipsum esse rei primum et ultimum esse. Item, unum signum datum aut est 
divisibile, et tunc erit processus in infinitum, aut indivisibile; aut igitur indivisibile quod 
est instans, et tunc negatur propositum, quia instans ponitur dividi in signa non instantanea, 
aut est indivisibile quod non est instans, et tunc sequitur quod non est dare quare illud 
indivisibile non dividatur ita bene sicut instans, et erit processus in infinitum» (Ioannes de 
Baconthorpe, III Sent., d. 3, q. 2, a. 1, Saggi (ed.), 229-230). Neither here, nor in other parts 
of the question John says anything in support of the theory of signa. 

16 Ioannes de Baconthorpe, III Sent., d. 3, q. 2, a. 3, Saggi (ed.), 235. 

17 KNUUTTILA, LEHTINEN, «Change and Contradiction», 196: «The Moerbekean 
translation of the passage 263b9 ff. runs as follows: "Manifestum autem et quia nisi aliquis 
faciat temporis dividens signum prius et posterius, semper posterioris rei, erit simul idem 
ens et non ens et quando fuit non est'». 
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terminological option: Baconthorpe speaks many times of “signum” and of 
‘ordo naturae’, but never of ‘instans naturae’, a term often preferred by 
Caraccioli and others. The reason for this difference seems clear: 
Baconthorpe employs signum because it is the Latin translation of 


sémeion, the word Aristotle used in Physics VII 8 to suggest a conceptual 
division of the instant18. This choice confirms Baconthorpe’s reliance on 
the Aristotelian passage of the Physics, whereas Caraccioli and others - as 
we shall see after - make reference to a broader range of Aristotelian and 
contemporary sources. Furthermore, Baconthorpe proves to be uncertain 
in using the term ‘signum’ itself, because he first states that the instant is 
divided into signs19, then that the sign must be divided20. This stance 


arises from the Aristotelian text itself, where sémeion is just another word 
meaning ‘instant’, and definitively demonstrates the low value of 
Baconthorpe’s position - an unoriginal and inaccurate repetition of 
Aristotle. 


ii) As for the second point, it is a matter of considerable importance 
that John the Canon too, in spite of his hostility to Landulf Caraccioli and 
to the theory of signa openly expressed in the fourth question of his 
Quaestiones in IV librum Physicorum Aristotelis21, claims in the sixth 


18  KRETZMANN, «Continuity, Contrariety», 280. 

19 «Sed salvat Philosophus ibi contradiccionem per hoc quod dividitur instans in 
principium et finem, ita quod primo signo instantis [...] mensuratur ultimum non esse, et 
ultimo signo mensuratur primum esse [...]» (Ioannes de Baconthorpe, III Sent., d. 3, q. 2, 
a. 3, Saggi (ed.), 233). 

20 «Nisi divideretur signum in prius et posterius, simul esset aliquid et non esset» 
(Ioannes de Baconthorpe, III Sent., d. 3, q. 2, a. 3, Saggi (ed.), 235). 

21 «Dico de presenti quod esse prius natura non est esse prius in aliquo signo in quo 
non est posterius, licet oppositum dicat Landulphus. Sed esse prius natura non est aliud nisi 
presuppositio huius ad hoc in quadam alteritate nature, licet enim pater in divinis 
presupponatur a filio sicut generans presupponitus a generato, quia tantum sunt ambo 
eiusdem nature. Ideo communiter a doctoribus in divinis non ponitur prioritas nature, sed 
originis. In hoc solum differunt prioritas nature et originis, quia prioritas nature est 
presuppositio et dependentia huius ad hoc in quadam alteritate nature, originis vero in 
identitate nature. Et nota hoc diligenter. Frater autem Landulphus oppositum huius sentit. 
Dicit enim quod quecumque sunt priora natura, sic se habent quod unum est in aliquo signo 
in quo reliquum non est. Et ideo dicit quod contradictoria esse simul vera in eodem instanti 
temporis possunt, sed non nature» (Ioannes Canonicus, Commentarium in Physicorum 
Aristotelis, 1. IV, q. 4., ed. Venetiis 1481, s. n.). 
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question of the same work that in the same instant of time there are many 
signs of nature («in eodem instanti temporis sunt plura signa nature»)22. I 
want to note at first that this represents decisive evidence that the theory 
of signa is not inevitably connected with the problem of instantaneous 
change. 

For the present I don’t want to treat this subject to any great extent, 
but, confining myself to the historical aspect of the topic, only highlight 
the relevance of John’s attitude. It is useful, however, to point out two 
details of the text of the Franciscan theologian. Firstly, John rejects the 
idea that a temporal instant could be divided into real signs, because if that 
were the case, every sign would be an instant in tum, against the 
hypothesis of the indivisibility of the temporal instant itself. So John 
admits only a mental division of the instant into parts, but it is noteworthy 
that he calls these parts mental signs, or signs of nature (signa rationis, 
signa naturae), while Landulf refers to them as to instants of nature 
(instantia naturae): evidently John deems instans naturae to be a term 
dangerously connected with the problem of change. 

Secondly, despite his criticism, John fairly surprising quotes Landulf 
almost literally in rejecting the ordering of the signa against Hugh of 
Newcastle23 - or others -, as we can easily see through this comparison: 


22 «Quartum dictum est quod instans non est divisibile in plura signa realia. 
Probatur: nam tunc esset divisibile instans et quodlibet istorum signorum esset instans, et 
sic unum instans esset plura instantia, quorum utrumque est falsum. Quintum dictum est 
quod in eodem instanti temporis possunt assignari plura signa rationis. Probatur, tum quia 
idem instans est principium et finis, tum etiam quia in eodem instanti temporis sunt plura 
signa nature et cum simultate instantis temporis stat prioritas et posterioritas secundum 
naturam. Probatur, quia propria passio est in eodem instanti temporis cum subiecto, et 
tamen est posterior nature, ergo etc. Sextum dictum est istud, quod de illa alteritate 
prioritatis et posterioritatis secundum rationem non possunt predicata contradictoria 
verificari in eodem instanti temporis. Probatur, quia impossibile est quod in eadem 
mensura realiter indivisibili aliquid sit vel non sit. Sed instans est realiter indivisibile» 
(Ioannes Canonicus, Commentarium in Physicorum Aristotelis, 1. IV, q. 6., a. 3, ed. Venetiis 
1481, s. n.). 

23 «Quando enim ad ordinem duorum positivorum sequitur ordo duorum 
contradictoriorum, sicut ordo nature inter aliqua positiva potest esse in instanti durationis, 
ita ordo nature inter illa duo contradictoria [...] Ergo, sicut in instanti durationis potest esse 
ordo prioris et posterioris nature qui est inter producens et productum, ita in eodem instanti 
potest esse ordo prioris et posterioris nature, quia est inter non esse producti et suo esse» 
(Hugo de Novocastro, II Sent., d. 1, q. 1, ms. Città del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica 
Vaticana, Vat. lat. 984, ff. 3vb-4ra). 
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Tertia propositio est videre, si instantia nature habeant ad invicem successionem 
vel simultatem. Et dico quod nec hoc nec illud. Ubi nota quod simultas et 
successio non competunt mensuris indivisibilibus, sed tantum divisibilibus. Sed 
mensuris indivisibilibus competit distinctio, et ideo duo signa vel instantia nature 
proprie nec sunt simul nec sibi succedunt, sed sunt due mensure indivisibiles 
mensurantes distincta entia permanentia24. 


Sed est dubium utrum in istis signis nature sit aliqua successio vel simultas. 
Respondeo et dico quod nec hoc nec illud est intrinsece, quia simultas et successio 
non competunt mensuris indivisibilibus, sed tantum divisibilibus. Sed competit eis 
distinctio, tamen simultas et successio possunt accipi inter ea extrinsece per 
coexistentiam ad tempus vel ad instans temporis que extrinsece existunt sibi25, 


Therefore, John is aware of the broader range of applicability of the 
theory of signa, and is not afraid to use the material elaborated by his 
opponents themselves, but, as we can see already in this short passage, 
with greater theoretical skill. The distinction between the intrinsic 
consideration of the order between the signs of nature and the extrinsic 
plays a basic role in the thought of John the Canon, but I shall closely 
analyse this very point in the next section of this study. 


iii) The third claim concerns an anonymous question belonging to a 
set of questions devoted to the topic of time contained in the manuscript 
Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 101226. Delivered 
in the Scotist environment during the third decade of the fourteenth 
century, the questions testify to the debate on time which occupied the 
first generation of Scotists27. Furthermore, Anonymous makes frequent 


24 Landulphus Caraccioli, II Sent., d. 1, q. 1, s.d., s.n. 

25 Ioannes Canonicus, Commentarium in Physicorum, 1. IV, q. 6, a. 3, ed. Venetiis 
1481, s. n. 

26 Anonymus, Utrum in uno instanti reali possint assignari diversa signa, ms. Città 
del Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Vat. lat. 1012, ff. 93ra-94va. For a description 
of this manuscript see A. PELZER, Codices Vaticani Latini, II, pars prior, Civitas Vaticana, 
In Biblioteca Vaticana 1931, 493-499. On the set of the anonymous questions see V. 
Doucet, «L'oeuvre scolastique de Richard de Conington OFM», Archivum Franciscanum 
Historicum 29 (1936) 394-444: 413, and P. GLORIEUX, La littérature quodlibétale de 1260 
à 1320, II, Paris, Vrin 1935, 324. 

27 Some of them have been already published, as the Quaestio «Utrum sit dare 
aliquod tempus discretum, ex istantibus compositum» (see S. WŁODEK, «Une question 
scotiste du XIVe siécle sur la continuité du temps», Mediaevalia Philosophica Polonorum 
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reference to Scotus, and reveals himself as an upholder of the theory of 
signa as a solution to the problem of change. Apart from this general 
standpoint which is very similar to Caraccioli’s, it is particularly 
worthwhile to analyse the doctrinal position Anonymous here adopts on 
the ontological status of the signum. 

Anonymous, presenting the usual criticism against the real or mental 
existence of signa, uses the very same arguments as Baconthorpe, as we 
can see: 


Tunc generaliter arguitur contra signa instantis sic: vel talis divisio est secundum 
rem, vel secundum rationem. Si secundum rem, quero de uno istorum: aut est 
ultimum divisibile, aut non. Si sic, erit processus in infinitum. Si non, aut ergo tale 
indivisibile dicitur instans, aut non. Si sit instans, et non est divisibile in signa, 
negatur propositum. Si autem non sit instans, si ponatur quod sit quid indivisibile 
in instanti, non ponitur magis probabilis quod illud sit indivisibile quam primum 
instans secundum se, quia illud est, et solum, tale quod est realiter indivisibile, et 
in quo terminatur divisio possibilis in tempore est dicendum esse instans. 

Si autem dicatur quod dividitur in signa secundum rationem, contra: quando aliqua 
sunt unum et idem secundum rem, quicquid est in uno realiter est in omnibus, et 
quod non est in uno non est in aliquo eorum; sed in ultimo signo est ibi forma 
sequens, ergo et in omnibus signis fuit; et in ultimo signo non est forma precedens, 
ergo in nullo fuit, quod contradicit positionem eorum. Preterea, diversitas 
secundum rationem nihil facit ad hoc ut ea que secundum rem sunt diversa et 
contraria possunt simul esse realiter28. 


Unlike Baconthorpe, however, Anonymous expressly shares this 
general criticism, and what is more, he does not leave the question of the 
ontological status of signum unanswered. As is already implied in the 
above, Anonymous posits that the signa dividing a temporal instant are 
neither real entities nor mental, but imaginary ones: 


Dico ergo quantum ad istud quod instans non dividitur nisi secundum 
imaginationem nostram, secundum quod etiam ipsum evum possumus ponere 


12 (1967) 117-134). Three questions of the manuscript deliver a reportatum of the recently 
published Alnwick's questions on time (see G. ALLINEY, Time and Soul in Fourteenth 
Century Theology. Three Questions of William of Alnwick on the Existence, the Ontological 
Status and the Unity of Time, Firenze, Olschki 2002, «Biblioteca di Nuncius. Studi e Testi, 
45»). 

28 Anonymous, Utrum in uno instanti reali possint assignari diversa signa, ms. Vat. 
lat. 1012, cit., f. 93va. For Baconthorpe on this point see supra, note 15. 
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dividi secundum imaginationem nostram propter eius coexistentiam; propter talem 
autem imaginationem nunquam aliquod mensurabit quod alias non mensurat29. 


Prima facie the passage probably appears more puzzling than 
clarifying, whereas we are dealing not with a pun, but with an innovatory 
handling of the matter. Obviously, the key to the whole argument is to 
understand the difference between a «divisio secundum rationem» and a 
«divisio secundum imaginationem». I consider the difference lies in that: 
a division according to reason is an arbitrary one, grounded only in the 
free capability of our mind, and not at all in the real state of affairs. A 
division according to imagination, on the contrary, undoubtedly bases 
itself on the operation of our mental faculty, but also on the actual facts, 
because the result of this action must be in touch with objective reality - 
as the scholastics said, it has a «fundamentum in re». 

Anonymous briefly explains his opinion paralleling the divisibility of 
the time instant with the divisibility of the aevum, the measure of angelic 
existence. This very point deserves great attention: as is known, in 
fourteenth-century thought the term ‘aevum’ has a wide range of 
meanings, but the common definition is related to the measure of an 
incorruptible entity which, as the angel, has a beginning, but not an end, 
and possesses its being in a simultaneous and non-successive way30. A 
basic question, however, arises immediately: if aevum, like eternity, 
denotes the possession of the existence as a whole, without succession and 
alteration (tota simul), how is it then possible to speak of the before and 
the after? For example, if all the angels exist simultaneously, is it proper 
to say that the first angel has been created before the second, that is, to say 
that his aevum precedes the other’s? Similarly, between God and any 
angel, who exists before, and who lasts longer? In a word, the point is 
whether aevum and eternity may be considered ordered sets or not. 

The closeness of this query to that of the successiveness of the signs 
of nature is clear, and therefore the sense of the example Anonymous 
gives. Now, let we see the sophisticated solution of the first problem 


29 Anonymous, Utrum in uno instanti reali possint assignari diversa signa, ms. Vat. 
lat. 1012, cit., f. 93va. 

30 P. Porro, «Angelic Measures: Aevum and Discrete Time», in P. PORRO (ed.), The 
Medieval Concept of Time. The Scolastic Debate and its Reception in Early Modern 
Philosophy, Leiden-Boston-Köln, Brill 2001 (Studien und Texte zur Geistesgeschichte des 
Mittelalters, 75), 131-159: 143 ss. 
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reached by Henry of Ghent at the beginning of the last quarter of the 
thirteenth century. According to Henry, the comparison between the 
durations of two angels, or between those of God and an angel, makes 
sense only from a human point of view: we are constitutively embedded 
in time, and therefore we cannot conceive non-temporal entities. On the 
other hand, the issue in itself is meaningless because each duration it is 
not, in itself, successive, and so does not permit a before and an after: as 
Henry ironically concludes, the question is nothing other than wondering 
whether a sound is whiter than a colour3!. But all this does not mean that 
our speech on the priority of the first angel over the others is a nonsense. 
We are surely less perfect than angels or God, hence we must know reality 
in a defective way; nonetheless, through our sensibility we do know 
indeed something which is real, and in no way a mere figment of fancy. 
As we have already seen, Anonymous, saying that we can suppose 
the aevum, like the instant, to be divisible through our imagination 
because of its coexistence, hints in a few words at this opinion. However, 
we can find a more extensive handling of the matter in John the Canon. 
Immediately after the passage cited above, John goes on to give an 
example: today an angel is created, and tomorrow another, each of them 
with his aevum. Now, these two entities are different measures of 
permanent being, so between them there is neither an order of succession, 
nor a simultaneity, except perhaps in comparison with time or eternity, 
with which they coexist32. As is clear, this reasoning sounds like Henry’s, 
and is fairly consistent with the brief account by Anonymous. 


31 «Dicitur unum eviternum diutius fuisse quam alterum, et si numquam tempus 
fuisset, protensio evi sumenda esset per imaginationem [...] que modo intelliguntur circa 
ipsum ex respectu et comparatione sive protensione facta secundum intellectum aut 
imaginationem dicto modo ipsius nunc evi ad tempus [...]. Unde cum queritur quis prius 
erat, Deus aut angelus, et quis plus duravit, si positive intelligamus prius et posterius, plus 
et minus, et questio intelligatur ab«sque» omni protensione ad tempus cuius est in se 
habere prius et posterius, questio falsum supponit, scilicet quod in aliqua duratione sit prius 
et posterius [...]. Et non est aliud querere quis erat prius altero et querere an vox albior sit 
colore» (Henricus de Gandavo, Quodlibet V, q. 13, ed. Parisiis 1518, ff. 172v-173v). 

32 «Exemplum: hodie creatur unus angelus cum suo evo, cras alius cum suo evo; 
ista duo entia sunt distincte mensure entium permanentium, nec inter ea est ordo 
successionis nec simultas nisi forte per comparationem ad tempus vel ad eternitatem cui 
«co»existunt» (Ioannes Canonicus, Commentarium in Physicorum, 1. IV, q. 6, a. 3, ed. 
Venetiis 1481, s. n.). 
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Furthermore, the argument is also in keeping with the little which Landulf 
says, and may indeed be a completion of his wording. 

Allthe same, we must admit that the theory of signs is not convincing 
as a means to solve the actual riddle of change: it is hard to deny that 
priority between signs of nature - in the sense we have just seen — in no 
way entails a temporal order in the instant of change. In fact, that priority 
is a consequence of our temporal way of thinking, but the possibility of 
our conceiving the before and the after of an event is bound by the 
indivisibility of the instant itself. Consequently, there is no use in applying 
the line of thinking successful in dealing with the issue of the priority of 
angels, where the string of our time seems appropriate to represent by 
temporal means the relationship between the extra-temporal duration of 
eviterns. The parallel Anonymous appeals to may eventually be 
appropriate only if drawn with the duration in being of sublunary entities, 
and, as we shall see later, that is what John the Canon does. 


iv) Whatever the judgment on this kind of opinion, at this point our 
research is all but completed. There remains only a final worry: that of 
identifying the sense which John the Canon gives to the theory of signa. 
As is clear, John’s concern is not to explain the intensio et remissio formae 
in instantaneous change, but to broach the question of the metaphysical 
implication between different entities in some way related each other. 

On this account it is probably justifiable to presume that his tacit 
reference is not to Aristotle’s Physics, but to the Categories and above all 
to the Metaphysics, works where the Philosopher describes two non- 
temporal senses of the words ‘prior’ and, consequently, ‘simultaneous’. 
Actually, in Categories 12, 14b11-13, Aristotle claims that «for of things 
which reciprocate as to implication of existence, that which is in some 
way the cause of the other’s existence might reasonably be called prior by 
nature»33. This definition implies the causative role of the former entity 
towards the latter, but in Metaphysics V 11, 1019a1-5 Aristotle, leaving 
out any hint as to this causative relationship, posits that «some things then 
are called prior and posterior in this sense, others in respect of nature and 


33 JL. ACKRILL, Aristotle’s Categories and De interpretatione, Oxford, Clarendon 
Press 1963, 39. 
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substance, i. e. those which can be without other things, while the others 
cannot be without them»34. This notion of natural priority, as is well 
known, has had a significant success in Scholastic thought, particularly 
with respect to metaphysical issues. However, I think that in dealing with 
the topic at hand this metaphysical notion was incongruously connected 
with the notion of temporal priority of Physics 8 VIII, hence the 
theoretical oddities we have previously seen. For his part, John the Canon 
avoids mingling the physical field and the metaphysical, and therein lies 
the importance of his standpoint. 

In this regard, I think it is advisable to remember that Spade 
recognized the dependence on Aristotle of John’s wording but, making 
use only of his fourth question on the fourth book of Physics, he rightly 
pointed out that in the text «there is also a claim that natural priority is 
compatible with natural simultaneity, but there is no real attempt to make 
that claim good»35. I consider that we have found this attempt in the sixth 
question, where, as has been said, John employs the theory of signs in a 
way that is very close to the intention of Aristotle himself. 

Finally, it is instructive to note that John the Canon is not alone in 
bringing to bear the theory of signs on metaphysical issues. Anonymous 
indeed, in dealing with the problem of the existence of both the first 
instant of the following state and the last instant of the preceding state - a 
possibility obviously excluded in the Aristotelian view - embraces a 
similar stance. Proving himself to be in line with Henry of Ghent, 
probably the first to propose this solution, and with Scotus, who took up 
and developed this position36, Anonymous claims that even the existence 
of the permanent forms is measured by aevum or by its part, that is, by the 
measure of non-successive, simultaneous entities. Therefore the existence 
of such a form is in turn non-successive, tota simul until it is, without the 
before and the after, and consequently, the Scotist continues, it is 
reasonable that, properly speaking, there is neither a first instant nor a last: 


Quantum ergo ad istud, an sit dare ultimum in esse sicut primum, posset forte 
probabiliter dici quod proprie loquendo neque esset dare primum neque ultimum, 


34 W.D. Ross, The Works of Aristotle translated into English, v. 8: Metaphysics, 
Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1928. For that is said here see Spade, «Quasi-Aristotelianism», 
297-298. 

35 SPADE, «Quasi-Aristotelianism», 303. 

36 Porro, «Angelic Measures: Aevum and Discrete Time», 148-149. 
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nam si vera sit opinio que dicit quod exsistentia forme permanentis mensuretur 
evo, sive ex parte evi, nec est dare primum neque ultimum. Sic nec ex parte 
exsistentie talis forme, et hoc rationabiliter, quia in exsistentia non est dare primum 
et ultimum, sive prius et posterius, quia tota est quamdiu est, et tota eius exsistentia 
est solum per unum instanti evi in quo non est prius et posterius secundum se37. 


In short, identifying the drift of what has been said, we can recognize 
that in the Scotist milieu the Aristotelian theory of natural simultaneity, 
related to the Scholastic theory of aevum as measure of the existence of 
every being38, is sometimes applied to solve the metaphysical question of 
change, and not only the physical one39. In this sense, the theory attempts 
to explain the connection between the extra-temporal world of the 
simultaneous existence of the forms, which represents the metaphysical 
state of affairs, and the temporal world of creatures in becoming, which is, 
however, the only point of view we actually have at our disposal to speak 
of reality. 


Universita degli Studi di Trieste 


37 Anonymous, Utrum in uno instanti reali possint assignari diversa signa, ms. Vat. 
lat. 1012, cit., f. 93vb. 

38 S.D. DUMONT pointed out that «the early fourteenth-century theory of change 
[...] appears to have developed in Henry of Ghent’s Quodlibet X, q. 10, disputed in 1286» 
Henry, dealing with the problem of the freedom of the will, splitted «the instant at which 
the will free acts against a correct intellect in two signs [...] in the prior sign the will is free 
in the first sense [that is, cause of error in intellect] and in the posterior sign free in the 
second [that is, able to act contrary to a correct intellect]» (S.D. DUMONT, «Time, 
Contradiction and Freedom of the Will in the Late Thirteenth Century», Documenti e Studi 
sulla Tradizione Filosofica Medievale IV/2 (1992) 561-597: 595-596). 

39 Also Landulf seems near such a position: see also supra, note 3. 


ETERNITE DE L'AME ET EXPERIENCE MYSTIQUE 
ETERNITY OF THE SOUL AND MYSTICAL EXPERIENCE 
ETERNIDADE DA ALMA E EXPERIENCIA MISTICA 


RALF M. W. STAMMBERGER 


DIE LEHRE VON DER PRÄLAPSARISCHEN ERKENNTNIS . 
DER ENGEL BEI HUGO VON SANK VIKTOR, PETRUS 
LOMBARDUS UND IN ZEITGENÖSSISCHEN SENTENTIAE | 


In ihrer jüngst erschienenen umfänglichen Studie «Von der 
Erkenntnis der Engel»2 haben Wouter Goris und Martin Pickavé einen 
Einblick in die theologische Debatte um die Erkenntnis der Engel im 
ausgehenden dreizehnten Jahrhundert gewährt. In dem von ihnen 
untersuchten anonymen Sentenzenkommentar wird die Frage danach, ob 
die Engel mittels «species» erkennen, im Anschluß an die distinctio XIV 
des III. Buches der Sententiae in IV libris distinctae des Petrus Lombardus 
diskutiert unter dem Titel «Vtrum angelus siue anima Christi, ut 
generaliter accipiatur questio, intelligat per speciem»3. In der distinctio 
XIV verarbeitet der Lombarde eine seinerzeit weithin beachtete Debatte 
zwischen seinem Lehrer Hugo von Sankt Viktor und Walter von Mortagne 
über die Frage, ob die «anima Christi» die gleiche «sapientia» habe wie 
Gott, bzw. ob sie alles wisse, was auch Gott weiß4. Am Anschluß an Hugo 
löst der Lombarde die Frage dahingehend auf, daß er erläutert, die «anima 
Christi» wisse vermittels der ihr von Gott gegebenen «sapientia» alles, 


1 Ich danke Rainer Berndt SJ, Marcia Colish und Constant Mews für hilfreiche 
Hinweise bei der Erstellung des Manuskripts. 

2 W. Goris, M. PICKAVÉ, «Von der Erkenntnis der Engel: Der Streit um die 
‚species intelligibilis‘ und eine ‚quaestio‘ aus dem anonymen Sentenzenkommentar in ms. 
Brügge, Stadsbibliotheek 491», in J.A. AERTSEN, K. EMERY, A. SPEER (eds.), Nach der 
Verurteilung von 1277: Philosophie und Theologie an der Universität von Paris im letzten 
Viertel des 13. Jahrhunderts. Studien und Texte, Berlin - New York 2001, 125-177 
(Miscellanea Mediaevalia 28). 

3 Ibid., p. 163. 

^ Vgl. Petrus Lombardus, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae, LIN, d. XIV, c.1.1. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du XIe Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (5.1.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. IIl, pp. 1853-1862. 
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was Gott weiß, doch dies nicht ebenso «clare et perspicue»5 wie Gott 
selbst und sie verfüge überdies nicht über dessen «potentia». Die Frage, ob 
die «anima Christi» vermittels von «species» erkenne, war die 
konsequente Fortsetzung dieser Fragestellung unter den erkenntnis- 
theoretischen Rahmenbedingungen des dreizehnten Jahrhunderts. Eine 
Erkenntnis, die nicht «clare et perspicue» erfolgte, mußte. im Gegensatz 
zur unvermittelten Erkenntnis Gottes als durch «species» vermittelt 
erscheinen. Insofern die Erkenntnis der Engel sich gleichermaßen von der 
unvermittelten Erkenntnis Gottes unterschied, konnte sie mit der 
Erórterung der Erkenntnis der «anima Christi» verbunden werden. 

Der eigentliche Ort, an dem in den Sententiae die Frage der 
Erkenntnis der Engel erórtert wurde, findet sich jedoch im II. Buch, 
distinctio HI, c.56. Nach dem ersten Buch, das den drei göttlichen 
Personen gewidmet ist, erórtert das zweite Buch die Schópfung und hier 
wiederum zuerst die vernunftbegabten Geschópfe. Unter diesen wiederum 
stehen die rein geistigen Geschópfe, die Engel, vor jenen, die mit einem 
Kórper verbunden sind. Zu Beginn der distinctio II wird das Thema der 
Untersuchung wie folgt beschrieben: 


De angelica itaque natura haec primo consideranda sunt: quando creata fuerit, et 
ubi, et qualis facta dum primo conderetur; deinde qualis effecta aversione et 
conversione quorundam; de excellentia quoque et ordinibus et donorum differentia, 
et de officiis ac nominibus aliisque pluribus aliqua dicenda sunt7. 


Die Frage nach der Art der erschaffenen Engel («quales facti fuerint 
angeli») wird sodann in distinctio III c.1.2 in einer von Hugo entlehnten 
Passage aus De sacramentis christianae fidei mit dem Hinweis auf vier 
Figenschaften beantwortet: 


Et quatuor quidem angelis videntur esse attributa in initio subsistentiae suae, 
scilicet [1] essentia simplex, id est indivisibilis et immaterialis; [2] et discretio 
personalis; [3] et per rationem naturaliter insitam intelligentia, memoria et voluntas 


5 Petrus Lombardus, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae, 1.IU, d. XIV, c. 1.3. 

6 Hierzu und zur fühscholastischen Angelologie insgesamt vgl. G. TAVARD, Die 
Engel, Freiburg - Basel - Wien 1968 (Handbuch der Dogmengeschichte II.2b) 60-65; M. 
CoLisH, Peter Lombard, 2Bde, Leiden - New York - Köln 1994 (Brill‘s Studies in 
Intellectual History 41), Bd. 1, 342-353 und M. Cousa, «Early Scholastic Angelology», 
Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 62 (1995) 80-109. 

7 Petrus Lombardus, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae 1.II, d.II, c. 1.1. 
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sive dilectio; [4] liberum quoque arbitrium, id est libera inclinandae voluntatis sive 
ad bonum sive ad malum facultas: poterant enim per liberum arbitrium, sine 
violentia et coactione, ad utrumlibet propria voluntate deflecti8. 


In der von Petrus Lombardus hier verwendeten Vorlage, Hugos De 
sacramentis, weicht der Text zumindest in der in der Patrologia latina 
edierten Fassung, nur leicht von der Fassung ab, die sich in den Sententiae 
findet9. 

In der anderen Hauptquelle des Lombarden für die Erörterung der 
Engel, der Summa sententiarum, werden demgegenüber nur drei Attribute 
aufgezählt: 


In prima conditione tria videntur esse attributa; [1] essentia indivisibilis et 
immaterialis, et ideo indeficiens per rationem naturaliter insitam; [2] intelligentia 
spiritualis; [3] liberum quoque arbitrium, quo poterat sine violentia ad utrumlibet 
voluntate deflecti10. 


Während der erste und der dritte Punkt aus der Summa sententiarum 
wörtlich dem ersten und vierten in Hugos De sacramentis entspricht, 
weicht der zweite Punkt von Punkt 3 bei Hugo ab. Die «discretio 
personalis» findet sich in der Summa sententiarum gar nicht, so daß sie als 
Quelle des Lombarden an dieser Stelle ausscheidet. 

Wir wissen nun, daß Otho von Lucca die Summa sententiarum aus 
den Sententiae Anselmi und Sentenzen des Hugo von Sankt Viktor 
zusammengestellt hatll. Aus Lucca kam auch die Initiative, Petrus 
zunächst zu Bernhard von Clairvaux zuschicken haben, der ihn dann 


8 Petrus Lombardus, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae LI. d.II, c.1.2; vgl. Hugo 
de Sancto Victore, De sacramentis I, 5, 8 (PL 176, c. 250): «Si quis quaerat qualis in 
exordio suo facta sit vel condita spiritualis natura, quatuor sunt ista quae proposuimus et 
diximus angelis in conditione sua attributa; hoc est primum substantiam simplicem et 
immaterialem; secundum, discretionem personarum; et tertium formam sapientiae et 
intelligentiae rationalem; quartum vero sive ad bonum sive ad malum liberam inclinandae 
voluntatis et electionis propriae potestatem». 

9 Möglicherweise gibt diese Abweichung jedoch einen Hinweis auf die konkrete 
Fassung von De sacramentis, die der Lombarde in der Bibliothek von Sankt Viktor 
verwendet hat. 

10 Summa sententiarum 11,2, PL 176, c.81. 

11 Vgl F GASTALDELLL «La ‘Summa sententiarum’ di Ottone da Lucca: 
Conclusione di un dibattito secolare» Salesianum 42 (1980) 537-546. 
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seinerseits Abt Gilduin von Sankt Viktor anempfahl. Die Sententiae 
Anselmi kennen ebenfalls eine Dreiteilung der Attribute der Engel: 


Incorpoream creaturam, id est, angelos, deus a principio condidit, et eis in sua 
creatione hec tria dedit, [1] essentiam simplicem et indissolubilem [...] [2] 
Sapientes omnes ex sua creatione fuerunt, et cognitionem magnam habuerunt de 
deo, et creaturarum et ipsius creatoris sui [...] [3] Liberum quoque arbitrium 
habuerunt [...]12. 


In der von Weisweiler edierten Sentenzensammlung Deus de cuius 
principio et fine tacetur wird zwar eine Dreizahl von Gründen der 
Erschaffung der Engel erwähnt («His tribus de causis creavit»), aber in der 
Durchführung wird nur der freie Wille, also der 3. Punkt, erwähnt 
(«Quibus etiam dedit liberum arbitrium»)13. 

In den von F. Stegmüller edierten Sententiae Berolinenses findet sich 
ebenfalls eine Trias, die auch ausgeführt wird: 


Creavit Deus angelos dando eis tria in ipsa creatione. [1] Indissolubilem scilicet 
essentiam et indeficientem; [2] magnam cognitionem de se creatore et creaturis; [3] 
dedit etiam eis liberum arbitrium, scilicet scientiam discernendi inter bonum, et 
malum!4, 


Wie die entsprechende Stelle in den Sententiae de divinitate gelautet 
haben mag, ist nicht festzustellen. Die Sententiae de divinitate sind nach 
dem ihnen vorangehenden Widmungsbrief von Hugos Schüler Laurentius 
von Durham als «reportatio» seiner Vorlesungen aufgezeichnet und von 
Hugo selbst korrigiert worden. Sie sind in drei Handschriften überliefert, 
jedoch offenbar nicht vollständig. So findet sich im Anschluß an den 
Prolog eine Liste von 12 Kapiteln, von denen jedoch nur 3 überliefert sind. 
Die uns interessierende «quinta pars» «de creatione angelorum» fehlt 
somit. Die Sententiae de divinitate sind bis in die Anordnung des Materials 
hinein die unmittelbare Vorlage von De sacramentis. In diesem Hauptwerk 


12 Sententiae Anselmi, F. PL. BLIEMETZRIEDER (ed.), Münster 1919 (Beiträge zur 
Geschichte der Philosophie im Mittelalter 18,2-3), 47-153, hier 49f = Heiligenkreuz, 
Stiftsbibliothek 236, f.42d. 

13 Sententiae ‘Deus de cuius principio et fine tacetur’, H. WEISWEILER (ed.), in: 
Recherches de theologie ancienne et médiévale 5 (1933) 245-274, hier 254f. 

14 Sententia Berolinenses, F. STEGMÜLLER (ed.), in Recherches de théologie 
ancienne et médiévale 11 (1939), 33-61, hier 42. 
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Hugos stellt die Abhandlung über die Engel ebenfalls den fünften 
Abschnitt dar. Die von Piazzoni für seine Edition der Sententiae de divinitate 
nicht verfügbare Handschrift Wroclaw, Rehdigerianus 61, hat jedoch einen 
umfangreicheren Textbestand als die beiden anderen Handschriften, so daß 
hier eventuell das fehlende Material zu finden wärel5. 

Die Vierzahl der Attribute der Engel findet sich also einzig in Hugos 
De sacramentis und dann in den Sententiae des Lombarden. 

Interessant ist aber vor allem, daß die Abhandlung in De sacramentis 
nach der Aufzähung der vier Attribute fortfährt. Hugo erläutert: 


Et sequitur post hoc consideratio magna necessaria ad intelligentiam veritatis et de 
spirituali substantia eorum et de sapientia ipsorum, et de libertate arbitrii, et de 
caeteris quae circa ista consistunt, utrum omnibus aequalia erant quae aequaliter 
omnibus inerant16. 


Die hier angekündigte «consideratio magna» des Wahrheitsver- 
stándnisses der Engel iibergehend, setzt der Lombarde (in LII, d.III, c.2) 
sein Zitat aus De sacramentis fort und übernimmt somit Hugos 
dreigliedrige Erörterung der Angelologie unter den Hinsichten von (1) 
«substantia», (2) «forma» und (3) «potestas». Diese Trias wird nun der 
Trias (1) «persona», (2) «sapientia» und (3) «arbitrium» zugeordnet!7. 
Indem Hugo die «substantia» mit «persona» verbindet («In personis enim 
substantia est»)18, kombiniert er elegant seine viergliedrige Aufzáhlung 
der Attribute der Engel mit der dreiteiligen Gliederung, wie sie sich in den 
verschiedenen älteren Sentenzensammlungen findet. 

Im nächsten Abschnitt, in dem nun die «substantia» erörtert wird, 
fehlt allerdings der Begriff «persona», der der vorangehenden Aufzählung 
zufolge zu erwarten gewesen wäre. Er beginnt mit den Worten: 


Hoc ergo quaeritur utrum essentiae illae rationales quae spiritus erant...19. 


15 Vgl. A.M. PIAZZONL «Ugo di San Vittore ‘auctor’ delle ‘Sententiae de 
divinitate'» Studi Medievali 23/2 (1982) 861-955, hier 927. Die Hs. ist zerstórt, es existiert 
jedoch eine film-kopie. 

16 Hugo de Sancto Victore, De sacramentis I, 5, 8 (PL 176, c. 250). 

17 Vgl. Petrus Lombardus, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae 1.II, d.III, c. 2.1; vgl. 
Hugo de Sancto Victore, De sacramentis I, 5, 8 (PL 176, c. 250). 

18 Hugo de Sancto Victore, De sacramentis I, 5, 8, PL 176, c. 250. 

19 Hugo de Sancto Victore, De sacramentis I, 5, 9, PL 176, c. 250. 
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Vergleichen wir hier wieder die entsprechende Stelle in den 
Sententiae des Petrus Lombardus, so sehen wir, daß sich hier der vermißte 
«persona»-Begriff eingefügt findet: 


Illae igitur essentiae rationales, quae personae erant et spiritus erant...20. 


Die sich bei Hugo anschließende Erörterung der Unterscheidung jener 
vernunftbegabten Wesen hinsichtlich ihrer unterschiedlichen «essentia», 
«sapientia» und ihres «arbitrium», faßt der Lombarde knapp zusammen?i, 
während sich in De sacramentis eine ausführlichere Erörterung findet, in 
deren Verlauf zur Begründung auf die «pulchritudo» einer in sich 
strukturierten Ordnung verwiesen wird: 


Et est pulchrum tamen in universitatis compage et ordine ista diversitas, in qua 
minus bonum malum non est, et differens bonum majus bonum est22. 


Diese Ordnung geht einher mit einer je unterschiedlichen «cognitio», 
die sich durch die Lenkung der «sapientia» ergibt. Je klarer die Erkenntnis, 
umso größer die «sapientia», umso höher ist die Position der jeweiligen 
Wesen. | 

Petrus Lombardus übernimmt in seiner Paraphrase dieser Passage 
diese Auffassung, allerdings verweist er zur Begründung einer solchen 
Ordnung nicht auf deren «pulchritudo», und er präzisiert die Weise des 
«moderamen sapientiae» durch die Einführung des Begriffs der Gnade 
(«gratia»)23. 

Im folgenden Abschnitt erörtert Hugo die Gemeinsamkeiten der 
Engel («Quod ergo spiritus erant, quod vita erant, quod indissolubiles vel 
immortales erant..»)24 und ihre Unterschiede («Quod autem natura 
potentes erant, quod essantia subtiles erant, quod intelligentia sapientes 
erant, et libertate voluntatis prompti ad utrumlibet et habiles...»)25. Die 
Unterschiede finden sich genau im Bereich jener eingangs erörterten 


20 Petrus Lombardus, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae 1.II, d.III, c. 2.2. 

21 Vgl. Petrus Lombardus, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae 1.II, d.IIL, c. 2.2. 
22 Hugo de Sancto Victore, De sacramentis I, 5, 9, PL 176, c. 250. 

23 Vgl. Petrus Lombardus, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae 1.II, d. UL, c. 2.3. 
24 Hugo de Sancto Victore, De sacramentis I, 5, 12, PL 176, c. 251. 

25 Hugo de Sancto Victore, De sacramentis I, 5, 12, PL 176, c. 251. 
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Attribute. Hugo begründet sie nunmehr mit einem neuen Argument, 
nämlich aus der Tatsache, daß es sich um geschaffene Wesen handelt und 
Geschaffenes notwendig stückhaft sei: 


Omne autem quod creatum est ex parte est, et ex parte potiens et sapiens et liberum 
ex parte26. 


Zwischen die Aufzählung der Unterschiede und deren Begründung 
hat Hugo einen Abschnitt über die Erkennbarkeit der Engel eingefügt. Die 
Unterscheidung jener Wesen kann demnach nur jener begreifen 
(«comprehendere»), der sie erschaffen und geordnet hat. Wir mensch- 
lichen Wesen hingegen nähern uns ihnen nur mittels unserer hinkenden 
Intelligenz und berühren sie lediglich mit unserem schwachen Erkenn- 
tnissinn27. Ihre Attribute sind unaussprechlich und dem menschlichen 
Sinn entrückt28. 

Interessanterweise stellt diese Erörterung der Erkennbarkeit der 
Engel - neben der Einteilung der Engel in neun Hierarchien - die einzige 
Parallele zu Hugos Kommentar zur Coelestis hierarchia des Pseudo- 
Dionysius dar. Dort erläutert er, daß die Engel nur durch Zeichen, die 
«secundum species visibiles figuratis» sind, erkannt werden können. 
Diese Erkenntnis erfolgt zwar mit dem inneren, dem unkörperlichen 
Auge, um nicht durch die getrübte Sehkraft des äußeren Auges verunklart 
zu werden, doch die «claritas» der Engel, durch die wir zur «claritas 
Patris» geführt werden, ist vermittelt durch die Offenbarung der Heiligen 
Schrift. Sie allein ermöglicht es, das Unkörperliche zu erkennen29. 

In De sacramentis folgt nunmehr eine jeweils dreifache 
Differenzierung der «potestas» und der «sapientia» der Engel. 


26 Hugo de Sancto Victore, De sacramentis I, 5, 12, PL 176, c. 251. | 

27 «Nos vero caligante intelligentia timide incedimus ad illa, et palpamus sensu 
cognitionis infirmae quae virtute non comprehendimus»; Hugo de Sancto Victore, De 
sacramentis I, 5, 12, PL 176, c. 251. 

28 «Quae igitur vis et quanta potentia fuerit invisibilium essentiarum; quaeve 
sapientia, qualisque libertas, et quantum in his commune omnibus, et quid singulis 
proprium vel singulare ac differens datum sit; valde ineffabile est et a sensu humano 
remoto»; Hugo de Sancto Victore, De sacramentis I, 5, 12, PL 176, c. 251. 

29 Vgl. Hugo de Sancto Victore, In hierarchiam coelestem II, 1, PL 175, c. 942. 
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Die anschließende dreifache Einteilung der «sapientia» lautet bei 
Hugo: 


...et erat trina cognitio in eis ut agnoscerent [1] ut facti erant, [2] similiter a quo 
facti erant, et [3] cum quo facti erant30. i 


Während er die dreifache Unterscheidung der «potentia» übergeht, 
macht sich Petrus Lombardus diese Einteilung zu eigen3l. Die weitere 
Erörterung dieser Einteilung, die sich bei Hugo findet, läßt der Lombarde 
jedoch aus. Von daher erklärt sich auch, warum er zuvor bereits den 
Verweis auf die «consideratio magna necessaria» des Wahrheits- 
verständnisses der Engel, die sich bei Hugo an die Aufzählung der vier 
Attribute der Engel anschließt, übergangen hatte. 

Die dreifache Einteilung der Erkenntnis selbst findet ihre Parallele in 
den Sententiae Anselmi und den Sententiae Berolinenses. Hier war die 
dreifache Erkenntnis der Engel bereits dem zweiten Attribut der Engel, der 
«sapientia» zugeordnet worden: ` 


Sapientes omnes ex sua creatione fuerunt, et cognitionem magnam habuerunt [1.] 
de deo, et [2.] creaturarum et [3.] ipsius creatoris sui [...]32. 


magnam cognitionem [1.] de se [2.] creatore et [3.] creaturis33. 


Der Vergleich dieser Stellen läßt es fraglich erscheinen, ob die Lesart 
«de deo» in den Sententiae Anselmi ursprünglich ist, wird doch hier die 
Gotteserkenntnis verdoppelt, während die Selbsterkenntnis entfällt. 

Die Erläuterung dieser Trias, die sich bei Hugo findet, bezieht sich auf 
die Zielrichtung der «cognitio» und ist insofern wesentlich präziser als die 
Summa sententiarum, die lediglich feststellt, daß den Engeln ein Zuwachs 
an Erkenntnis möglich sei34. | 


30 Hugo de Sancto Victore, De sacramentis I, 5, 14, PL 176, c. 252. 

31 Vel. Petrus Lombardus, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae 1. II, d. III, c.5. 

32 Sententiae Anselmi, F.Pl. BLIEMETZRIEDER (ed.), Münster 1919 (Beiträge zur 
Geschichte der Philosophie im Mittelalter 18, 2-3), 47-153, hier 49 = Heiligenkreuz, 
Stiftsbibliothek 236, f. 42d. 

33 Sententia Berolinenses, F. STEGMÜLLER (ed.), in Recherches de théologie 
ancienne et médiévale 11 (1939) 33-61, hier 42. 

34 «Praeterea sciendum est quod cognitio angelorum usque ad judicium augeri 
potest»; Summa Sententiarum II, 6, PL 176, c. 88. 
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Die Erkenntnis «quod facti sunt» ist verbunden mit der Erkenntnis 
von Gut und Böse, d.h. mit der «virtus» und dem freien Willen, die 
notwendig sind, um das Erkannte auch zu wählen. 

Die Erkenntnis «a quo» ist die Erkenntnis ihrer Herkunft und ihrer 
Bestimmung und somit entscheidend für die rechte Ausrichtung ihrer 
«intentio». 

Die Erkenntnis «cum quo» schließlich ist notwendig, um die ihnen 
gemäß ihrer Position im «ordo» zufallenden Aufgaben «ad invicem» und 
den ihnen untergebenen Kreaturen gegenüber zu erkennen. 

Anstelle der Darlegung die Struktur der «cognitio» der Engel, findet 
sich in den Sententiae des Lombarden die Erörterung der «dilectio Dei vel 
sui invicem»35. Der Terminus «dilectio» findet sich in diesem 
Zusammenhang bei Hugo nicht3®. 


Diese Beobachtungen zum Thema der Erkenntnis der Engel in den 
eng zusammenhângenden Sentenzensammlungen, in Hugos De Sacra- 
mentis und den Sententiae des Petrus Lombardus zusammenfassend, läßt 
sich feststellen, daß das Thema bei Hugo seine umfassendste Erörterung 
erfährt. Der Lombarde, dessen Werk für die weitere Geschichte der 
Erörterung dieser Frage ohne Zweifel äußerst einflußreich ist, kürzt seine 
Vorlagen stark zusammen. Seine eigenen Einfügungen sind wenige, aber 
von weitreichender Bedeutung, führt er doch die theologischen Kategorien 
«gratia» und «dilectio» hier in eine Fragestellung ein, in der diese zuvor 
nicht zu finden waren. Überdies akzentuiert er die Bedeutung des Begriffs 
«persona» weiter, der sich allerdings bereits bei Hugo fand. Er reduziert 
dadurch den neuplatonischen Ontologismus der Engellehre und zieht 
somit die Konsequenz aus einer Betrachtung der Beziehung auch der 
höheren Kreaturen unter der Rücksicht personaler Kategorien, die in der 
Erörterung der Willensfreiheit der Engel in den früheren Werken bereits 
angelegt war. Bezeichnenderweise erörtert der Lombarde die 
Willensfreiheit der Engel nur noch am Rande. So heißt es in der Rubrik 
«De libero arbitrio breviter tangit, docens quid sit»37. Von daher erscheint 


35 Petrus Lombardus, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae 111, d. IIT, c. 6. 
‘ 36 Auch der in der kritischen Edition an dieser Stelle angegebene Hinweis auf die 
Summa Sententiarum als Quelle erscheint fraglich. 
37 Petrus Lombardus, Sententiae in IV libris distinctae 1.II, d. V, c.2. 
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es konsequent, wenn er die genauere Erläuterung der «triplex cognitio» 
der Engel, die er bei Hugo vorfand, überging, war doch hier die 
Selbsterkenntnis der Engel unmittelbar mit ihrer Willensfreiheit 
verknüpft. Der lombardische Begriff der «dilectio» ließ sich nicht ohne 
weiteres in den Kategorien des «liberum arbitrium» fassen. Die 
Behandlung des «arbitrium» war zentral für die daran anschließende 
Frage des Falls der Engel, die in allen genannten Werken im Anschluß 
erörtert wird, hier aber übergangen werden muß. 


Hugo von Sankt Viktor - Institut für Quellenkunde des Mittelalters, 
Frankfurt am Main 


BARBARA FAES DE MOTTONI 


ASPETTI DELLA DOTTRINA DEL RAPTVS NEL SECOLO XII: 
BERNARDO DI CHIARAVALLE E ROBERTO DI MELUN 


Il rapimento in prima approssimazione si puö definire uno scarto 
rispetto allo stato cosiddetto normale, una rottura di equilibrio per eccesso. 
Nella trattatistica teologica del secolo XII sperimentano questo stato per lo 
più soggetti privilegiati che, benché mortali, conoscono di più e in modo 
diverso rispetto agli altri uomini e sperimentano situazioni di confine. 
Sono ad esempio i profeti, i contemplativi, alcuni personaggi emblematici 
della passata cultura giudeo-cristiana come Mosé, san Paolo, ma anche 
Adamo nel suo torpore indotto da Dio per formare da una sua costola 
Eval. Nel raptus il soggetto ha rarefazione o addirittura perdita della 
sensibilità corporea, in taluni casi anche della percezione immaginativa, 
fino ad arrivare alla perdita della ragione e ciò per aprirsi a forme di 
conoscenza superiori a quelle discorsivo-razionali, forme che globalmente 
si possono designare come illuminativo-rivelative. 

Mentre gli storici della filosofia o della teologia del Medioevo, anche 
recentemente, si sono occupati di altri fenomenti visionari quali il sogno e 
la profezia? per certe particolarità affini al raptus e spesso intersecantesi 


1 Cfr. Gen. 2, 21. Agostino designa il torpore di Adamo ora come sopore, ora come 
alienatio mentis, talvolta, come estasi, seguendo in ciò fedelmente il testo dei 70 (cfr. per 
esempio De Genesi ad litteram IX, 19, CSEL vol. 28/1, I. ZvcHA (ed.), Pragae 1894, p. 
294). Per lui raptus ed estasi sono spesso sinonimi. 

2 Mi limito a menzionare i due studi più recenti: per il sogno Th. RICKLIN, Der 
Traum der Philosophie im 12. Jahrhundert. Traumtheorien zwischen Constantinus 
Africanus und Aristoteles, Leiden 1998 (Mittellateinische Studien und Texte, 24); per la 
profezia M. SCHLOSSER, Lucerna in caliginoso loco. Aspekte des Prophetie-Begriffes in der 
scholastischen Theologie, Paderborn 2000 (Veröffentlichungen des Grabmann-Institutes, 
NF 43). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1863-1873. 
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con esso, a quest’ultimo finora & stata dedicata scarsa attenzione. Ciö & 
tanto piu singolare perché questo tema, come quello della profezia, & stato 
oggetto di trattazioni specifiche e puntuali da parte dei Medievali: è 
dibattuto infatti in una serie di questioni, molte delle quali a oggi ancora 
inedite, a partire almeno dalla metà del secolo XII e poi, soprattutto nella 
prima metà del XIII, istituzionalmente nella facoltà di teologia 
dell’università di Parigi; inoltre è reperibile nella produzione di esegesi 
biblica, in particolare in maniera ricorrente nei commenti alla II Epistola 
ai Corinzi, dove si parla del rapimento di san Paolo3. 

Le riflessioni dei Medievali sul raptus, malgrado una certa ripetitività 
dovuta alla riproposizione di motivi comuni, sono tra le più ricche e 
feconde, poiché investono, sviluppano e connettono ambiti disciplinari 
molto diversi e apparentemente distanti tra di loro, quali quello teologico, 
psicologico, conoscitivo, cosmologico, medico, e perché utilizzano 
approcci d’indagine insospettati, quali ad esempio, soprattutto nella 
seconda metà del secolo XII, quello semantico-grammaticale e l’uso di 
determinate figure retoriche, quale la sineddoche. 

I principali motivi che emergono da queste discussioni sono i 
seguenti: il raptus è uno stato di natura, oppure è sopra o contro di essa? 
Che parte ha la componente della violenza in esso? E’ frutto della libera 
iniziativa dell’uomo, oppure quest’ultimo è passivo e dipende unicamente 
da Dio? Raptus, excessus mentis, estasi, alienatio mentis designano lo 
stesso fenomeno, come suggerisce la Bibbia oppure si differenziano, ed 
eventualmente in che cosa? E’ assimilabile e in che misura ad altri 
fenomenti illuminativo-rivelativi, come il sogno, la profezia, e a stati di 
eccitazione come l’ebbrezza, oppure patologici come il delirio, la paralisi, 
la catalessi? Quale è il presupposto noetico che fonda la dottrina del 
raptus? Che cosa si vede durante esso? Dio, ma in che modo, 
immediatamente, faccia a faccia? Questa visione è in via, in patria o 
mediastina? In altre parole, ha le caratteristiche di quella del viatore, o di 
quella del beato, oppure è una visione intermedia (appunto mediastina) tra 
le due? In una tipologia di visioni - quella dei beati, degli angeli, dei 
profeti, dei contemplativi in via, dei filosofi, dei semplici fedeli, quale 


3 Per restare al secolo XII ricordo soltanto il Commentarius Cantabrigensis in 
Epistolam II ad Corinthios della scuola di Abelardo, le inedite questioni sul raptus di 
Stefano Langton e di Magister Martinus, la disputatio sempre su questo tema di Simone di 
Tournai. 
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posto occupa quella per raptum? La memoria che ruolo gioca? Il rapito 
ricorda ciò che ha visto, e ancora è in grado - ritornato allo stato normale 
- di riferire ciò che ha sperimentato? Lo può fare o deve mantenere segreto 
ciò che ha visto? Quanto dura il raptus? E” intra o extra corporeo, ovvero 
l’anima è rapita con il suo corpo, oppure fuori di esso? E dove? Al terzo 
cielo come indica una tradizione inveterata, ma che cos’é quest’ultimo? Il 
paradiso, un luogo corporeo, oppure un modo sublime e immediato di 
visione paragonabile a quello della gerarchia angelica più a contatto con 
Dio? E infine il registro noetico che ha il suo apice nella visione 
intellettuale di Dio è preponderante nella caratterizzazione del raptus, 
oppure ve ne è un altro ugualmente insistito che tende a privilegiare 
piuttosto l’unione intima ed affettiva del rapito con Dio? 

Poiché il tema, come si vede, comporta numerose implicazioni, è 
necessario selezionare il terreno d’intervento. Pertanto, dapprima 
delineerò brevemente il quadro che fissa le principali fonti di riferimento 
del tema del raptus; poi muovendo da una figura emblematica di rapito, 
ovvero da quella di Paolo rapito al terzo cielo, esaminerò alcune linee 
interpretative emergenti da scritti del secolo XII appartenenti a due generi 
letterari molto diversi, quello della meditazione teologico-spirituale da un 
lato, quello delle questioni teologiche dall’altro. Come esempio del primo 
genere esaminerò Bernardo di Chiaravalle, del secondo Roberto di Melun. 


H 


Il retroterra di tale tema è costituito dalla Bibbia, soprattutto 
dall’episodio del rapimento di Paolo al terzo cielo (17 Cor. 12, 2-4) come 
si è detto, da Agostino e dalla glossa del Lombardo a questo passo della 
lettera ai Corinzi. Poiché la glossa è principalmente un’esposizione 
selettiva, ma riassuntivamente completa tratta da Agostino, accenno 
soltanto al passo scritturario e all'apporto di Agostino. L'episodio nella II 
Epistola ai Corinzi è riportato in questi termini: parlando in terza persona 
(Scio hominem etc.), Paolo riferisce di essere stato rapito 14 anni prima 
fino al terzo cielo e di essere stato rapito in paradiso dove ha udito parole 
segrete; in ambedue i casi non sa se il suo raptus sia stato intra o extra 
corporeo. Dal suo racconto non è chiaro se terzo cielo e paradiso si 
identifichino, soprattutto esplicitamente è assente il tema della visione di 
Dio invece dominante in molte riflessioni sul raptus a partire da Agostino: 
l’ Apostolo infatti ode parole segrete (audivit arcana verba), ma non dice 
di aver visto alcunché. 

Agostino nel libro XII del De Genesi ad litteram propone un’ampia 
esegesi del raptus di Paolo riassumibile in tre motivi principali: 1. 
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l'ignoranza di Paolo: egli infatti non sa se fu rapito con o senza il corpo, 
ovvero se la sua anima era nel corpo, e dunque nel rapimento ebbe soltanto 
perdita di sensibilita, paragonabile a quella del veggente o di chi dorme o 
cade in estasi; oppure se l’anima era fuori di esso, ovvero se egli mori 
veramente e totalmente per tutta la durata del fenomeno4; 2. la teoria delle 
tre visioni corporea, spirituale e intellettuale e la superiorità di 
quest’ultima rispetto alle precedenti per la sua infallibilità dovuta 
all’immediatezza tra soggetto conoscente e oggetto conosciuto5; 3. 
l’identificazione del terzo cielo al quale è rapito Paolo con il terzo genere 
di visione, l’intellettuale, ovvero quella in cui Dio è visto immediata- 
mente, faccia a faccia. Così Agostino dà al raptus paolino un oggetto: esso 
è appunto Dio visto faccia a faccia; stabilisce inoltre il presupposto 
richiesto per l’attuazione del raptus, che egli caratterizza per sottrazione: 
tale presupposto è la morte del corpo, non si sa però se vera e totale, 
oppure soltanto come messa a tacere del funzionamento della percezione 
sensibile e immaginativa, dal momento che il campo d'azione del raptus è 
il mondo dei puri intelligibili. 

Agostino farà scuola, soprattutto tra gli autori di quaestiones sul 
raptus, per cui complessivamente le posizioni emergenti dal genere 
letterario delle quaestiones, si connotano come variazioni intorno alla 
posizione di Agostino su questo tema. 


Una delle più profonde e coinvolgenti utilizzazioni del motivo 
paolino si legge nel De gradibus humilitatis et superbiae di Bernardo, 
composto prima del 1125. In esso egli descrive tre gradi o stati di verità, 
nei quali operano le persone trinitarie, e ai quali egli adatta il linguaggio e 
l’esperienza del rapimento dell’ Apostolo. 

Al primo grado, quello della verità severa, si ascende con la 
mortificazione dell’umiltà e si è condotti dalla ragione che scruta dentro di 
noi; al secondo, quello della verità pia, con l’affectus della compassione, 
che commisera il prossimo; al terzo, quello della verità pura, si è rapiti per 


4 Augustinus, De Genesi ad litteram XII, 5, CSEL vol. 28/1, p. 386. 

5  Laprima fa vedere realtà corporee, la seconda immagini di cose corporee assenti 
e in questa rientra un ampio spettro di conoscenze patologiche e non, quali l'onirica, la 
divinatoria e l'estasi tutte apparentate nella comune alienazione dai sensi corporei; la terza 
infine fa vedere gli intelligibilia, ovvero realtà che non solo non sono corpi, ma non recano 
la minima traccia di rassomiglianza con essi, quali le virtü e Dio stesso (cfr. De Genesi ad 
litteram XII, 24, CSEL vol. 28/1, p. 416 e XII, 31, p. 425). 
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excessum contemplationis che solleva alle realtà invisibili6. Nel primo 
grado opera il Figlio, che nella sua incarnazione è modello di umiltà; nel 
secondo lo Spirito santo infondendo la carità; nel terzo il Padre che 
accoglie nella sua gloria, esalta e tiene stretta nel suo abbraccio l’anima?. 
La ragione, pura per effetto dell’umiltà, e la volontà, infiammata dal fuoco 
della carità, costituiscono l’anima perfetta, che divenuta degna di essere 
ammessa alla stanza del re, per cui langue d’amore, il Padre agglutina, 
unisce strettamente a sé come sposa gloriosa. Di quest’unione, in questa 
unione in cui la ragione e la volontà perdono la loro funzione, perché l’una 
non pensa a se stessa, l’altra non pensa al prossimo, l’anima soltanto 
gioisce8. Qui nella stanza del re 


...modicum, hora videlicet quasi dimidia, silentio facto in caelo, inter desideratos 
amplexus suaviter quiescens ipsa quidem dormit, sed cor eius vigilat, quo utique 
interim veritatis arcana rimatur, quorum postmodum memoria statim ad se reditura 
pascatur. Ibi videt invisibilia, audit ineffabilia, quae non licet homini loqui. 
Excedunt quippe omnem illam, quam nox nocti indicat, scientiam; dies tamen diei 
eructat verbum, et inter sapientes sapientiam loqui, et spiritualibus spiritualia licet 
conferri9. 


Esperienza breve quella dell’unione mistica che si consuma nel 
silenzio temporaneo (una mezz'ora circa) e durante il quale l’anima dorme 
riposando dolcemente nell’amplesso desiderato; dorme, ma il suo cuore 
veglia; dormono i sensi corporei, ma ciò che ha di più profondo e vivo 
vigila, quasi reso più acuto dal sonno dei sensi: il suo cuore infatti scruta 
gli arcana, del cui ricordo si nutrirà ritornata in se stessa. Là vede le cose 
invisibili e ode le ineffabili che l’uomo non può riportare, perché 
oltrepassano ogni conoscenza comunicabile da una ragione umana 
all’altra, ma che Dio può dire all’anima amante. 

Se il languore per l’assenza dell’oggetto amato, se la gioia per 
l’unione con esso, indicano incisivamente la direzione erotico sponsale 
propria della mistica di Bernardo, la brevità dell’esperienza, il sopore dei 


6 Bernardus Claraevallensis, De gradibus humilitatis et superbiae VI, 19, J. 
LECLERCQ e H.M. RocHaIs (eds.), Romae 1963, pp. 30-31 (S. Bernardi Opera, vol. III). 

7 De gradibus humilitatis et superbiae VII, 20, p. 31. 

8 De gradibus humilitatis et superbiae VIL 21, p. 32. 

9 De gradibus humilitatis et superbiae VII, 21, p. 33. Questo passo e il contesto 
precedente sono stati interpretati magistralmente da E. GILSON, La Théologie mystique de 
Saint Bernard, Paris 19693, p. 128 sq. (Etudes de philosophie médiévale, 20). 


1868 BARBARA FAES DE MOTTONI 


sensi, la visione degli arcana, la loro indicibilitä sono i connotati ricorrenti 
del fenomeno del raptus sottolineati da tutti coloro che si occupano e si 
occuperanno di esso, anzi - come indica il preciso richiamo agli arcana e 
alla loro ineffabilità - del raptus di Paolo. Unione e rapimento 
costituiscono così per Bernardo un’endiadi imprescindibile; essi hanno il 
loro fulcro nella gioia prima, nel sonno che è pace dei sensi e 
contestualmente nella visione degli arcana poi, infine nel rivivere e 
assaporare nel ricordo ciò che si è provato, poiché questa esperienza non 
solo non è perduta, dimenticata nel ritorno allo stato normale, ma anzi 
alimentata, nutrita dalla memoria. 

Secondo Bernardo, che - come accennato precedentemente - adatta il 
linguaggio e l’esperienza del rapimento dell’ Apostolo ai tre gradi o stati di 
verità, Paolo li ha percorsi tutti. Al terzo grado però, il terzo cielo, 
diversamente che agli altri due, non è condotto, ma rapitol0. Bernardo 
dunque distingue tra essere condotti ed essere rapiti e fonda tale 
distinzione primariamente sulle operazioni delle persone trinitarie (discesa 
del Figlio in terra, missione dello Spirito santo, stare del Padre nei cieli) e 
solo di conseguenza sull’attività dell’uomo. Il Figlio conduce l’anima al 
primo grado, il primo cielo, che è quello dell’umiltà, lo Spirito santo al 
secondo, il secondo cielo, quello della misericordia. Ora colui che è 
condotto coopera, ossia lavora attivamente al raggiungimento di queste 
mete (l’umiltà e la misericordia) sotto la direzione e l’aiuto del Figlio e 
dello Spirito santo, perché il primo è disceso dal cielo, si è incarnato, per 
aiutarci, il secondo è stato mandato per consolarcill. Invece colui che è 
rapito, è portato senza sapere dove, non poggia più sulle sue forze ma su 
quelle altrui, è inerte, si lascia passivamente agirel2. Ora questo rapire, 
trarre a sé, è proprio della persona del Padre per il fatto che non è mai 
disceso in terra, non è mai stata mandato e invece - sempre in quanto 


10 «Putas hos gradus Paulus non transierat, qui usque ad tertium caelum se raptum 
fuisse dicebat? Sed quare raptum et.non potius ductum?» (De gradibus humilitatis et 
superbiae VIII, 22, p. 33). 

11 «Ad primum itaque sive ad medium caelum ductus vel adiutus Apostolus 
ascendere potuit; ad tertium autem ut perveniret rapi oportuit. Nam et Filius ad hoc legitur 
descendisse, ut iuvaret ascensuros ad primum, et Spiritus sanctus missus fuisse, qui 
perduceret ad secundum» (De gradibus humilitatis et superbiae VIII, 22, p. 33). 

12 «Qui vero rapitur, non suis viribus, sed alienis innixus, tamquam nescius, 
quocumque portatur, nec de toto in se, nec de parte gloriatur, ubi nec per se, nec cum alio 
aliquid operatur» (De gradibus humilitatis et superbiae VIII, 22, p. 33). 
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persona trinitaria - si trova nei cieli e li resta. Per questo Paolo non é stato 
condotto al terzo cielo, ma rapitol3! Cosi coloro che il Figlio chiama al 
primo cielo per mezzo dell’ umiltà, lo Spirito santo associa al secondo per 
mezzo della caritä, il Padre li esalta al terzo per mezzo della 
contemplazionel4. L'unione dell'anima a Dio si caratterizza pertanto per 
Bemardo come il risultato di un rapimento ovvero di un’assunzione di essa 
a opera del Padre, in seguito alla restaurazione operata dal Figlio e dallo 
Spirito santo su di essa. 

Se la perdita d’orientamento, o meglio delle coordinate spaziali legate 
alla percettività sensoriale, la perdita di forza fisica e l’inerzia conseguente 
sono le prime caratteristiche del soggetto rapito colte da Bernardo, altre 
emergono a rafforzare e completare il quadro della differenza che egli 
individua fra l’essere rapito - condizione che Paolo condivide con il 
profeta Elia e il patriarca Enochl5 - ed elevarsi, proprio di Cristo che, 
come si legge in Atti 1, 9, si elevò in cielo dinnanzi agli occhi degli 
Apostoli. Questo elevarsi non fu un rapimento improvviso, non fu una 
sottrazione furtiva, ebbe dei testimoni (gli Apostoli appunto), avvenne 
all’insegna della sua onnipotenza, poiché Cristo quando volle ascese al 
cielo (come quando volle discese), stabilì a suo beneplacito testimoni e 
spettatori, luogo, tempo, giorno e ora della sua elevazione, che avvenne 
con le sue sole forze, senza alcun aiuto esternol6. 


13 «Pater vero, licet Filio et Spiritui sancto semper cooperetur, numquam tamen aut 
de caelo descendisse, aut ad terras legitur missus fuisse» (De gradibus humilitatis et 
superbiae VIII, 22, p. 33)... «Patrem autem in sua persona, licet nusquam non sit, nusquam 
tamen invenio nisi in caelis, ut in Evangelio: Et Pater meus qui in caelis est, et in oratione: 
Pater noster qui es in caelis. Unde nimirum colligo, quod quia Pater non descendit, 
Apostolus, ut eum videret, ad tertium caelum ascendere quidem non potuit, quo tamen se 
raptum memoravit» (De gradibus humilitatis et superbiae VII, 22-23, p. 34). 

14 «Quos ergo ad primum caelum per humilitatem Filius vocat, hos in secundo per 
caritatem Spiritus aggregat, ad tertium per contemplationem Pater exaltat» (De gradibus 
humilitatis et superbiae VIU, 23, p. 34). 

15 Cfr. nota seguente. 

16 «Ad quod iterum non subito raptus, non furtim sublatus, sed: Videntibus, inquit, 
illis, idest Apostolis, elevatus est. Non sicut Elias, qui unum, non sicut Paulus, qui nullum, 
- vix enim vel seipsum testem aut arbitrum habere potuit, ipso perhibente: Nescio, Deus 
scit-, sed ut omnipotens, qui quando voluit descendit, quando voluit ascendit, pro suo 
arbitrio arbitros et spectatores, locum et tempus, diem et horam expectans, videntibus illis, 
quos scilicet tanta visione dignatur, elevatus est. Raptus est Paulus, raptus est Elias, 
translatus est Enoch; Redemptor noster legitur elevatus, hoc est ex seipso levatus, non 
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L’elevazione di Cristo é affermazione della sua onnipotenza a livello 
volitivo, decisionale, ed é segno della sua forza e indipendenza da tutto e 
della sua signoria su tutto, anche del momento in cui tale ascesa avverrà; 
invece il rapimento dell’ Apostolo al terzo cielo, quello di altri personaggi 
neotestamentari, e quello dell’anima perfetta, ha come presupposto la loro 
impotenza, la loro dipendenza, l’abbandono di ogni iniziativa e 
cooperazione. Non solo, è un’esperienza breve, fugace, improvvisa, 
fortuita, ancorata alla custodia di segreti da non rivelare e dunque chiusa a 
ogni istanza di socialità, di comunicazione!7 e, almeno per Paolo, 
un'esperienza solipsistica, senza testimonil8. 

Se l’impianto trinitario nella realizzazione dell’unione mistica è a 
livello teologico il segno più rilevante e fecondo della posizione di 
Bernardo nel De gradibus humilitatis, nel De diligendo Deo vengono più 
incisivamente sottolineati gli aspetti psicologici di questa unione 
dell’anima con Dio, ovvero l’ebbrezza d’amore per Lui, la perdita di sé, lo 
svuotamento del proprio io, quasi il suo annichilamento, e le conseguenze 
in relazione al corpo e a livello socialel9. Queste ultime ribadiscono 
inequivocabilmente come tale unione - effetto di un rapimento che 
presuppone la passività, l’inazione, la spoliazione di ogni proprium - sia 
per il soggetto che la detiene uno stato sì eccezionale, ma comunque 
passeggero; dunque non uno stato di beatitudine totale ed eterna come 
quella del beato in patria, ma quello di una condizione ancora mortale e 
terrestre, aperta per un momento alla dimensione dell’uomo celeste, ma 
che patisce e soffre dolorosamente tutti i condizionamenti del mondo; e, 


aliunde adiutus. Denique non currus vehiculo, non angeli adminiculo, sed propria virtute 
subnixum suscepit eum nubes ab oculis eorum» (De gradibus humilitatis et superbiae VIII, 
23, p. 34). 

17 «Tertio ad arcana veritatis rapiuntur et aiunt: Secretum meum mihi, secretum 
meum mihi» (De gradibus humilitatis et superbiae VIII, 23, p. 35). 

18 Cfr. supra nota 16. 

19 «Quando huiuscemodi experitur affectum, ut divino debriatus amore animus, 
oblitus sui, factusque sibi ipsi tamquam vas perditum, totus pergat in Deum et, adhaerens 
Deo, unus cum eo spiritus fiat, et dicat: Defecit caro mea et cor meum; Deus cordis mei, et 
pars mea Deus in aeternum? Beatum dixerim et sanctum, cui tale aliquid in hac mortali 
vita raro interdum, aut vel semel, et hoc ipsum raptim atque unius vix momenti spatio, 
experiri donatum est. Te enim quodammodo perdere, tamquam qui non sis, et omnino non 
sentire teipsum, et a temetipso exinaniri, et paene annullari, caelestis est conversationis, 
non humanae affectionis» (De diligendo Deo X, 27, J. LECLERCQ e H. M. ROCHAIS (eds.), 
Romae 1963, p. 142 (S. Bernardi Opera, vol. III). 


ASPETTI DELLA DOTTRINA DEL RAPTVS NEL SECOLO XII 1871 


ciò che è più importante, è richiamata a ritornare, vivere nel mondo per il 
vincolo di solidarietà fraterna che la lega a esso. Infatti chi in vita per un 
istante sperimenta il grado supremo dell’amore di Dio, in cui ha luogo la 
deificazione20, subisce l’invidia del mondo, è turbato dalle inquietudini 
del giorno, appesantito dal suo corpo mortale, importunato dalle necessità 
della carne e, ciò che è più cogente, richiamato dalla carità fraterna21! 


Le Questiones de epistolis Pauli di Roberto di Melun databili tra il 
1145-1155, sono uno dei primi esempi di commento scritturario in forma 
di questioni e denunciano chiaramente l’adozione del metodo dialettico in 
questo ambito. Ciò appare chiaramente anche nella trattazione della 
questione sul raptus, il cui tema è se quello di Paolo fu intra o extra 
corporeo, come rivela l’incertezza di Paolo che a questo proposito afferma 
di non sapere. Per Roberto quest’incertezza va intesa come una duplice 
possibilità: durante il rapimento l’anima dell’Apostolo può essersi 
separata dal corpo e aver visto Dio in sé; oppure può soltanto aver messo 
a tacere le facoltà percettive, essere rimasta nel corpo, e aver contemplato 
Dio. In ambedue i casi è valida l'affermazione che l’uomo non può vedere 
Dio e insieme vivere, poiché in ambedue i casi si è spogliato del suo essere 
uomo22. 

Vedere Dio in sé e contemplarlo — ambedue possibili nel caso di Paolo 
— designano due modalita differenti di visione, di cui la prima é superiore 
e di altra natura rispetto alla seconda: l’una infatti presuppone la 
cessazione della vita, l’altra invece una forma minimale di essa e solo il 
silenzio della sensibilità per lasciare interagire una forma superiore di vita 
non naturale. 


20 «Sic affici, deificari est» (De diligendo Deo, X, 28, p. 143). 

21 «Et si quidem e mortalibus quispiam ad illud raptim interdum, ut dictum est, et 
ad momentum admittitur, subito invidet saeculum nequam, perturbat diei malitia, corpus 
mortis aggravat, sollicitat carnis necessitas, defectus corruptionis non sustinet, quodque his 
violentius est, fraterna revocat caritas» (De diligendo Deo X, 27, p. 142). 

22 «Est autem ad hoc dicendum, quia utrumque contingere potuit, vel quia anima a 
corpore separata Deum in se viderit, vel quia anima libera a sensibus corporis in ipso 
corpore sic Deum contemplaretur; et quoniam alterutrum istorum contingere potuisset, 
recte dubitando dicit Apostolus: Sive in corpore, sive extra corpus etc. Unde quodcumque 
istorum fuerit, salva erit auctoritas illa: Non videbit me homo et vivet, quia utroque modo 
potuit hominem exuisse» (Questiones theologice de epistolis Pauli, R.M. MARTIN (ed.), in 
Oeuvres de Robert de Melun, vol. II, Louvain 1938 (Spicilegium sacrum lovaniense, 
Etudes et documents, 18), p. 242). | 
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Cosi il rapimento di Paolo si presenta con questa duplice valenza: o di 
morte totale, anche se temporanea, o di solo obnubilamento, messa fuori 
uso, delle facoltä percettive. Mentre quest’ultimo perö si iscrive in un 
registro comunque di naturalità, la morte rimanda a un altro ordine di 
problemi metafisici e teologici, che però Roberto non affronta e che vanno 
oltre per non dire contro l’ordine della natura: di come cioè dalla morte si 
possa ritornare alla vita, e chi possa operare questo ritorno. Infatti 
all’obiezione che individua chiaramente che il raptus extra corpus, 
comporta morte radicale di quest’ultimo per abbandono dell’anima da 
esso23, Roberto risponde semplicemente che certo se questa fu la modalità 
del rapimento di Paolo, il suo corpo morì, ma che poi ritornata l’anima, 
riprese vita24. 

Particolare attenzione dedica poi Roberto all’ obiezione che introduce 
al tema della presunta «ingiustizia» di Dio. Essa riguarda la beatitudine di 
Paolo accordatagli nel rapimento, ed è così formulata: la visione 
intellettuale di Dio, avuta dall’ Apostolo, è una visione di Lui uti est, una 
piena conoscenza nella quale vi è la somma beatitudine. Paolo pertanto nel 
raptus fu in perfetta beatitudine. Ma la beatitudine è tale che una volta 
acquisita o non si perde, oppure se acquisita viene tolta da Dio, è oggetto 
di un’ingiustizia da parte di costui. Detto altrimenti, o Paolo doveva 
restare beato o Dio è stato ingiusto nei suoi confronti. 

La risposta di Roberto risolve il dilemma. Per lui infatti, come aveva 
già indicato Agostino, la beatitudine di Paolo nel raptus è solo 
un’anticipazione di quella futura, concessa per aiutarlo a perseverare con 
fermezza nell’amore e nel servizio a Dio e per desiderare con più forza il 
tempo in cui lo riceverà. Proprio per questo valore di anticipazione della 
vita e delle gioie future, assolta questa sua funzione, Dio può mettere fine 
ad essa, senza per questo essere ingiusto25. 


23 «Item, si extra corpus fuit, ita scilicet quod anima a corpore separata fuerit, 
nunquit corpus mortuum fuit?» (p. 242). 

24 «Si vero extra corpus fuit, mortuum corpus fuit, quia ab anima desertum; sed 
iterum anima redeunte, vivificatum» (p. 242). 

25 «Si autem Deum uti est vidit, plenam cognitionem de Deo habuit; et sic in 
perfecta beatitudine fuit. Quomodo ergo ab ea differri potuit? Bene sic Deus servo suo 
dilectissimo beatitudinem et gaudium futurum quod accepturus erat preostendere potuit, ut 
firmius in eius dilectione et servitio perseveraret, et tempus recipiendi vehementius 
desideraret: quemadmodum formam corporum qualia sint futura post resurrectionem 
tribus discipulis in monte transfiguratus Dominus ostendit» (pp. 242-243). 
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CONCLUSIONE 


La posizione di Bernardo si distingue nettamente da quella di Roberto 
e in generale dei posteriori autori di quaestiones principalmente per due 
elementi. Mentre costoro iscrivono il rapimento di Paolo prevalentemente 
in un registro noetico, che ha il suo apice nella visione intellettuale di Dio 
di origine agostiniana, egli invece lo considera all’interno di un percorso 
di gradi spirituali, che coinvolgono la totalità dell'anima e nella sua 
potenza razionale e in quella volitiva, e il cui culmine è costituito 
dall’unione di essa, purificata e infiammata d’amore, con Dio e dalla 
trasformazione che costui opera in essa. In questa unione - espressione di 
una mistica dai connotati sponsali, come indica anche l'assiduo richiamo 
al linguaggio erotico del Cantico dei Cantici - l’elemento conoscitivo non 
è perduto; potenziato proprio grazie a essa, è attuato però non da una 
facoltà razionale o intellettuale, ma dal cuore. 

Mentre poi i posteriori autori di quaestiones — seppure con 
accentuazioni differenti - pongono in una sostanziale linea di continuità il 
passaggio di Paolo fino al terzo cielo, Bernardo opera una netta cesura tra 
primi due gradi e il terzo: ai primi si può arrivare aiutati con le proprie 
forze, mentre a quest’ultimo, che corrisponde misticamente al momento 
dell’unione con Dio, si può solo essere rapiti; stabilisce inoltre con 
chiarezza alcune caratteristiche dello stato del rapito riconducibili alla 
mancata coscienza di ciò che gli sta succedendo e all’inerzia fisica. 


CNR, Milano 
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INTELLECT ET IMAGES DANS «LA VISION DE DIEU AUX 
MULTIPLES FORMES» DE GUIRAL OT. 


Le traité de Guiral Ot sur La vision de Dieu aux multiples formes rend 
compte de la question de quodlibet qu’il tint 4 Paris 4 la fin de l’annde 
1333. Elle lui valut de comparaitre 4 plusieurs reprises devant les 
théologiens de l’université de Paris convoqués par le roi en personne, et de 
se rétracter en leur présence sur deux points concernant l’immédiateté de 
la vision et son changement au jugement dernier. Nous ne nous.attarderons 
pas longtemps sur les conditions historiques et doctrinales de la rédaction 
de ce texte que nous avons déjà eu l’occasion d’étudier!. Disons 
simplement que la querelle de la vision béatifique déclenchée par Jean 
XXI bat alors son plein. Rappelons que dans son interpretation des 
sermons de Toussaint de Bernard de Clairvaux, il affirmait que les àmes 
des saints ne verraient pas Dieu avant le jugement dernier et devaient se 


1 Cfr. Ch. TROTIMANN, La vision béatifique des disputes scolastiques à sa 
definition par Benoît XII, Rome, 1995 (Bibliothèque des Ecoles Françaises d' Athênes et de 
Rome, 289), La vision de Dieu aux multiples formes. Le quodlibet de Guiral Ot: édition 
critique, traduction, introduction et notes, Vrin, Paris, 2001 (Sic et non); «Guiral Ot, De 
l’éternité au temps et retour. Conjectures à partir du De multiformi visione Dei», The 
Medieval Concept of Time, studys on the scholastic debate and its reception in early 
modern philosophy, P. PoRRO (ed.), Leiden, Brill 2001, pp. 287-317. Sur Guiral Ot et son 
œuvre: L.M. DE Rik, «Works by Gerald Ot (Gerardus Odonis) on Logic, Metaphysics and 
Natural Philosophy rediscovered in Madrid, Bibl. nac. 4229», Archives d’Histoire 
Doctrinale et Littéraire du Moyen Age (1993) 173-193; cet article permet de réactualiser 
pour les ceuvres philosophiques du moins, celui déjà très complet de C.V. Langlois, «Guiral 
Ot, frère mineur», Histoire littéraire de la France, XXXVI (1927), pp. 203-225; Cfr. 
également Giraldus Odonis OFM, Opera Philosophica, I Logica, L.M. DE RUK (ed.), 
Leiden, Brill, 1997. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Medievale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1875-1886. 
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contenter jusque lä sous l’autel du Christ (Apoc. 6, 9), de contempler son 
humanité. La crise s'était assez vite propagée à la chrétienté tout entiére: 
ses ennemis de la cour de l’empereur joignaient à leurs listes d’hérésies 
"relevées dans ses bulles sur la pauvreté quelques items sur la vision 
béatifique, en vue d’alimenter la réflexion d’un concile qui pourrait le 
destituer. Mais les écrits théologiques affluaient 4 sa demande de toute 
l’Europe: de la cour de Naples comme de l'Allemagne des chevaliers 
Teutoniques, la plupart défavorables à la thèse du pape. A Avignon où il 
comptait ses plus fidéles défenseurs parmi les franciscains, ceux venus 
d'Oxford en particulier, comme John Lutterell et Gauthier de Chatton, la 
discussion théologique d'abord menée sereinement dans des questions 
disputées en curie s'était envenimée aprés le sermon provocateur du 
dominicain Thomas Walleys. Accusant les partisans de la thése pontificale 
de clientélisme, il s'était rapidement retrouvé dans les prisons de 
l’inquisiteur franciscain. Malgré la mobilisation théologique de ses 
confrères, Armand de Belvézer, alors maître du Sacré Palais, ou le vieil 
évéque de Meaux Durand de Saint-Pourgain, il fut jugé par l'inquisition. 
La condamnation de plusieurs propositions extraites de son sermon, mais 
aussi du traité de Durand de Saint-Pourçain était méme la dernière täche 
accomplie par Guiral Ot avant son départ pour Paris en compagnie 
d’Amaud de Saint Michel. Là, ayant prêché en faveur de la thèse du pape, 
il déclencha une vive réaction du roi et fut convié à une dispute de quodlibet 
à l'Université. Le sujet en semblait anodin en sa formulation scotiste: la 
théologie est-elle une science spéculative ou pratique? Mais aprés quelques 
préliminaires en début de premier article d'un classicisme irréprochable, et 
avant de consacrer le second article de quelques lignes à des conclusions de 
la méme eau tirée directement de Scot, Guiral Ot, afin de répondre à cette 
question se demande quelle est la finalité de la science théologique. Or cette 
finalité n'est autre que la vision de Dieu, mais qui comporte plusieurs 
formes et sera le vrai sujet traité au long de 50 folios sur 53. 

Nous voudrions dans cette communication rappeler d'abord les 
implications noétiques de la distinction opérée par Guiral Ot entre la 
vision de Dieu aprés le jugement dernier, en ce monde et par les ámes 
séparées. Nous verrons ensuite que c'est à propos de la vision de Dieu par 
les sages ici-bas que sont d'abord pensés de maniére plus détaillée les 
rapports entre intellect et image. Mais nous constaterons dans un troisiéme 
temps que cette noétique bien peu aristotélicienne a des conséquences sur 
les capacités spéculatives reconnues aux âmes séparées. 
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I. VISION INTELLECTUELLE DE DIEU: TROIS CAS DE FIGURE, TROIS FORMES 
SUCCESSIVES 


Le coeur du texte est ainsi divisé en six conclusions. Quant à la vision 
de Dieu, le maitre franciscain envisage trois cas de figure: celle des 
ressuscités aprés le jugement dernier, celle des sages en ce monde, celle 
intermédiaire des ämes séparées2. Elles constituent respectivement les fins 
ultimes, prochaine et intermédiaire de la théologie. Cette distinction 
opérée dans les trois premiéres conclusions lui permet, dans les trois 
suivantes3 en paraissant renvoyer dos 4 dos détracteurs et partisans du 
pape, de plaider en fait longuement en faveur de sa thése. La quatriéme 
conclusion entend montrer: «que les âmes saintes séparées de leurs corps 
n’ont pas encore, avant le jugement final, cette vision la plus parfaite», 
entendons, celle des ressuscités. Elle est en fait l’occasion de développer 
les arguments en faveur du pape. Dans la «cinquiéme conclusion sont 
avancés des arguments prouvant que les âmes bienheureuses voient Dieu 
d’une vision parfaite», et il y «est encore montré qu’ils ne sont pas 
concluants». Cette fois, Guiral Ot critique longuement les arguments des 
adversaires du pape, en particulier ceux de Durand de Saint-Pourgain qu’il 
venait d'étudier en vue de sa condamnation par l'inquisition avignonnaise. 
Enfin la «Sixiéme conclusion, dans laquelle sont exposés les arguments 
prouvant que les ämes bienheureuses n'ont encore avant le jugement 
aucune vision de l'essence divine, et dans laquelle il est montré que ces 
arguments ne sont pas concluants», pourrait laisser croire à une neutralité 
du Général des franciscains. Mais alors que les deux précédentes couvrent 
à elles seules vingt cinq folios, soit prés de la moitié de l'ensemble du 
traité, cette conclusion en apparence défavorable au pape en représente à 
peine plus d'un. 

Guiral Ot est donc bien un partisan habile de la thése du pape, qui 
tente par la derniére conclusion de cette question de quodlibet de tirer son 
épingle d'un jeu qui a tourné mal pour lui à Paris. En fait sa position est 
relativement originale et surtout radicalement opposée à la solution de 
compromis envisagée par le cardinal cistercien Jacques Fournier qui 
deviendra Benoit XII, successeur de Jean XXII. Aprés ces précisions 
historiques, nous entrons ainsi dans les considérations noétiques sur le róle 


2 Guiral Ot, La vision de Dieu..., op. cit., respectivement, p. 91, 111 et 129. 
3 Id, ibid, respectivement, p. 157, 213, 259. 
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de l’intellect dans la vision béatifique. Pour Jacques Fournier en effet, la 
béatitude essentiellement constituée par la vision intellectuelle de 
l’essence de Dieu, devait connaître une triple augmentation d’intensité, 
dés la résurrection, au moment du jugement dernier et immédiatement 
aprés4. Par la résurrection, l’âme voit comblé le désir légitime de régir son 
corps qui, comme l’avait remarqué Augustin, pouvait distraire une partie 
de son attention de la vision béatifiante de Dieu. Au jugement dernier sont 
révélés les mérites et démérites de chacun, ainsi que la prescience et la 
prédestination divines. Cette manifestation de la bonté des saints et surtout 
de la sagesse divine ne devait-elle pas augmenter encore la connaissance 
et la joie des bienheureux? Enfin, le corps mystique du Christ réuni au 
complet aprés le jugement dernier pouvait entrer dans sa joie définitive, 
d’où une nouvelle augmentation d’intensité de la vision de cette humanité 
désormais complète unie à la divinité du et par le Christ. 

Or c’est d’une telle augmentation d’intensité de la forme que Guiral 
Ot ne veut pas. Pour lui, une augmentation par adition est possible pour la 
charité et pour les autres domaines relevant de la volonté. L’amour peut 
ainsi s’acheminer progressivement vers sa perfection. Mais dans le 
domaine de la vision intellectuelle, comme pour le bonheur qu’elle 
procure, il ne saurait en étre ainsi. Le bonheur est un tout parfait ne 
résultant pas d’un mouvement. Aristote l’affirmait déjà5. La connaissance 
parfaite est là ou elle n’est pas là, mais elle ne saurait atteindre sa 
perfection par un mouvement intensifiant sa forme. Ce ne peut donc étre 


^ Cfr. Ch. TROTTMANN, La vision béatifique, op. cit, p. 750-760. 

5 Aristote, Éthique à Nicomaque, 10, 4, 1174 a 13-19, Aristoteles Latinus, XXIV, 
3, p. 351, 1. 1-9, cité par Guiral Ot: «Bt per consequens sequi videtur quod non sit visio 
eadem numero hec et illa, nec se habeant sicut eadem forma remissa ad seipsam intensam. 
Hoc autem probo, quoniam ad omnem formam suscipientem magis et minus est motus, et 
ad omnem formam natam suscipere magis et minus potest esse motus; sed ad visionem non 
est motus, ut probatur 10 Ethicorum capitulo 4, quare visio non suscipit magis et minus. 

Minor probatur ita per Philosophum in virtute: Omnis forma, ad quam est motus, 
acquiritur in tempore ; motus enim omnis in tempore est. Sed visio acquiritur in instanti, 
non in tempore ; quare ad visionem non est motus. Item omnis forma ad quam est motus 
habet aliquam particulam que aliquo posteriori indiget ut perficiatur species forme, sed 
visio non habet ullam talem particulam que sic indiget aliquo tali particulari posteriori 
perficiente speciem visionis, cum ipsa visio sit totum quoddam habens propriam speciem, 
in quocumque gradu ponatur. Quare ad visionem non est motus. Item ad visionem non est 
generatio, quare nec motus», Guiral Ot, La vision de Dieu..., op. cit., p. 150-152. 
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une méme forme intellectuelle qui par intensification passerait de 
l’imperfection 4 la perfection. Il faut donc que la forme d'une 
connaissance imparfaite disparaisse pour laisser place à celle d'une vision 
parfaite. D’oü le titre du traité de Guiral Ot: la vision de Dieu passe par de 
multiples formes qui peuvent étre rangées sous trois catégories 
principales: celle de la vision de Dieu attente ici-bas par les hommes les 
plus sages et saints, celle seule parfaite réservée aux bienheureux aprés le 
jugement dernier, celle enfin intermédiaire qu’il est prét 4 concéder aux 
ames séparées. En cela il pourrait paraître en désaccord avec Jean XXII 
qui renvoyait toute vision de Dieu aprés le jugement dernier. Mais en fait 
il ne congoit de vision parfaite qu'à ce moment là. Les visions 
intellectuelles concédées auparavant ne sont pas à ses yeux la seule vision 
constituant la béatitude définitive. Celle-ci exige la forme parfaite que 
Dieu ne saurait concéder, selon lui, à titre définitif et comme récompense 
des mérites qu’après le jugement dernier Méme la vision des ämes 
séparées ne leur est accordée que pour un temps, et ne saurait donc 
constituer la forme ultime susceptible de durer l'éternité. Pourtant, ces 
trois visions sont bien des visions de Dieu, et des visions intellectuelles. 
Pour passer de l'une à l'autre, aucune intensification de la vision ne saurait 
suffire; il faut un «échange standard» de la forme. La dernière, la plus 
parfaite ne saurait étre médiatisée par quelque image, c'est donc en nous 
tournant vers celles des six conclusions qui concernent les deux formes de 
vision imparfaite que nous avons des chances de découvrir le róle que 
peuvent jouer images et intellect dans la vision de Dieu. 


II. LA VISION EN CE MONDE: INTELLECT ET IMAGE: LE MODELE DE LA 
PROPHÉTIE 


C'est d'abord dans la seconde des six conclusions qui structurent le 
Traité que se trouvent les développements noétiques les plus intéressants 
concernant le rôle respectif joué par l' intellect et les images dans la vision 
de Dieu atteinte dés ici-bas. Ici encore trois cas doivent étre 
envisagés, partant respectivement de l’Ecriture, du livre des créatures ou 
d'une espéce infuse. 

On y reconnaît la connaissance atteinte par les croyants, par les 
philosophes, enfin par les saints ou les grands souffrants. Dans le premier 
cas le fonctionnement de l'intellect dans la foi devrait retrouver des 
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questions classiques pour la théologie. Mais il n’en est rien. Guiral Ot 
reprend la distinction augustinienne entre la part d’adhésion et celle 
d’appréhension que peut comporter l’acte de foi. Mais il insiste sur le 
caractère instinctif d'une adhésion sans connaissance préalable du contenu 
de la foi Catholique. Il reprend méme 4 ce sujet, comme le faisait déjà 
Guillaume d’Auxerre, l’exemple avicennien venant illustrer le 
fonctionnement de l’estimative. Comme l’agneau sortant du ventre de sa 
mère la suit et fuit le loup, 


De méme un enfant qui renaît par les eaux du baptéme n’a eu aucune connaissance 
préalable de la vérité catholique ni de la fausseté de son contraire. Et pourtant par Ja 
grace infuse du Saint-Esprit, il posséde depuis sa naissance baptismale une sorte 
d'instinct surnaturel par lequel il est enclin à adhérer à la vérité catholique qu'on lui 
présente et à réprouver la fausseté de son contraire. Dans la mesure où tout fidèle a 
une foi intègre qui est à la fois adhésion et appréhension, selon la loi et l'Écriture 


divine, il voit Dieu en elle, ainsi que tout ce qui s’y rapporte, comme en un miroir$. 


Le maitre franciscain reconnaît bien une vision de Dieu dans la foi ici- | 
bas, mais i] en congoit le seul fonctionnement intellectuel sur le modéle 
instinctif d'un sensum fidei pensé selon l'analogie de l’estimative 
avicennienne. LU intellect ne voit pas Dieu face à face, mais dans un miroir: 
celui de l’Ecriture. La vision reste instinctive, comme celle de l'agneau qui 
n'a pas besoin de voir les crocs acérés du loup pour les fuir. Il faudrait 
s'interroger sur la part de l'image en cette médiation. Mais Guiral Ot ne 
s’y attarde pas. 

Quant à la vision de Dieu dans le miroir de la Création, elle lui donne 
l'occasion de passer en revue les preuves de l'existence de Dieu oü 
l'intellect découvre Dieu par les causes, par les fins, par les degrés de 
perfection. Sans indiquer si elles portent sur un contenu différent, le maitre 
franciscain précise que ces connaissances relévent des trois habitus de 
science d'intelligence et de sagesse. Ces habitus intellectuels sont selon lui 


6 «Simili modo, puer de utero baptismi renascens, nullam prius habuit notitiam de 
catholica veritate, nullam de opposita falsitate. Tamen, ex infusione Spiritus Sancti, 
quendam supernaturalem instinctum de baptismi utero secum trahit, per quem virtualiter 
inclinatur ut proposita sibi catholica veritate consentiat ei, et proposita sibi opposita falsi- 
tate dissentiat. Cum igitur fidelis quisque fidem integram habet adhesivam et 
apprehensivam, legem et Scripturam divinam, in ea tanquam in speculo videt Deum et ea 
que Dei sunt», Id., ibid., p. 112. 
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acquis par les philosophes grâce à l'étude et infus dans le cas des 
théologiens. Quant aux saints, ils voient Dieu non seulement dans le miroir 
de la Création par des habitus infus, mais aussi directement par des 
espéces infuses. 

Ce troisiéme cas donne ainsi lieu à une reprise de l'enseignement 
augustinien sur la prophétie distinguant vision corporelle, imaginaire et 
purement intellectuelle7. De la première bénéficia le roi Balthazar voyant 
une main écrire sur le mur de son palais (Dan. 5, 5-28). De la seconde 
avait bénéficié son Pére Nabuchodonosor voyant en songe le colosse aux 
pieds d’argile (Dan. 2, 31-35). De la troisième bénéficia Daniel, interpréte 
de ces signes. Seule cette derniére vision intellectuelle «fait le prophéte». 
Pourtant, la prophétie qui peut s'en passer, peut aussi s'accommoder de la 
médiation d'images provenant de réalités corporelles dans le premier cas 
ou directement de Dieu, dans le second8. L'exemple est alors celui de 
Jacob qui dit avoir vu Dieu face à face et avoir eu la vie sauve (Gen. 32, 
31), et l’apergut aussi dans le songe de l'échelle: 


Car étant alors bien réveillé, il avait vu de son ceil corporel la puissance qui luttait 
avec lui. S'il ne l'avait vue en fait que d'une vision corporelle, jamais un si grand 
patriarche et un si grand prophête n'aurait dit: «j'ai vu Dieu», ni n'aurait ajouté: «j'ai 
eu la vie sauve». C'est pourquoi l'on considère en général qu'il vit alors à la fois une 
forme corporelle par son ceil corporel et une forme incorporelle par l’œil de son 
esprit. C'est de la seconde maniére que le m&me Jacob vit ailleurs Dieu quand il vit 
en songe une échelle dressée sur la terre, dont le sommet touchait le ciel, lorsqu'il vit 
aussi les anges qui montaient et qui descendaient, ainsi que le Seigneur appuyé sur 
l'échelle qui lui disait: «Je suis le Seigneur, Dieu d’ Abraham ton ancétre, et le Dieu 
d'Isaac», dans la Genése, chapitre 28. Car alors, c'est par une vision imaginaire que 
Jacob vit tout ce qui est ici décrit comme presque corporel. 


7 Id, ibid, p. 122 sq. 

8 «Secundo sciendum quod intellectuali et prophetica visione contingit Deum 
videri quandoque concurrente visione corporali, quandoque concurrente visione 
ymaginaria et quandoque concurrente neutra.», Id., ibid., p. 122. 

9 «Primo modo Jacob viderat Deum, quando dixit: «Vidi Dominum facie ad 
faciem et salva facta est anima mea», Gen. 32, «31». Tunc enim vigilans oculo corporali 
viderat virum qui luctabatur cum eo. Si tamen sola visione corporali vidisset, nequaquam 
tantus patriarcha tantusque propheta dixisset: «Vidi Deum», nec adiecisset: «Salva facta est 
anima mea.» Quare videtur omnino, quod tunc et formam corpoream vidit oculo corporis 
et formam incorpoream oculo mentis. Secundo autem modo idem Jacob vidit alibi Deum, 
quando in sompnis vidit scalam stantem super terram, cuius cacumen tangebat celum, et 
vidit angelos ascendentes et descendentes et Dominum innixum scale dicentem sibi: «Ego 
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Cette derniére vision imaginaire s’accompagne d’ailleurs dans le cas 
de Daniel d’une vision intellectuelle puisqu’il comprend les paroles et 
perçoit la présence de celui qui affirme être «le Seigneur, Dieu 
d’Abraham». Mais c’est Paul qui est l’exemple de la vision purement 
intellectuelle. Encore faut-il distinguer selon Guiral Ot trois types de 
vision intellectuelle: 


Selon l'une, par la conversion de l’intellect vers les fantasmes habituels, selon l'autre 
par sa conversion vers certaines espéces représentées A la face de l’intellect, selon la 


troisième par sa conversion vers l'essence divinel0, 


Le premier cas est celui de David. Il est complexe aux yeux du 
Franciscain qui cite le Philosophe pour rappeler que l'intelligence a besoin 
des fantasmes. Mais il ajoute que dans sa vision, le roi ne subissait pas 
l'aliénation qu'ils produisent habituellementl1. Job est donné en exemple du 
second: 


Sans doute est-ce de la deuxiéme manière que le bienheureux Job vit Dieu, lorsqu'il 
lui dit au dernier chapitre de son livre: «Je t'avais connu par oui-dire, mais maintenant 
mes yeux te voient.» Car il avait d'abord entendu des voix corporelles ou imaginaires, 
mais ensuite, s'étant vu communiquer quelque espéce intelligible en laquelle il püt 
voir Dieu, il dit: «maintenant mon ceil», c'est-à-dire l'oeil de mon esprit ou mon 
intelligence, «te voitl2. 


sum Dominus Deus Habraam patris tui, et Deus Ysaac», Gen. 28, «13». Tunc enim Jacob 
vidit ymaginaria visione illa que hic describuntur quasi corporalia, puta scalam, et 
ascensum et descensum angelorum per eam, et appodiationem Dei super scalam», /d., ibid., 
p. 122-124. 

10 «Tertio sciendum quod visione intellectuali contingit Deum videre tripliciter. 
Uno modo intellectu converso ad fantasmata consueta, alio modo intellectu converso ad 
species aliquas ante faciem intellectus expressas, et tertio modo intellectu converso ad 
essentiam divinam», Id., ibid., p. 124. 

IL «Quia tamen secundum Philosophum necesse est intelligentem quemlibet 
fantasmata speculari vel aliquid aliud supplens vicem fantasmatum, et ipse David de 
communi lege non habuit aliquid aliud supplens vicem fantasmatum, ideo etiam in hiis que 
habebat ab instinctu Spiritus Sancti, sicut in aliis, utebatur absque alienatione fan- 
tasmatibus consuetis», /d., ibid. 

12 «Secundo modo forsan vidit Deum beatus Job, ultimo capitulo libri sui, dicens 
ad Deum: «Auditu auris audivi te, nunc autem oculus meus videt te». Quia prius voces 
corporales vel ymaginarias audiverat, postea vero data sibi aliqua specie intelligibili in qua 
posset videre Deum, dixit: «Nunc autem oculus meus», hoc est oculus mentis mee, seu 
intellectus meus, «videt te», Id., ibid., , p. 126 
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D’une vision de l’intellect, tourné constamment vers l’essence sans 
médiation, ce n’est plus Paul, dont le rapt fut passager, mais le Christ en 
son union hypostatique qui est l’unique exemple. Vision dont Guiral Ot 
précise qu’elle ne fut ni prophétique, ni spéculative, mais bien faciale. Ici 
le Christ fait figure d'exception. La vision intellectuelle la plus pure n'est 
pas ici-bas à portée du prophéte, et pourtant c'est à elle que disposent les 
trois types visions dont il bénéficie. Cette dialectique est Je point d'orgue 
de sa seconde conclusion consacrée à la vision de Dieu en ce monde, 
toujours médiatisée par quelque espéce. 


Certains disent pourtant qu'à supposer que le prophéte vit Dieu gráce à des espéces 
intelligibles imprimées en son intellect, et que gráce à elles, son intellect füt tourné 
vers l'essence divine sans la médiation de fantasmes et sans espéces intelligibles 
expresses qui en tiendraient lieu et place, il ne s'agiraitencore que d'une vision 
spéculaire et partielle, car une telle vision n'atteindrait pas l'essence divine telle 
qu'elle est en elle-méme, mais telle qu'elle est représentée en quelque espéce 
précédant la vision elle-méme et coopérant à sa formation. Quatriémement, il faut 
savoir que partout oü les saints de Dieu et ses prophétes disent l'avoir vu, c'est qu'ils 
l'ont vu d'une vision intellectuelle, bien que ce soit parfois, et méme le plus souvent, 
avec le concours d'autres visions!3. 


La position de Guiral Ot est subtile. Il affirme une vision intellectuelle 
de Dieu par les saints et les prophétes. Mais il concéde qu'elle soit le plus 
souvent médiatisée par des espéces imprimées par Dieu dans les cas les 
plus élevés. Si les meilleures images ne sont donc pas celles que le 
prophéte ou le saint tire de la connaissance ordinaire des choses 
corporelles à partir des fantasmes imaginatifs, on comprendra que le fait 
d'étre séparée du corps par la mort, n'est pas pour l'áme un obstacle à la 
spéculation, tant s'en faut. 


13 «Dicunt tamen aliqui quod, posito quod propheta videret Deum per species 
intelligibiles impressas intellectui et per eas intellectus converteretur ad divinam essentiam 
absque fantasmatibus mediis et absque speciebus intelligibilibus expressis, tenentibus 
locum et vices fantasmatum, adhuc esset visio specularis et ex parte, quia visio talis non 
esset visio divine essentie ut est in se, sed ut est representata in aliqua specie visionem 
ipsam precedente et ad eius formationem cooperante. Quarto sciendum est quod 
ubicumque sancti Dei et prophete dicunt se Deum vidisse, viderunt eum intellectuali 
visione, licet interdum et ut sepius alie accurrerent visiones» , Id., ibid. 
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ITI. LES AMES SÉPARÉES: INTELLECTS PLUS LIBRES DE SPECULER 
Guiral Ot I’ affirme dês le début de sa troisième conclusion: 


lame séparée du corps et purgée de toute souillure est plus habile et plus libre - aussi 
bien par nature que par gráce - pour la vision intellectuelle que lorsqu'elle est elle- 
méme réunie à un corps mortel et rebelle. C'est pourquoi la vision que possède l’àme 


séparée est plus excellente et plus parfaite que celle qu'elle a étant unie au corps14. 


Du cóté du sujet connaissant, Guiral Ot passe en revue les déficiences 
des sens, du nerf optique ou du cerveau pouvant entacher d'erreur la 
connaissance d’origine sensible. Mais du côté de l’objet, il évoque 
certaines de leurs qualités qui méme dans les réalités naturelles 
échapperaient à la sensibilité: 


il y a dans les réalités naturelles, outre les qualités sensibles, une quantité 
innombrable de qualités, comme les vertus des plantes, les propriétés des pierres, les 
influences des astres, les maniéres dont les animaux sont affectés. Il y a encore bon 
nombre de formes substantielles qui ne sont pas sensibles par elles-mémes, comme 
les intelligences séparées qui ne sont sensibles ni par elles-mémes ni par accident. Et 
par conséquent, des formes substantielles ou accidentelles de ce genre ne sont pas 
connaissables de maniére directe ou immédiate et distincte dans leur nature par l’äme 


unie au corps, tandis qu'elles le sont par l'àme séparél5. 


Ne peut-on voir ici quelque superstition? Quel est l'intérét pour les 
ämes séparées de percevoir les influences astrales sur les vivants ou encore 
les propriétés des gemmes et les vertus des simples? En revanche, on 
comprend aisément que leur état les mette en connaturalité avec les 


14 «anima a corpore separata et ab omni labe purgata est habilior et liberior, et per 
naturam et per gratiam, ad videndum intellectualiter quam ipsamet corpori mortali et 
rebelli coniuncta. Quare visio, quam habet anima separata, excellentior et perfectior est, 
quam visio quam habet ipsa coniuncta», Id., ibid., p. 128. 

15 «in rebus naturalibus sunt multe innumere qualitates preter sensibiles, puta 
virtutes herbarum, proprietates lapidum, influxus astrorum, affectiones animalium. Item 
sunt multe forme substantiales que non sunt per se sensibiles, ut intelligentie separate que 
nec per se nec per accidens sunt sensibiles. Nec per consequens huiusmodi forme 
substantiales vel accidentales sunt per animam coniunctam directe vel immediate et 
distincte in natura sua cognoscibiles ; tamen per animam separatam sunt directe, immediate 
et distincte cognoscibiles», Id., ibid., p. 132. 
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intelligences séparées. Le franciscain cite Algazel en faveur d'une telle 
connaissance, mais il envisage l’objection aristotélicienne: le mode naturel 
de comprendre, d’agir et de spéculer de l’äme ne se trouve-t-il pas dans 
son état uni au corpsi6? A grand renfort de citations patristiques et 
scripturaires, voire philosophiques (encore Algazel) Guiral Ot montre que 
non seulement l’äme séparée conserve ses facultés intellectuelles 
supérieures, mais encore qu’elle est plus libre et agile une fois débarrassée 
des lourdeurs du corps. Il ne se contente pas de s’appuyer sur l’autorité des 
Pères, il invoque encore l’expérience et en particulier celle des personnes 
dans le comas17. Leur áme reste unie au corps alors qu'elle n'en donne 
plus aucune information sensible, ce qui n'entrave nullement semble-t-il 
les activités de l’intellect. 

Notons que cet argument a un effet en retour: cette possibilité pour 
l’âme de spéculer une fois séparée du corps peut être anticipée dés avant 
sa séparation définitive par la mort. Guiral Ot envisage trois cas de ces 
dispositions dont il affirme qu'elles permettent dés ici-bas une possible 
connaissance spéculative des ämes séparées. Un parfait repos du corps 
permet à l’äme du contemplatif d’être suffisamment libre à son égard pour 
cela. L'amour excessif du mystique pourra encore provoquer un 
détachement semblable donnant accés à la connaissance de Dieu ou des 
anges si ardemment désirée. Mais celle-ci peut étre atteinte aussi de 
manière accidentelle par une douleur excessive. Le franciscain invoque ici 
l'exemple cité par Augustin d'un jeune homme blessé aux parties génitales 
dont les visions cessérent avec son rétablissement. Préférant en rester à 
cette allégation des expériences de comas remises à la mode récemment, 
nous ne revenons pas sur la longue argumentation tirée des Ecritures, qui 
vient compléter les arguments «de raison». 


CONCLUSION 


Si le docteur moral, s'oppose à l'augmentation d'intensité de la forme 
dans le cas de la vision, c'est sans doute principalement par fidélité à 
Aristote. Celui-ci affirme que comme la vision, la béatitude est un tout 
parfait qui ne saurait résulter d'un mouvement. La charité peut augmenter 


16 Id., ibid. 
17 Id, ibid., p. 136. 
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par intensification additionnelle de la forme, pas la vision intellectuelle. La 
beatitude congue comme vision de Dieu ne saurait donc résulter de 
intensification d'une forme imparfaite et temporelle au passage à 
l'éternité. Si volontiers fidéle à Aristote dans ses commentaires de 
l’ Ethique ou de la Physique, Guiral Ot prend pourtant des distances 
lorsqu'il s'agit de concevoir une noétique et une psychologie au service de 
sa conception originale de la vision de Dieu prenant trois formes 
successives: deux imparfaites (ici-bas et pour les ámes séparées), et la 
troisiéme, seule parfaite et définitive, réservée aux bienheureux ressuscités 
aprés le jugement dernier. Selon lui, les images qui sont le relais de la 
connaissance ordinaire ne sont pas nécessaires pour celle atteinte par les 
ámes séparées. Au contraire, la séparation de l’äme à l'égard du corps rend 
possible une connaissance intellectuelle plus directe des intelligences 
séparées. Mieux, une telle connaissance est possible dés ici-bas si l’äme 
est amenée volontairement, par l'ascése ou les excés de la dévotion, voire 
involontairement par une souffrance excessive, à se détacher du corps dont 
la médiation habituelle l'alourdit. La référence est alors plutôt Algazel 
qu'Aristote lorsqu'il s'agit d'envisager une connaissance de l'intellect 
humain prenant ses distances avec le corps et les images qui en 
proviennent. Ce qui paraissait à Thomas une trahison du réalisme 
Aristotélicien voulant que toute connaissance intellectuelle du réel soit 
médiatisée par les phantasmes imaginatifs, s'inscrit chez Guiral Ot dans 
une synthèse hétéroclite fidèle au stagirite sur la Physique et 1 Ethique. 
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Then Moses separates himself from the crowd, and with select priests reaches the 
height of the divine ascents. Even so, he is not with God, he contemplates not God 
himself — who is invisible — but the place where God is. I think this signifies that the 
most divine of what is seen or understood are certain subordinate principles of what 
is subordinate to him who transcends everything, by means of which his presence, 
which is above all thinking, is shown walking above the intellectual heights of his 
holiest places. 


And then Moses breaks loose from all that is seen and all that sees and enters the 
darkness of unknowing, the darkness that is truly mystical, in which he shuts off all 
that is cognitively received and comes to be in that, entirely impalpable and invisible 
— belonging entirely to him who is above all, and no one/nothing neither himself nor 
another, united to him who is utterly unknown by the cessation of all knowledge, for 
the best, knowing beyond mind by knowing nothing]. 


So writes Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagite at the end of Mystical 
Theology 1.3, at least according to the 12th century translation of John 


1 «Postea a multis segregatur, et cum electis sacerdotibus ad summitatem diuinarum 
ascensionum pertingit quamuis per haec quidem non fit cum deo; sed contemplatur non 
ipsum (inuisibilis est enim), sed locum ubi est. Hoc autem puto significare diuinissima 
uisorum et intellectorum esse subiectas quasdam rationes subiectorum omnia excedenti, per 
quae praesentia eius qui est super omnem cogitationem monstratur intelligibilibus 
summitatibus sanctissimorum locorum eius superueniens. Tunc et ab ipsis absoluitur uisis et 
uidentibus, et ad caliginem ignorantiae intrat quae caligo uere est mystica, in qua claudit 
omnes cognitiuas susceptiones, et in non palpabili omnino et inuisibili fit, omnis exsistens 
eius qui est super omnia, et nullius neque suiipsius neque alterius, omnino autem ignoto 
uacatione omnis cognitionis secundum melius unitus, et eo quod nihil cognoscit super 
mentem cognoscens» (MT 1.3; PG 3, 1000D-1001A, Dion. 575-577). Sarracen's translation 
of the Mystical Theology (MT) is contained in Dionysiaca, Ph. CHEVALLIER (ed.), vol. 1, 
Paris-Bruges, 1937, 565-669. English translation (modified) by Simon Tugwell in S. 
TUGWELL, (ed.), Albert and Thomas: Selected Writings, New York, 1988, 158. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I. E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1887-1898. 
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Sarracen. Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas, who use Sarracen’s 
translation, both comment on this passage. Albert provides the more 
detailed and extensive analysis in his Commentary on the Mystical 
Theology2. Aquinas cites the text in various passages throughout his 
writings3. 

Both offer roughly the same interpretation of this passage: namely, 
Dionysius is describing the highest form of knowledge possible in this 
life4. For, since our minds know God only through his effects, then to deny 
that God is like any effects means that the mind stands away from any 
attempt to know God through the intelligible species of material things 
that are proper objects of our intellect. In this denial, then, the mind is 
plunged into a darkness and unknowing in which, in knowing nothing 
about God through material things, it does not know anything about God 
save that God is separated from everything. 

This interpretation follows Aquinas’s interpretation of Dionysius’ 
mystical theology as constituting a «pre-eminent denial»: «since every 
similitude of creatures is deficient in respect of God and that itself which 
God is exceeds all that is found in creatures, whatever in creatures is 
known by us must be removed from God insofar as it exists in creatures». 
In this way, «that itself which God is remains hidden and unknown» to us6. 

Although this mystical union is the highest form of natural knowledge 
in this life, it still falls short of the knowledge that the blessed have of God 
in the next life7. For, the blessed in the next life and the angels see God 
face-to-face; that is, they see God through his essence. This knowledge 
constitutes the beatific vision of the dei-formed intellect: it is a 
supernatural knowledge for humans and angels since, according to 


2 Albertus Magnus, Super Dionysii mysticam theologiam et epistulas, ed. P. 
SIMON, Aschendorff, 1978. 

3 III Sententiarum, d. 35, q. 2, a. 2B; Summa contra gentiles, III, 49, Summa 
theologiae, I, q. 84, a. 5, obj,1; q.12, a.13. obj. 1; I-II, q. 3, a. 8, obj. 1 and ad 1; De veritate, 
q. 2, a. 1, ad 9; De potentia, q. 7, a. 5, obj. 14; In librum de causis, 6; In librum Boethii de 
trinitate, p. 1, q..1, a. 2, obj.1; p. 3, q. 6, a.3 , obj. 3; Super evangelium Johannis, 1,1, 11. 

^ Albert, Super Dionysii, 1 (p. 463,71-5); Aquinas, III Sententiarum, d. 35, q. 2, a. 
2B; Summa contra gentiles, III, 49; De veritate, q. 2, a. 1, ad 9. 

5 Albert, Super Dionysii, 1 (pp. 461-4). 

6 Thomas Aquinas, In librum beati Dionysii De divinis nominibus expositi (CDN), 
C. PERA (ed.), Marietti Taurini, 1950, I.1. 

7 For Pseudo-Dionysius' contrast between the knowledge of God in this lite and 
the next life, see DN 1.4; PG 3 592B-C, Dion., 28-31. 
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Aquinas, «in order that God be seen through His essence, the divine 
essence must be united with the intellect in some way as an intelligible 
form»8. Neither humans nor angels, although for different reasons, can 
know God in this way through their natural powers. 

This view of mystical union as intermediate between natural 
knowledge and a more perfected supernatural knowledge of God 
obviously presupposes a certain theistic metaphysics about God, namely, 
that God exists in himself as a self luminous infinite being whose essence 
is identical to his existence. But I would like to suggest a different, more 
radically Neoplatonic, way of reading this text that rests upon a different 
«metaphysics» and, thus, on a different interpretation of the relation 
between henosis (mystical union) and thinking (nous). To do this I would 
like to consider Plotinus and Damascius. I will conclude by noting some 
significant contrasts between this Neoplatonic approach to the text above 
and the approach taken by Aquinas and Albert. For, in contrast to Albert 
and Aquinas, henosis involves not just pre-eminent denial but, more 
radically, a «deconstruction» or reversal of such denial. 

Whether, and in what sense, Plotinus’s understanding of the one can 
be comprehended in terms of some sort of «theism» that posits the first 
cause as a transcendentally existent being is a matter of some debate. In 
light of several texts, particularly the latter part of Ennead 6.8, there is a 
long tradition well exemplified by Porphyry (who seems to identify the 
one and nous), and by such modern interpreters as John Rist, who argue 
that in some sense Plotinus ultimately attributes (infinite) being/actuality 
and thinking to the one9. While acknowledging texts in Plotinus that 
support this sort of reading, it seems to me that what is distinctive and 
radical in Plotinus (and constitutes the heart of Neoplatonic thought) is an 
analysis of the one, being, and thinking in terms of the logic the 
hypotheses of Plato’s Parmenides. 


8 Aquinas, De veritate, 8.1. 

9 J. Rust, Plotinus: The Road To Reality, Cambridge, 1967, pp. 25-6. Of course, it 
should be. acknowledged that in contrast to Plotinus, Pseudo-Dionysius posits the first 
cause as thinking (see, Divine Names, 7) and as «infinitely being» (DN, 5,9; PG 3, 825A11, 
Dion., 363). But, in the context of the Divine Names (DN), I would argue that these are 
causal designations of God and not names of some divine essence or substance. For a 
further discussion of this matter, see J. Jones, «The Character of Negative Mystical 
Theology for Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagite», Proceedings of the American Catholic 
Philosophical Association, 1977, 66-74. 
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As is well known, in the first hypothesis, Parmenides entertains a one 
in no way many. After showing that nothing can be predicated of such a 
one without making it many, Parmenides concludes: 


There is no way in which the one has being (ousia). Therefore, the one in no manner 
is existing. It cannot then be even to the extent of being one. Rather, if we can trust 
such an argument as this, it appears that the one neither is one nor is at all. You cannot 
say that it has anything or that there is anything of it. Consequently, it cannot have a 
name or be spoken of, nor can there be any knowledge or perception or opinion of it. 
It is not named or spoken of, nor a matter of opinion or knowledge or perception for 
any beinglo. 


Parmenides and his respondent, Aristotles, seem to dismiss this first 
one as a mere flatus vocis before proceeding to the one of the second 
hypothesis: a one being (Ev Ov) of which it can truly be said that it is. For 
the Neoplatonists, of course, the one of the first hypothesis is the source, 
beyond all thinking and being, of all thinking and being. 

For Plotinus, descriptions of the one producing nous/beingll cannot 
mean that there is some motion of the one which produces nous, else the 
productive motion will be second and nous/being will be third. So, when 
in Ennead, V,2,1 Plotinus writes about the production of nous/being from 
the one: «in the first genesis (1pótn YÉVAOLS) ..the one overflows 
(oxeppon) and the superabundance (UreprANpç) of the one produces an 
other», the superabundance (or, overabundance) of the one does not refer 
to the causality of the one as «between» the one and the other 
(nous/being). Rather, the genitive construction «superabandance of the 
one» already names the overflow and superabandance of the one as 
otherness to the one (procession). 

It is not that otherness is what is first produced in the overflow of the 
one; rather, otherness is the overflow/superabundance of the one as 
procession of the one. Of course, when superabundance is said of the one, 
this suggests that the one is other than itself. But, and this is crucial from 
the first hypothesis of the Parmenides: otherness to the one is 
asymmetrical: the superabundance of the one «is other» than the one B the 
one: not other than (its) superabundance. So Plotinus writes: 


10 Plato, Parmenides, 141D-142E. 
11 «Nous/being» refers to Plotinus’ second «hypostasis». 
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The first itself relates to nothing; but the others relate to it12. 


To say that it is the cause is not to predicate something incidental of it but of us, 
because we have something from it while that one is in itself. But speaking precisely 
neither «that» nor «is» should be said13. 


Conversely, nous/being proceeds from the one in «being produced». 
But, if there is no second between nous and the one: the first genesis — 
overflow/superabundance of the one — «is» nous/being. For Plotinus, 
otherness is the first «moment» of the procession of nous/being, since 
otherness is the condition for any thing to exist at all. 

In reversion, what is undefined qua otherness, simultaneously sees (as 
intellect) and comes to rest as being, where being names the totality of all 
that really is. Hence, the emergence of «sameness», since for Plotinus, 
being and thinking are the same. 

Note that there is a crucial precision to be made when we say nous is 
thinking of being. Rather, thinking (nous) is of the one, but not as one 
rather as being (the totality of what really is). Plotinus gives a remarkable 
expression to this: «when nous contemplates the one, it is not as one 
otherwise nous would not come to be. But beginning as one it did not stay 
as it began, but unawares, became many, as if heavy with drunken sleep, 
and unrolled itself because it wanted to possess everything»14. 

Hence there is a twofold sameness and otherness in nous/being: 
nous/being as the same as yet other than the one (which abiding is neither 
the same as nor other than nous/being) and nous as the same as yet other 
than being which is the same as yet other than nous. 

Sameness and difference, then, emerge with thinking (nous). 
Thinking is the differentiation and manifestation of the one in/as 
being/thinking. So, when Plotinus describes the radical reversion to the 
one, in which the soul goes beyond nous — closes the eye of nous, if you 
will — there is no longer a basis for sameness and difference between the 
soul as nous and the one. This is clear, I think, in the following sequence 
of texts from Ennead, VII. 


12 Plotinus, Enneads, 111,9,9. 
13 Ibid., VI,9,4. 
14 Ibid., III,8,8. 
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But when the soul wants to see by itself, seeing only by being with it [the one] and 
being one by being one with it, it does not think it yet has what it seeks, because it is 
not different from what is being thought15, 


We run around it [the one] outside, in a way, and want to explain our own experiences 
of it, sometimes near it and sometimes falling away in our perplexities about it. The 
perplexity arises because our awareness of the one is not by way of reasoned 
knowledge or of intellection, as with other intellgible things, but by way of a presence 
superior to knowledgel6. 


The one, therefore, since it has no otherness is always present, and we are present to 
it when we have no otherness!7. 


So then the seer does not see and does not distinguish and does not imagine two. But 
it is as if he had become someone else and he is not himself and does not count as his 
own there, but has come to belong to that and so is one, having joined, as it were 
center to center. For, there too, when the centers have come together they are one, but 
there is duality when they are separate. This is also how we now speak of anotherl8. 


The not-so-veiled implication of these texts is that a transnoetic 
henosis with the one is not strictly not a union with anything, since union 
as union with already presupposes otherness, which presupposes thinking. 
The objection that Albert and Aquinas might pose — namely, Plotinus treats 
merely of natural cognition and not a supernatural, grace infused cognition 
— is Clearly irrelevant. It would make no sense to suggest that Plotinus did 
not see the possibility of a supernatural grace-filled cognition for nous, for 
there is no «infinite essence» of the one which could be communicated in 
or make possible such a «supernatural cognition». Conversely, as the 
preceding analysis has made clear, Plotinus would still see «super natural 
knowledge» of God, whether that had by the angels or the blessed — as a 
sort of intellection which thus falls short of the radical presence 
with/to/«as» the one in henosis. 

Let us briefly turn to the writings of Damascius Diadochus to explore 
this matter further. There is good historical reason for doing so vis a vis 
Dionysius. In the introduction to his translation of Dionysius’ letters, 
Ronald Hathaway concluded a long introductory discussion of the 


15 Ibid., VL9,3. 
16 Ibid., VL9,3-4. 
17 ]bid., VL9,8. 
18 Ibid., VI,9,10. 
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authorship of the Corpus Dionysiacum with a conjecture that the writings 
were influenced not just by Proclus (which was well known) but also by 
Damascius Diadochus, the last head of the Platonic Academy19. 
Subsequently, Salvatore Lilla, in his article «Pseudo-Dionysius L= Areo- 
pagite, Prophyre et Damascius», convincingly showed the influence of 
Damascius on the Corpus Dionysiacum20. 

Damascius begins On the First Principle with the question: «Whether 
what is called the one principle of all is beyond the all or something of the 
all as the summit of all those which proceed from it. Do we say that the all 
is with it, or after it and from it?»21. 

Even taken as the absolutely simple first cause of all, the one is 
nevertheless connected with the all, for «the principle...is and is said of 
those from the principle, the cause is and is said of effects...further the 
simple is and is said according to the supereminence over the others»22. 
However, «the all» can be taken in two senses as «those which subsist in 
multiplicity and differentiation»23 and, strictly speaking, as that from 
which nothing is absent24. In sum, the one as first cause is the summit of 
the all and, thus, is itself contained in the all as that from which nothing is 
lacking. That is, any attempt to posit the one as the ultimately simple cause 
of all inevitably connects the one in its transcendence with what the one is 
to transcend and indeed posits the most simple one as the all qua 
completely one. 


19 R. HATHAWAY, Hierarchy and the Definition of Order in the Letters of Pseudo- 
Dionysius Areopagite, The Hague, 1969, 25-29. Indeed, Hathaway, who believed the 
Corpus was Neoplatonic rather than Christian at its core, even suggested that Damascius 
and his followers might have written the Corpus Dionysiacum to ensure the preservation 
of radical Neoplatonic teaching in the emerging Christian hegemony. 

20 The article is contained in Y. DE ANDIA (ed.), Denys l'Aréopagite et sa posterité 
en Orient et en Occident: actes du colloque international, Paris, 21-24 septembre 1994, 
Paris, 1997, 117-152. 

21 Damascius, Aporiai kai Lusies Peri tôn Protón Archón (Doubts and Solutions 
Concerning the First Principle), Trans. by J. COMBES, Text by L.G. WESTERNINK, 3 vols, 
Paris, 1986-91, I,1,4-7. All references are to this edition by volume, page and line numbers. 
For this paper, I have found most useful the excellent discussion of Damascius in S. RAPPE, 
Reading Neoplatonism, Cambridge, 2000, 197-214. Given the relative obscurity of 
Damascius’ thought and the singular nature of his views, I shall provide the Greek text for 
selected passages. 

22 Ibid. 1,16,2.4. 

23 Ibid., 1,30,19-20. 

24 Ibid., 11,9. 
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However, Damascius writes that «Our soul divines/conjectures a 
principle of all, however conceived, to be beyond the all unconnected with 
the all. Therefore, it must be named neither principle, nor cause, nor first, 
nor before the all, nor beyond the all. Therefore, much less is it to be 
proclaimed the all. Nor in general [is it] to be proclaimed, conceived or 
conjectured»25. 

Accordingly, Damascius notes a twofold sense of «negation», 
«nothing», «beyond», and «unknown». On the one hand, the one beyond 
the all — as the undifferentiated, transcendent first principle of all — is 
superior to the all and unknowable to all intellect and sensation as is the 
intelligible unknown to sensation. So too, the one is also known through a 
privation according to what is superior: «the non form is the super-form; 
and the non being, whatever is the superbeing; and the nothing, whatever 
is the truly unknown in the supereminence of all»26. The one, thus, is the 
last known (tò Eoxatov yvworov) of all. 

On the other hand, beyond the one: [the] completely unknowable: 
neither known nor unknown. 


[Beyond the one]... completely unknown, which is accordingly unknown, but neither 
[in the sense that] that the unknown has a nature nor that we attain to what is 
unknown. For there is complete ignorance about it and we do not know it either as 
known or unknown27. 


Of the one: «nothing», «beyond», and «unknown» are understood, as 
with Proclus28 and Aquinas, in the sense of negation qua preeminent 


25 Mavtevetar dpa vv À WUXA TÔV ÓTOCODV TAVIOV ELVOOUMEVOV 
divat ANXNMV ENEKEIVO TÁVTOV Govvraktov npóg mávro. Ovt dpa &pxův, ovdE 
Glo EKELVNV KANTÉOV, ové mpPHtOV, OVÕE YE TOO TÁVTOV, OVS ènèketva 
TAVTOV' CXOAN ye Apa movia ŒUV VUVNTEOV OVS DAMS vuvnteov, OVS 
“evvonteov ovdé vrovontéov: (Ibid. 1.,4,13-18). 

26 o TO un soc, Omep EoTiv umepeideov, Koi TO uÀ Sv, Den Lov 
VTEPOUOLOV, KO TO undev, ep kotıv TO OG GANGS kyvwotov KATA cv 
TÜVTWV VREPOXNV. (Ibid., 1,17,24- 18.2) 

27 TÒ tod Evög EXEKELVO.... TÁVIM dyvomotov, Amen OTWG EOTIV AVOWTOV, 
ws unë? TO dyvmotov Exeıv dom, unè Og dyvontw, mpoPdAAEW Nee, 
dyvoëiv dE KO EL GYVOWTOV. TOVTEANS yàp YVOLA TPEL auto OÙTE Gc Yvootóv 
OÙTE wo Áyvowotov Exéivo yivookopev. (Ibid. 1,18,4-10). 

28 Cfr. Proclus, In Parm., VI,1073,2-1074,21 and Platonic Theology, 11,5. 
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denial of the characteristics of the all. Of [the] beyond-one, lest one think 
that Damascius leaves room for the positing of a hidden, unknown essence 
of the one: 


We do not call it [the ineffable] unknown that it might have some other existing 
nature, but [we call it] neither being, nor one, nor all, nor principle of all, nor beyond 
the all. We do not affirm anything of it at all. Therefore, these are not the nature of 
itB nothing, beyond all, beyond cause, and the uncoordinated with all, but only the 
denial of those after it29. 


The preeminent denial of the one preserves saying and knowing about 
the unknowable, for such negation is, after all, a discourse which posits the 
one beyond the all. About the denial [of the] beyond-one (the ineffable): 


The ineffable is a negative of some sort. I say of some sort, not that it is in some way 
affirmative or positive, but that this name or «thing» is neither negation nor position, 
but complete denial30. 


Here, discourse itself is denied, suppressed and reversed — turned 
back upon itself. «Nothing», «ineffable», and «beyond» do not found the 
one beyond the all. Nothing, beyond what is founded: .... 

As Sara Rappe writes: 


The «Ineffable» is a term that does not possess a meaning in the ordinary sense, since 
it has no semantic function. It is not a term, so its deployment in language conveys 
nothing at all to the reader or listener. That this word forms the basis of Damascius= 
philosophical activity inevitably leads to a self-conscious meditation on the status of 
his own language, which Damascius often refers to as a radical reversal, or peritrope 
of language?l. 


For Albert and Aquinas, affirmative and negative (mystical) theology 
are intertwined with each other in naming and knowing the divine through 


29 Ove yàp uóvov dyvowotov avro dapev, iva cAAO ti öv San Quoi 
to &yvootov, GAX ouëe ôv, ovde Ev, ovde návta, ovdse dpxnv TÔV Tavtwv, ovde 
EMEKELVA NÜVTWV" OVSE TL KNAST déroduev avtod Karnyopeiv. Ovkvodv ovõè 
TODTO puois AUVTOÓ, TÒ OVSEV KO TÒ ENEKEIVA NÜVTWV KOL TO UTEPOLTLOV KOL 
TO AGLVTAKTOV npóg TOG TÓVTA, OVE TH TOLADTA $uoig OMTOÓ, AA uovov 
GVOLTEDEL THV uet AUTO. (Damascius, Aporiai, 1,13,16-24). 

30 Ibid., 1,63,4-7. 

31 RAPP, Reading Neoplatonism, p. 209. 
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preeminent denial. But what Aquinas and Albert miss completely in 
Pseudo-Dionysius’ mystical theology, and what Damascius and Plotinus — 
albeit indirectly — allow us to see, is the twofold negation (i) of preeminent 
denial and (ii) of the reversal or «deconstruction» of pre-eminent denial. 
Let me briefly illustrate this by considering some specific passages from 
the text of Dionysius with which I began the paper. 

«What is most divine for sight and intellect are certain subordinate 
principles of things which are subordinate to him who transcends 
everything, by means of which his presence, which is above all thinking, 
is shown walking above the intellectual heights of his holiest places». For 
Albert, this refers to principles that are subordinate to God through which 
the divine presence is made known through various created effects. For 
Albert, these principles seem to be the angels, the places of God, through 
whose lights «our soul sees what is of God in that it is enlightened by them 
about what is divine»32. 

Sarracen’s phrase «subiectas rationes» translates the Greek 
úmoBetiKoÚS Adyous. Dionysius uses the term Úrro8etiKOG in only one 
other text: MT 3. Here, in contrasting negative and affırmative theology, 
he writes about affirmative theology, and I will refer to the Greek text and 
not Sarracen’s translation, «to position/affirm that beyond all positions, it 
is necessary to position the hypothetical affirmations from what is more 
akin to it»33. 

Given that affirmative theology begins with the affirmation of the 
divine as one-in-three and then as cause, namely, in terms of the divine 
names, then if, as with Aquinas and Albert, one thinks that negative 
theology implicitly affirms the transcendence of the divine by denying the 
deficieny of any created likeness for knowing God, then the hypothetical 
positions/logoi refer to the created likenesses in terms of which we 
analogically know the divine. But if, as with Plotinus and Damascius, 
henosis denies thinking itself, then the hypothetical affirmations are 
precisely the basis for the manifestation of the divine: the divine names 
themselves. For, after all, they (and the trinitarian «names») are precisely 
what is «the most divine for sight and intellect». 


32 Albert, Super Dionysii, 1 (p. 462, 5-8). 

3 "On tò vamp nhoav tibeviaç Stow Gnd tiv uGdàov avt 
OUYVYEVEOTÉPOU TV UMOBETIKNV Katddacıv Expfiv TIO Eval (MT 3; PG 3, 1033C, 
Dion. 591). 
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So, if we follow Damascius, then when Dionysius writes in Divine 
Names 13 that «no monad or trinity...or something other among being 
brings forth the hiddenness beyond all logos and intellect of the beyond- 
deity»34, he is not «denying» the finite things by which the divinity is 
analogically known35, but the very principles by which the «divinity» is 
differentiated and manifest. 

When Dionysius writes that Moses «breaks loose from all that is seen 
and all that sees and enters the darkness of unknowing», Albert and 
Aquinas interpret this to mean that Moses leaves behind all «natural 
cognition» about God - that is, the cognition of God in terms of finite 
realities.36 Hence when, according to Sarracen, Dionysius writes that 
Moses belongs «totally to him who is above all, and nothing, neither 
himself nor anyone else»37, «nothing» refers to «nothing other than 
God»38. This interpretation is facilitated, since Sarracen translates the key 
Greek phrase «tou’ pavntwn jepevkeina» as «eius qui est super omnia»: 
«he who is above/ beyond all». But a more literal translation (as 
Grossetestes gives) leaves off the «is»: simply, «of that beyond all»39. If, 
with Plotinus, we recall that we should not say «that» and, with 
Damascius, «beyond»: then «of nothing» is in apposition to «that beyond 
all». That is, Moses is entirely one with nothing — neither himself nor 
another. Here, again, we have a henosis which strictly is not a henosis 
with. 

In sum, on a radical Neoplatonic reading, hensosis is a transnoetic 
union «with nothing» in which the soul ceases to be the same as or 


34 Ovôeuto Sì povàg À TPLÓG... OVSE GAAO TL TOV Svtwv ere TTV 
UTEP n&vta KOL Adyov Kol vodv kpvorótnta Tfjg... VITEPBEOTNTOG (DN 13.3; PG 
3, 981D, Dion. 551). 

35 See, Albertus Magnus, Super Dionysium De divinis nominibus, P. SIMON (ed.), 
Aschendorff, 1978, 13 (p, 449, 40-51) and Aquinas, CDN, 13,3. 

36 See, Albertus Magnus, Super Dionysii, 1 (p, 462, 20-2). Aquinas does not 
directly comment upon this text, but see Summa theologiae, I-II, q. 3, a. 8, obj. 1 and ad 1. 

37 nég div TOD AÁVTOV ’ENEKELVA, KO ovóevoc, OTE Sou OÙTE ETEPOV 
(«omnis exsistens eius qui est super omnia, et nullius neque suiipsius neque alterius» 
according to Sarracen) (MT 1.3; PG 3,1001A, Dion., 577). 

38 See, Albertus Magnus, Super Dionysii, 1 (p, 462, 28). 

39 For the passage above, Grosseteste has «omnis eius qui ultra omnia, et nullius 
neque suiipsius neque alterius» (Dion, 577). 
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different from itself or another — what Plotinus referred elliptically to as 
the flight of the alone to the alone. On the lines of a Christian theism, the 
soul — even in its beatified, dei-formed state — always retains a difference 
from God, since the beatified and angelic states are a fully perfected state 
of intellection, not the radical closing of the eye of intellect. 
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I 

Entre Tomas de Aquino y Marsilio de Padua se desarrollö un grupo de 
teorias politicas de influencia aristotélica que retinen tres temas: 1) La 
ética teleolögica de Ethica Nicomachea que afirma la existencia de un fin 
ultimo humano y que el siglo XIII desdoblö en un fin natural y otro 
sobrenatural. 2) Un tema politico medieval que afirma la existencia de dos 
potestates, cada una de las cuales debe conducir al hombre a un fin de 
naturaleza igual a la de cada potestas. 3) Un tema no aristotélico ni 
medieval, sino protomoderno que define lo propio de cada teoría y 
distingue a todas entre si. En Tomás ese tema es el poder político del rex 
que unifica los distintos caminos elegidos por los hombres para llegar a su 
fin Ultimo y conduce hacia el bien comün a quienes pugnan por imponer 
su bien individual. En Juan de Paris es el poder politico del rex como 
árbitro de la propiedad privada. En Dante es la resoluciön de la política en 
la racionalidad filosöfica. En Marsilio es la potestas coactiva de la 
universitas civium, principio ultimo del orden politico. La disputa ética 
(tema 1) sobre si es más último el fin natural o el sobrenatural y sobre su 
reciproca relaciön fue intensa porque ella decidia de antemano la disputa 
politica (tema 2) acerca de qué potestas es mas Ultima, superior y mas 
competente para conducir al hombre a su último fin. Por ello la teoría 
politica se desarrollö como intento de resoluciön de un conflicto entre dos 
poderes que pretenden conducir al hombre a su último fin. Todos ellos 
coinciden en el primer tema, i.e. incorporan el modelo teleolögico 
aristotélico del ultimo fin humano. Ello muestra que aunque cada uno 
entienda ese fin de modo diferente y resuelva de modo diferente la 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. IIl, pp. 1901-1914. 
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incorporaciön de ese fin dentro de su teoria, el aristotelismo ha ejercido 
una fuerte influencia en la formaciön de la teoria politica medieval. 


II 
Alberto Magno inicia su comentario a la Politica de Aristóteles 
aludiendo al intellectus adeptus en el que los filósofos vieron la raíz de la 
inmortalidad! y, cultivando la scientia2, lograron plena felicidad, 
autonomía y suficiencia3. De inmediato describe cada parte de la 
philosophia practica, los vínculos propios de la ethica individual, los 
vínculos económicos de la domus y los vínculos políticos de la civitas4. Y 


1 «Ratio autem dicti est quod dicit Alfarabius in libro de Intellectu et Intelligibili, 
quod omnes Philosophi radicem immortalitatis vere possuerunt in intellectu adepto: 
secundum enim illum intellectum extendit se anima rationalis ad principia incorruptibilis 
veritatis: nec potest esse quod mortale sit, quod subjectum est incorruptibilis veritatis. 
Quia dicit Aristoteles in VI Ethicorum, quod unumquodque quod in aliquo est, est in eo 
secundum potestatem ejus cui inest, et non secundum potestatem ejus quod inest: et ideo 
si incorruptibilis veritas est in intellectu adepto, oportet quod et ipse incorruptibilis sit» 
(D. Alberti Magni Commentarii in Octo Libros Politicorum Aristotelis, BORGNET (ed.), 
vol. VII, 6º. 


? «Ptolomaeus in Almagesto dicit, quod non est mortuus, qui scientiam vivificavit: 


nec fuit pauper, qui intellectui dominatus est, sive qui intellectum possedit» (ibid.). 

3 «Haec etiam causa quare talis pauper esse non posset: quia cum pauper sit non 
sibi sufficiens, et talis ex possessione et superpositione et pulchrorum et bonorum omnium 
sibi sufficiat ad utramque felicitatem, politicam scilicet et contemplativam, pauper esse 
nunquam potest. Dicit autem Isaac in libro de Diffinitionibus, quod Plato diffiniens 
Philosophiam dixit, quod prima diffinitio est suiipsius cognitio» (ibid.) El De intellectu et 
intelligibili describe el intellectus adeptus como un estado en que el alma se une al intelecto 
agente separado y logra una visión intelectual equivalente a la ültima perfección humana: 
«cum omnes homines natura scire desiderant, finis desiderii est stare in intellectu divino: 
quia ultra illum non ascendit aliquis nec ascendere potest» (De intellectu et intelligibili, II, 
tr. un., c. 9, in B. Alberti Magni Opera Omnia, BORGNET (ed.), vol. IX, 517b). En el estado 
de intellectus adeptus no culmina la vida teológica, sino la filosófica; él no excluye la 
felicidad de la vida futura, sino que la anticipa. El intellectus adeptus corresponde, desde 
una perspectiva psicológico-cognoscitiva, a la lectura de Alberto del De anima y desde una 
perspectiva ética a su lectura de la felicidad intelectual de Eth. Nic. X. 

4 «Est autem hominis consideratio triplex secundum naturam, scilicet in seipso, in 
domo et in civitate. In seipso cognoscitur, in passionibus, operationibus et contemplatione, 
et sic cognitio hominis determinata est in Ethicis, ubi determinavit Aristoteles de virtute 
morali et contemplativa, et felicitate morali et contemplativa. Sed quia alia est virtus 
hominis, et alia virtus civis, ut dicit Aristoteles in VI Ethicorum, et in unoquoque extremum 
in bono, est virtus ejus, ut dicit in IV Ethicorum, ideo ad perfectionem hominis in virtute, 
quia homo est animal naturaliter conjugale et civile, ideo post perfectionem Ethicorum, 
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concluye que es necesario ocuparse del contenido de la Politica para que 
la philosophia practica se constituya como sistema completo: «post 
perfectionem Ethicorum, quibus docetur virtus hominis in seipso [...], 
oportuit suscipere hoc negotium, ut perfecte traderetur moralis scientia: et 
hoc est causa suscepti operis [i.e. de la Politica]» (In Octo Lib. Pol., 6b). 
Alberto alude al intellectus adeptus inmediatamente antes de identificar el 
conocimiento del texto de la Politica con la causa de la transformación de 
la philosophia practica en un ciclo completo (ut perfecte traderetur 
moralis scientia) porque intenta analogar dos situaciones: la sufficientia y 
plenitud lograda en el estado de intellectus adeptus y la sufficientia y 
perfectio lograda por la philosophia practica cuando ésta se completa con 
el conocimiento del contenido de todas sus partes. Su analogía expone la 
situación del lector del texto recién conocido de la Politica: con ésta, la 
philosophia practica completa su ciclo y alcanza una suficiencia análoga 
a la que alcanza el filósofo en el intellectus adeptus. Objetivo de la 
analogía es mostrar que la philosophia practica logra cientificidad y 
suficiencia como sistema teórico completo cuando incorpora el contenido 
teórico de la Politica, i.e. cuando se han conocido todas sus partes y ella 
se constituye como enciclopedia: «In hoc [en el conocimiento de la virtud 
del hombre individual, del hombre en la casa y del hombre en la civitas] 
enim est sufficientia moralis doctrinae, quando ostensum est qualiter homo 
est in virtute perfecta secundum se, et in domo et in civitate. Et ex hoc 
patet ordo hujus scientiae ad scientiam Ethicorum, et etiam hujus 
doctrinae sufficientia» (ibid). El comentario de Alberto abre un nuevo 
capítulo de la teoría política consistente en definir las relaciones entre dos 
partes de esa enciclopedia (ethica y politica) a partir del modelo de Ethica 
Nicomachea y Politica. 


IH 
El De regno de Tomás de Aquino es el primer tratado de teoría política 
escrito dentro del contexto creado por el conocimiento de los libri morales 
de Aristóteles. Sus temas son dos: el origen del reino (origo regni) y las 


quibus docetur virtus hominis in seipso, et utraque felicitas, moralis scilicet et 
contemplativa [...]. Subjectum autem sive materia est communicatio oeconomica et 
communicatio civilis secundum ordinem recti et justi, in qua ostenditur homo perfectus 
secundum virtutem secundum quam naturaliter est homo animal conjugale, et secundum 
quam homo naturaliter est animal civile» (6b). 
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obligaciones del rey (officium regis)5. Tomas deduce el origo regni de su 
anälisis de la tendencia de la naturaleza humana a la vida social. Esta 
presenta dos problemas: los hombres disienten en cuanto a los medios que 
cada uno utiliza para alcanzar su fin, y existe un conflicto entre el bien 
individual que cada hombre tiende a satisfacer y el bien de todos. Para 
unificar los medios que todos deben utilizar para alcanzar su fin y 
privilegiar el bien comun sobre los bienes individuales es necesario el 
gobierno del rex. Por ello: a) el rex es «como la razön de un solo hombre 
que rige la multitud»6; b) su gobierno, el regnum es un vínculo de dominio 
de un hombre sobre otros, un plus político aún ausente de la vida social y 
diferente de ella, pero exigido por el conflicto propio de la vida social. 
Tomás define el segundo tema, el officium regis, como conducir lo 
gobernado a su debido fin: «gubernare est id quod gubernatur 
convenienter ad debitum finem perducere» (DR,465,5-7). Puesto que el 
rex gobierna una multitud de hombres, su officium se evidencia cuando 
Tomás identifica el fin de la multitud. Para ello distingue entre vivere y 
bene vivere, distinción ya utilizada por Aristóteles para deslindar las 
comunidades prepolíticas - que satisfacen solo el vivere - de la civitas - 
ünica que satisface zoda plenitude humana? -. En Tomás, en cambio, la 
distinción diferencia la vida en comün de los animales (solum vivere) de la 
vida del hombre en el regnum (bene vivere), equivalente a vivir segün la 
virtud8 en el regnum: «bona autem vita est quae est secundum virtutem, 
virtuosa igitur vita finis est congregationis humane» (DR,466,62-4). 
Aunque gracias a la distinción entre vivere y bene vivere transita desde la 


5 Cito página y líneas de la ed. de HE DONDAINE, De Regno ad regem Cypri 
(=DR), in: Opera omnia iussu Leonis XIII PM. edita, Editori di San Tommaso, 
Roma,1979. Aquí: T. XLII, Prologus, p. 449, 4-5. 

6 «similitudo divini regiminis invenitur in homine non solum quantum ad hoc 
quod ratio regit ceteras hominis partes, sed ulterius quantum ad hoc quod per rationem 
unius hominis regitur multitudinis» (DR, 464, 22-6). | 

7 Politica, I, 1253 a29-30. En la versión de Guillermo de Moerbecke: «consequens 
est dicere [civitas] facta quidem igitur vivendi gratia, existens autem gratia bene vivendi» 
(Aristotelis Politicorum Libri Octo cum Vetusta translatione Guilelmi de Moerbeka. 
Recensuit Franciscus Susemihl, Lipsiae, 1987, p. 7). 

8 «Si enim propter solum vivere homines convenirent, animalia et servi essent pars 
aliqua congregationis civilis ... Nunc autem videmus eos solos sub una multitudine 
computari qui sub eisdem legibus et eodem regimine diriguntur ad bene vivendum» (DR, 
466, 66-73. 


CUATRO MODELOS DE LA POLITICA EN LA BAJA EDAD MEDIA 1905 


vida gregaria animal a la vida virtuosa humana, ésta no es el fin ultimo del 
hombre. Tomás atribuye al poder temporal el deber de conducir la multitud 
a la vida virtuosa, pero sefiala su insuficiencia para satisfacer todas las 
potencias y virtudes de la naturaleza humana. Es necesario que exista otro 
poder, superior al temporal, capaz de llevar al hombre a su verdadera 
felicidad, el fin último sobrenatural: pervenire ad fruitionem divinam?. 
Ello muestra los limites de la vida virtuosa natural. Si ésta fuera el fin 
último del hombre, el regimen capaz de conducirlo a su fin último seria un 
regimen humano y la ética de fines naturales seria el fundamento 
inmediato de la política. Pero asi como esta ética natural es sólo un medio 
para llegar a la visio Dei, también el poder temporal es un medio limitado 
a promover las virtudes naturales del hombre que facilitan su acceso al fin 
ultimo sobrenatural. Por ello no compete al gobierno humano, sino al 
regimen espiritual y divino, conducir al hombre a su fin último 
(«perducere ad illum finem non est humani regiminis sed divini», DR, 
466, 97-8): la visión de Dios en la vida futural0.Y por ello el rey debe 
subordinarse al sacerdocioll. A comienzos del DR Tomás habia afirmado 
que la naturaleza del hombre revela que éste tiende a un fin determinado 
al que se ordenan todas las acciones de su vida (DR,449,10-12). La tesis 
del Ultimo fin humano encuentra en ambas Sumas un desarrollo ético- 
gnoseológico de cufio aristotélico. En ScG,IIL39 atribuye al intelecto 
humano una potencia respecto de todo lo inteligible, afirma que la 
actualizaciön de esa potencia es «requisito para alcanzar el fin ültimo, que 
es la felicidad» e identifica la plena actualizaciön de esa potencia con el 
conocimiento de Dios: «Non sufficit igitur ad felicitatem humanam, quae 
est ultimus finis, qualiscumque intelligibilis cognitio, nisi divina cognitio 
adsit, quae terminat naturale desiderium sicut ultimus finis. Est ergo 
ultimus finis hominis ipsa Dei cognitio» (ScG,IIL25). Ello plantea una 
situación curiosa: el deseo humano de felicidad y de conocimiento que 


9 «Sed quia homo vivendo secundum virtutem ad ulteriorem finem ordinatur, qui 
consistit in fruitione divina [...], oportet autem eundem finem esse multitudinis humanae 
qui est hominis unius, non est ultimus finis multitudinis congregate vivere secundum 
virtutem, sed per virtuosam vitam pervenire ad fruitionem divinam» (DR, 466, 74-80). 

10 «est quoddam bonum extraneum homini quandiu mortaliter vivit, scilicet ultima 
beatitudo que in fruitione Dei expectatur post mortem» (DR, 465, 33-36). 

11 «... rex, sicut divino regimine quod amministratur per sacerdotum officium subdi 
debet, ita preesse debet omnibus humanis officiis et ea imperio sui regiminis ordinare» 
(DR, 467, 10-4). 
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culmina en la visio Dei es natural, pero la visio Dei que satisface ese deseo 
sölo se alcanza en la contemplaciön sobrenatural que, en la vida futura, 
podemos tener de Dios, que es lo máximo inteligible (STh,I-Ilag,g5, a3). 
Asi, al tiempo que en DR afirma que la vida segün la virtud natural es un 
fin, pero no un fin Ultimo, en ScG sostiene que el deseo natural de 
conocimiento es un fin del hombre, pero no su fin último, pues el intelecto 
humano está en potencia hacia todo lo inteligible (ScG,IIL39) y su 
actualizaciön no se logra en esta vida naturalmente, sino recién en la vida 
futura por medio de la gracia (STh,I-IIae,q5,a3). Así, el conocimiento 
sobrenatural que el hombre puede tener de Dios constituye la causa final 
del movimiento de su apetito natural hacia aquello en lo cual descansa ese 
apetito. 


IV 

Juan de París pretende que la jurisdicción del poder temporal sea 
mayor que la que le atribuye Tomás. Juan argumenta sobre la base de dos 
hechos: 1) el impulso que muestra la naturaleza humana hacia la vida 
gregaria para satisfacer las necesidades de la vidal2; de ese impulso, 
cristalizado en la vida en comunidad, deduce necesariamente que la 
comunidad perfecta es el regnum, pues éste - como la civitas aristotélica y 
a diferencia de la casa o de la aldea - satisface «omnia...necessaria ad 
totam vitam» (DPRP,177,7-8); 2) la tendencia de los hombres que viven 
en comunidad a privilegiar lo propio en lugar de lo comtin!3. Ello genera 
conflictos que disuelven la comunidad. De esos conflictos deduce la 
necesidad de que exista un gobernante que conduzca la comunidad a la 
unidad mediante la búsqueda del bien comünl4. En síntesis: la vida 
humana gregaria en el regnum es natural porque éste satisface las 
necesidades de una vida completa (tota vita).Y también es natural el 
regnum (DPRP,176,38-177,1) - equivalente al orden político temporal 
(DPRP.176,22) - que define como «gobierno de una multitud perfecta 
ordenado por uno al bien comün» (DPRP, 176,24-25). Como Tomás, Juan 


12 De regia potestate et papali (=DPRP), 177, 4-5 (Cito página y linea de la edición 
de J. LECLERCQ, Jean de Paris et l'écclésiologie du XIIIe, Paris, 1942). 

13 «Omnis autem multitudo quolibet querente quod suum est dissipatur et in diversa 
dispergitur» (DPRP, 177, 8-9). 

14 «nisi ad bonum commune ordinetur per aliquem unum cui sit cura de bono 
communi» (DPRP,177,10-11). 
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utiliza la teleologia aristotélica para resolver el problema del litigio entre 
poderes que deben conducir al hombre hacia su fin Ultimo. Pero a 
diferencia de Tomas sostiene que 1) aunque el sacerdocio es superior al 
reino, pues conduce a un fin más perfectol5, 2) el sacerdocio no es primero 
en el orden causalló; por ello 3) aunque el reino se explica 
teleológicamente, éste no depende del sacerdocio como afirmó Tomás 
apoyándose en la causalidad final. Para otorgar al poder temporal más 
jurisdicción que la que le atribuye Tomás, Juan le otorga un espacio 
conceptual cuya especificidad lo distingue absolutamente del sacerdocio e 
impide la ingerencia de éste en aquél. De los numerosos recursos teóricos 
a que apela para lograrlo, analizaré aquí su resemantización de la 
expresión tota vita, que Juan identifica con el regnum como comunidad 
perfecta que satisface omnia... necessaria ad totam vitam, equivalente a 
vivir secundum virtutem. Juan explica qué entiende por vivere secundum 
virtutem cuando argumenta contra los teóricos del poder papal que afirman 
que el poder temporal se ocupa sólo de las cosas corporales, no de las 
espirituales. Juan responde que si el poder temporal se ocupa del bien de 
los sübditos, no lo hace porque esté ordenado a alcanzar cualquier bien, 
sino el bien comün, equivalente al vivere secundum virtutem que abarca al 
hombre integral, inclusive la esfera espiritual que quieren monopolizar los 
teóricos del poder papal. Para Juan, pues, el poder temporal no se ocupa 
sólo del hombre corporal y el poder espiritual sólo del hombre espiritual, 
sino que el poder temporal también se ocupa del hombre espiritual. Ello 
limita la jurisdicción del sacerdocio al ámbito sobrenatural del hombre 
espiritual y extiende la jurisdicción del regnum a todas las virtudes 
naturales del hombre espiritual (DPRP,176,38-177,1), cuyos referentes 
son la Ética Nicomaquea y la Political. Aristóteles identificó el bene 


15 «...dicimus potestatem sacerdotalem maiorem esse potestate regali et ipsam 
precellere dignitate, quia hoc semper reperimus quod illud ad quod pertinet ultimus finis 
perfectius est et melius et dirigi illud ad quod pertinet inferior finis» (DPRP, 183, 33-36). 

16 «Quod sacerdotium non est prius causalitate» (DPRP, 185, 24). 

17 «Primo quia supponit quod potestas regalis sit corporalis et non spiritualis, et 
quod habeam curam corporum et non animatum, quod falsum est, ut dictum est supra, cum 
ordinetur ad bonum commune civium non quodcumque, sed quod est vivere secundum 
virtutem, ut dicit Philesophus in Ethicis quod intentio legislatoris est homines facere bonos 
et inducere ad virtutem, et in Politicis dicit quod sicut anima melior est corpore, sic 
legislator melior est medico quia legislator habet curam animarum, medicus corporum» 
(ibid., 225, 28-34; cfr. tambien 178, 21-3 y 229, 26-8). 
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vivere con la vida en polis, ünica capaz de satisfacer las necesidades de la 
vida plenamente humana (Pol.,I,1253 a29-30). Tomás identificó el bene 
vivere con la vida del hombre en el regnum (DR,466,66-73). Aunque Juan 
coincide con Tomas, el polémico contexto en que expone el significado de 
la expresiön tota vita le permite explicar, mejor que Tomás, el alcance del 
bene vivere. Juan coloca a todo el hombre integral, i.e. tambien al hombre 
espiritual bajo la jurisdicciön del poder temporal y asf logra que el espacio 
significado por la expresiön tota vita - como ämbito del bene vivere - sea 
más explícito que en Tomás. 


V 

Tomás y Juan afirmaron que los vínculos políticos entre los hombres 
tienen lugar dentro de una comunidad perfecta, pero limitada en cuanto al 
nümero de sus miembros. Tomás la llama civitas vel provincia 
(DR,L.Lc.1,451,168) y Juan communitas civitatis vel regni (DRPP,177,6)- 
Ambas son comunidades inspiradas en una exégesis de la pólis aristotélica. 
Para Dante, en cambio, esa comunidad se extiende hasta el imperium y 
abarca a toda la humanidad o humana civilitas. Pero la tesis que afirma que 
el nuevo ámbito de la política es la humana civilitas no es evidente. Ella 
exije una demostracióniê que Dante deduce del fin de todo el género 
humanol9. Ese fin es una operación a la que están ordenados todos los 
hombres como totalidad20 y esa operación se descubre a partir de la 
perfección propia de la humanidad21: la operación de la virtus intellectiva22 
que no puede ser actualizada tota et simul por uno o varios hombres, sino 


18 «Verum, quia omnis veritas que non est principium ex veritate alicuius principii 
fit manifesta, necesse est in qualibet inquisitione habere notitiam de principio, in quod 
analetice recurratur pro certitudine omnium propositionum que inferius assummuntur» 
(Monarchia, M, I, ii; en la edic. de P.G. Ricci, Verona, 1965, 137). 

19 «Illud igitur, siquid est, quod est finis universalis civilitatis humani generis, erit 
hic principium per quod omnia que inferius probanda sunt erunt manifesta sufficienter: 
esse autem finem huius civilitatis et illius...» (M, I, ii, p. 139); «...optimus [est finis] ad 
quem universaliter genus humanum Deus ecternus...in esse producit» (M, I, iii, 139 s.). 

20 «Est ergo aliqua propria operatio humane universitatis, ad quam ipsa universitas 
hominum in tanta multitudine ordinatur» (M, I, iii, 140). 

21 «Que autem sit illa, manifestum fiet si ultimum de potentia totius humanitatis 
appareat» (M, I, iii, 140). 

22 «Patet...quod ultimum de potentia ipsius humanitatis sit potentia sive virtus 
intellectiva» (M,Liii, 141-2). 
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por todo el género humano23. Dante concluye que la condiciön para 
actualizar la potencia del intelecto posible es la paz universal24 y que a 
ésta solo puede conducir el gobierno de uno solo, el Emperador25. La 
Monarchia, pues, comienza con una serie de momentos articulados entre 
si que vinculan con audacia filosofia aristotélica y politica: el Emperador 
ünico es el garante de la paz, la paz es la condiciön de realizaciön del fin 
intelectual último de toda la humana civilitas (o conjunto universal de 
sujetos que filosofan), y ese fin es la actualizaciön de todas las 
posibilidades del intelecto. Dante recurre al modelo teleolögico 
aristotélico tambien al final del tratado. Alli construye una teoria ético- 
gnoseolögica basada en la distinciön entre el conocimiento filosófico 
como ültimo fin natural del hombre y la visiön de Dios como fin ültimo 
sobrenatural. Objetivo de esta teorfa es separar los fines humanos ético- 
naturales de los ético-sobrenaturales y vincular cada uno de esos fines con 
dos poderes paralelos y diferentes encargados de conducir al hombre a 
cada uno de sus respectivos fines. La teorfa de los duos fines estä apoyada 
en una antropologia que transforma los fines naturales del hombre en 
ultimos en el orden natural y sus fines sobrenaturales en ültimos en el 
orden sobrenatural. Ellos consisten en la felicidad de esta vida (beatitudo 
huius vite), equivalente al ejercicio de la virtud propia del hombre, y en la 
felicidad de la vida eterna (beatitudo vite ecterne) a la que no se accede 
por virtud propia, sino con ayuda de la divina gracia26. Luego identifica 
los medios a través de los cuales el hombre puede acceder a cada fin: al fin 
natural accede por medio de la filosofía (phylosophica documenta) y al fin 
sobrenatural por medio de la teología (documenta spiritualia)27. Y 


23 «Et quia potentia ista per unum hominem seu per aliquam particularium communi- 
tatum superius distinctarum tota simul in actum reduci non potest, necesse est multitudinem 
esse in humano genere, per quam quidem tota potentia hec actuetur» (M, I, iii, 142). 

24 «proprium opus humani generis...est actuare semper totam potentiam intellectus 
possibilis...patet quod genus humanum in quiete sive tranquillitate pacis ad proprium suum 
opus...liberrime atque facillime se habet» (M, I, iv, 143). 

25 «nunc constat quod totum humanum genus ordinatur ad unum...: ergo unum oportet 
esse regulans sive regens, et hoc ‘Monarcha’ sive ‘Imperator’ dici debet» (M, I, v, 147). 

26 «Duos igitur fines providentia ... homini proposuit intendendos: beatitudinem 
Scilicet huius vite, que in operatione proprie virtutis consistit ... et beatitudinem vite 
ecterne, que consistit in fruitione divini aspectus, ad quam propria virtus ascendere non 
potest, nisi lumine divino adiuta» (M, III, xv, 273). 

27 «Ad quas quidem beatitudines, velut ad diversas conclusiones, per diversa media 
venire oportet. Nam ad primam per phylosophica documenta venimus, dummodo illa 
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concluye colocando la conducciön hacia cada uno de los fines - 
correspondientes a la vida terrena y la vida celeste- en manos de dos 
autoridades de naturaleza tan diferente como diferentes son los fines: la 
felicidad eterna está a cargo del Papa y la felicidad terrena resultante del 
ejercicio filosófico está a cargo del Emperador28. Tanto la necesidad de 
que toda la humanidad se unifique para actualizar todas las posibilidades 
del intelecto como la atribuciön al Emperador del fin ético-moral de llevar 
la humanidad a su fin Ultimo natural por medio de la filosofia muestran 
que el Imperio es la realizaciön de un fin ético-gnoseolégico que enraiza 
la politica en una total racionalidad. 


VI 

Tres tesis definen la estructura del Defensor Pacis29: 1) el orden o 
recta dispositio de las partes de la ciudad garantiza que cada parte cumpla 
su funciön; 2) ese orden evita la discordia y promueve la paz; 3) ésta 
garantiza el logro de la vida suficiente o bene vivere, causa final de la 
instituciön de la civitas. Orden, paz y bene vivere integran una serie de 
momentos teöricos que confluyen en la tesis de la necesidad de la civitas 
vel regnum como ämbito de realizaciön del bene vivere. Marsilio explica 
el surgimiento de la civitas en dos momentos. 1) Su origo consiste en un 
desarrollo genético de vinculos comunitarios que avanza de lo menos a lo 
más perfecto, imita los procesos naturales y genera la secuencia 
constituída por la familia, la aldea y la civitas (DP,Liii). 2) El segundo es 
la institucién de la civitas. Esta surge de un acto de la razön que, como 
resultado de la experiencia30 y para superar los riesgos de la propia 
destrucción31, acude en auxilio de la indigencia de la naturaleza humana 


sequamur secundum virtutes morales et intellectuales operando; ad secundam vero per 
documenta spiritualia que humanam rationem trascendunt, dummodo illa sequamur 
secundum virtutes theologicas operando...» (M, III, xv, 273). 

23 «Propter quod opus fuit homini duplici directivo secundum duplicem finem: 
scilicet summo Pontifice, qui secundum revelata humanum genus perducere ad vitam 
ecternam, et Imperatore, qui secundum phylosophica documenta genus humanum ad 
temporalem felicitatem dirigeret» (M, III, xv, 274). 

29 Defensor Pacis (= DP). Cito la edición de C.W. PREVITÉ-ORTON, The Defensor 
Pacis of Marsilius of Padua, Cambridge, 1928. 

30 «Augmentatis autem hiis successive, aucta est hominum experientia, inventae 
sunt artes et regulae ac modi vivendi perfectiores, distinctae quoque amplius 
communitatum partes» (DP, I, iii, 5). 

31 «quod quia homo nascitur compositus ex contrariis elementis, propter quorum 


CUATRO MODELOS DE LA POLITICA EN LA BAJA EDAD MEDIA 1911 


disponiendo diversos medios o artes para lograr la vita sufficiens en la 
civitas32. Esta se distingue de las anteriores comunidades cualita- 
tivamente, i.e. a causa de la clara diferenciaciön interna entre sus partes 
(DP,Lii,5) y es una communitas perfecta porque -mediante diversas artes 
que regulan actos y pasiones del hombre y promueven sus facultades 
präcticas e inclusive las más especulativas33 - es capaz de lograr la vita 
sufficiens34 o bene vivere, causa final de la civitas. Marsilio alude a tres 
niveles de vivere: el simple vivere, el bene vivere de la vida temporal en la 
civitas y el bene vivere de la vida futura. Las comunidades anteriores a la 
civitas solo satisfacen el vivere. La civitas satisface el pleno bene vivere 
porque dota al hombre de lo necesario para su realización plena en todas 
sus dimensiones ocupändose inclusive de las artes liberales, culminaciön 
de la vida propiamente humana35. El tercer vivere es el bene vivere de la 
vida futura. La teorfa politica premarsiliana conocié dificultades 
motivadas por la inclusiön del sacerdocio en el discurso politico que le 
obligé a atribuir al sacerdocio jurisdicciön sobre fines mäs ültimos que los 
del poder temporal y a reconocerle jurisdicciön superior y la ültima 
decisiön en casos de conflicto provocando asi la pérdida de independencia 


contrarias actiones et passiones quasi continue corrumpitur aliquid ex sua substantia; 
rursumque quoniam nudus nascitur et inermis ab excessu continentis aeris et aliorum 
elementorum, passibilis et corruptibilis, quemadmodum dictum est in scientia naturarum; 
indiguit artibus diversorum generorum et specierum ad declinandum nocumenta praedicta» 
(DP, I, iv, 3). 

32 «Nam quia diversa sunt necessaria volentibus sufficienter vivere, quae per 
homines unius ordinis seu officii procurari nequeunt, oportuit esse diversos ordines 
hominum seu officia in hac communicatione, diversa huiusmodi exercentes seu procurantes, 
quibus pro vitae sufficientia homines indigent. Hi autem hominum diversi ordines seu 
officia non aliud sunt quam pluralitas et distinctio partium civitatis» (DP, I , iv, 5). 

33 «Et quoniam ea quibus haec temperamenta complentur, non accipimus a natura 
omniquaque perfecte, necessarium fuit homini ultra causas naturales per rationem aliqua 
formare, quibus compleatur efficientia et conservatio suarum actionum et passionum 
secundum corpus et animam. Et haec sunt operum et operatorum genera, provenientium a 
virtutibus et artibus tam practicis quam speculativis» (DP, I, v, 3). 

34 «Et propterea oportet attendere, quod si debeat homo vivere et bene vivere, 
necesse est ut ipsius actiones fiant et bene fiant, nec solum actiones, verum etiam 
passiones, bene inquam, id est in temperamento convenienti» (DP, I, v, 3). 

35 «Quod autem dixit Aristoteles, vivendi gratia facta, existens autem gratia bene 
vivendi, significat causam finalem ipsius perfectam, quoniam viventes civiliter non solum 
vivunt, quod faciunt bestiae aut servi, sed bene vivunt, vacantes scilicet operibus 
liberalibus qualia sunt virtutum tam practicae quam speculativae animae» (DP, I, iv,1). 
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del poder civil. Marsilio evita esas dificultades limitando la scientia civilis 
a las exigencias de la racionalidad filosöfica y excluyendo de su discurso 
toda referencia al bene vivere de la vida futura cuya existencia nunca pudo 
ser probada por la razön filösöfica (DP, I, iv, 3)- Para ello opera una 
distinciön en el sacerdocio: por una parte, el estado sacerdotal, de origen 
sobrenatural es institufdo por Cristo en el alma de cada sacerdote con fines 
sólo espirituales y sin carácter coactivo; por la otra, la potestas 
sacerdotalis, de origen humano es instituida para la mejor organizaciön 
interna de la Iglesia (DP, I, vii, 3; xix, 5). Marsilio excluye de la civitas el 
estado sacerdotal, pero incluye en ella la potestas y todos los aspectos que 
conciernen a la organizaciön institucional de la Iglesia y del clero. Con 
ello consuma una doble operaciön: excluye del bene vivere temporal la 
dimension sacerdotal sobrenatural e incluye en él la potestas sacerdotal. 
Asi evita las dificultades de la tradiciön: integra en la civitas la potestas 
sacerdotal sin otorgarle jurisdicciön y somete esta potestas a la potestas 
coactiva de la parte gobernante de la civitas en la cual reside toda 
preeminencia de un hombre sobre otros, i.e. sin que la racionalidad de la 
civitas colisione con el sacerdocio, al que transforma en una pars inter 
partes de la civitas (DP,Liv,3). Si Tomás tendía a resolver los fines 
politicos del hombre en sus fines sobrenaturales con la consecuente 
dependencia de la vida politica respecto de los fines de la Iglesia, Marsilio 
invierte esa relaciön pues independiza la politica de la religiön mediante la 
transformaciön del sacerdocio en una dimensiön que cae bajo la 
jurisdicción del gobernante temporal. Para Marsilio es la comunidad civil, 
Le. la civitas, lograda como resultado del ejercicio de la razön filosöfica, 
la que prescribe si y cömo deben coincidir los fines e intereses del bene 
vivere de la civitas y del sacerdocio. Asi neutraliza los problemas no 
resueltos por la teoria politica anterior y extiende el ämbito jurisdiccional 
que ejerce el poder civil para lograr el bene vivere en la civitas. Ahora 
forman parte del bene vivere, que es causa final de la civitas, ciertas 
obligaciones quasi-religiosas derivadas de la competencia de la civitas 
para regular al sacerdocio como una de las partes de la vida politica, i.e. el 
bene vivere incluye la organizaciön del sacerdocio36. Suele sefialarse que 


36 «Marsile définit la perfection comme une sphère englobant à la fois valeurs 
chrétiennes et politiques. Une cité parfaite ne peut &tre que chrétienne; toute autre modéle 
d'organisation politique est imparfaite... La promesse de la vie éternelle n'a rien de fiction; 
elle est au contraire le but même à poursuivre dês cette vie, car elle fait partie intégrante de 
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Marsilio reduce el fin de la civitas a un bene vivere que excluye toda 
referencia al bene vivere eterno y que resuelve ese fin en una vita sufficiens 
que sólo satisface las necesidades más urgentes de la vida, sin lograr 
realizar el ideal ético aristotélico. Con todo, el finalismo satisfecho por la 
civitas marsiliana solo puede entenderse si se tiene en cuenta: 1) que «la 
cité doit... pourvoir 4 une double nécessité»37 - i.e. que la communitas 
perfecta incluye la satisfacciön de las facultades del alma especulativa a 
través del cultivo de las actividades liberales (DP, I, iv, 1) - y 2) que esa 
communitas perfecta solo puede ser una ciudad cristiana. Aunque 
Marsilio reformula el finalismo ético aristotélico, éste ocupa un amplio 
espacio en su teoria politica. 


vil 


Desde los pioneros trabajos de M. Grabmann el tema de la influencia 
aristotélica en la formaciön de la teorfa politica medieval ha sido un 
leitmotiv de la historiografia. Un leitmotiv más reciente es la revisión del 
papel atribuido al Aristöteles conocido en el siglo XII como protagonista 
de la inflexión operada por la teoría política de los siglos XII/XIV que la 
distinguiria radicalmente de las ideas politicas precedentes38. En efecto, la 
nueva teoria politica no parece totalmente tributaria de Aristöteles, pues su 
constituciön muestra tambien elementos juridicos, teolögicos y 
filosóficos, no sólo aristotélicos, sino también no aristotélicos. Es mi 
opinión que - más allá de coincidencias cronológicas relevantes no 
casuales, que no pueden ser ignoradas aunque no sean tratadas aquí-, es un 
hecho, que recién después del conocimiento del texto de la Politica y de 
los libri morales, el medioevo tuvo acceso a una clara formulación 
conceptual de nuevos temas de teoría política, v.gr.:1) la politicidad natural 
del hombre, 2) el papel desempefiado por la teleología aristotélica de la 
naturaleza en el orden político, diferente del naturalismo organicista 


la notion de vie sufffisante, but ultime de l'organisation politique» (J. QUILLET, La 
philosophie politique de Marsile de Padoue, Paris, 1970, 106). 

37 G. DE LAGARDE, La naissance de l'esprit laïque au déclin du moyen âge: III. Le 
Defensor Pacis, Louvain- Paris, 1970, 103. 

38 C.J. NEDERMAN, «Aristotelianism and the Origins of Political Science in the 
Twelfth Century», JHI, 1991, 179 ss.; «The Meaning of Aristotelianism in medieval Moral 
and Political Thought», ibid., 1996, 563 ss.; A. BLACK, El pensamiento politico en Europa. 
1250-1450, Cambridge, 1996, 120 s. 
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estoico transmitido por Cicerón, 3) la teoría de la pólis como comunidad 
perfecta y Ambito de relaciones entre los hombres y 4) la teoría de esas 
relaciones entendidas por primera vez por Aristöteles como vinculos 
diferentes en cada koinonia. Por ello, aunque la influencia de Aristöteles 
no haya sido excluyente, fue relevante en relaciön con la incorporaciön de 
nuevos temas al repertorio de las ideas politicas. Su dependencia de los 
libri morales aristotélicos resulta de la incorporaciön en las teorias 
políticas de Tomás, Juan de Paris, Dante y Marsilio del modelo ético- 
teleolögico aristotélico. Aunque cada uno utiliza y resuelve ese modelo de 
modo diferente, todos coinciden en incorporar el mismo modelo en 
momentos decisivos de la resoluciön teörica de cada una de sus teorfas. 
Por ello, si bien la critica al papel de la influencia de Aristöteles en la 
formaciön de la nueva teoria politica sugiere revisar esas afirmaciones, las 
tesis que sostienen esa influencia atin son vigentes. 


Universidad de Buenos Aires 


FLORIANO JONAS CESAR 


MARSILIUS OF PADUA: INTELLECT, APPETITE 
AND ACTIONI 


Marsilius of Padua’s opposition to the papal policy in the Middle 
Ages characterises his political activities, within which we can include his 
own works. There are signs of his disagreement with the Roman curia 
already in the letter from his friend Albertino Mussato, who reveals that 
Marsilius joined papal enemies, namely Can Grande della Scala and 
Matteo Visconti, sometime in the beginning of the 14th century2. The 
antipapal character of such relationship, hidden between the lines of 
Mussato’s correspondence, becomes clear in a letter of 1319 from Bernard 
Jourdain de l’Isle. There pope John XXII regrets that an old prior and 
Marsilius, attending a request from «the tyrants of the Ghibelin party in 
Italy» (among whom historians identify Matteo Visconti), has offered to. 
the Count of the March the captaincy of that party, so ignoring that «those 
tyrants» have been excommunicated, their lands are under «ecclesiastical 
interdiction» and they are public enemies of «our most loved son Robert, 
illustrious King of Sicily»3. 


1 I would like to thank Dr. Matthew Kempshall for our discussions in Oxford 
(1997-1998) of the ideas presented here. I also thank the Coordenadoria de 
Aperfeicoamento do Ensino Superior, Brazil, and the University of Oxford, United 
Kingdom, for funding my Master on Studies in Historical Research (Medieval) during that 
time. The subject discussed in this paper was also analysed in my «Causa singularis 
discordie e situação italiana no Defensor pacis de Marsílio de Pádua», Patristica et 
mediaevalia 18 (1997) 20-8. 

2 The letter is printed in C. Pincin, Marsilio, Torino, Istituto di Scienze Politiche 
dell’ Universita di Torino, 1967, pp. 37-40. 

3 Noel Valois considers the «Marsilius» mentioned in this letter not to be Marsilius 
of Padua. Cfr. N. VALOIS, «Jean de Jandun et Marsile de Padoue, auteurs du Defensor 


in: M.C. Pacheco — LE Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (5.1.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Il, pp. 1915-1925. 
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The antipapalism of Marsilius reappears in 1324 with the Defensor 
pacis. He is now explicitiy concerned about unrest in the Regnum 
Italicum. He speaks of the contrast between its glorious past and the 
decaying present as coming from the peace that it once enjoyed and the 
discord that then destroys it. On the one hand, submission of the habitable 
world and recognition of other people; on the other, dominion by foreign 
nations, devastation near to dissolution, yoke of tyrants, suffering, other 
nations contempt; «father and mother land, once so beautiful and now so 
deformed and devastated»4. Marsilius’ attitude to the pope, which appears 
imprecise in the letters of Mussato and John XXII, becomes clear: The 
Defensor pacis asserts that the Italian situation results from a certain 
«singular cause of strife», viz., the papal perverted desire for rulership 
along with the wrong opinion that the pope has plenitude of power, that 
also menaces every kingdom and city, and is responsible for corruption in 
the Church. 

The practical purpose of the Defensor pacis is to start a widespread 
reaction against that cause. To that movement Marsilius himself promised 
and gave a personal contribution?. Not long before the authorship of the 
Defensor pacis was revealed in 1326, Marsilius left Paris for the court of 
Ludwig of Bavaria in Nuremberg, and became Ludwig’s doctor and 
counsellor’. The presence of Marsilius in the imperial court is noticeable 
in the following couple of years. He was in Trent with Ludwig of Bavaria 
when an assembly of Ghibelline leaders decided, sometime between 


pacis», Histoire littéraire de la France 33 (1906) 528-623, p. 567 n. 6. Previté-Orton was 
the first to maintain that John XXII does refer to Marsilius. Cfr. C.W. PREVITÉ-ORTON, 
«Marsilius of Padua and the Visconti», The English historical review 44 (1929) 278-9, 
which contains the part of the letter that mentions Marsilius. 

^ Marsilius of Padua, Defensor pacis, R. ScHoLz (ed.), Hahnsche Buchhandlung, 
Hannover, 1932, I, I, 2, p. 3, 1. 15 to p. 4, 1. 16 and II, XXVI, 20, p. 517, 11. 24-30. The 
fragments quoted in English follow the translation of A. GEWIRTH: Marsilius of Padua, 
Defensor pacis, Toronto-Buffalo-London, University of Toronto Press, 1992 (Medieval 
Academy reprints for teaching). 

5 Cfr. Defensor pacis I, II, 3, p. 4,1. 20 to p. 5, 1. 7; I, XIX, 12, p. 135, IL 6-12; 
and II, XXIII-XXVI, p. 440, 1. 13 to p. 518, 1. 6. 

6 Cfr. Defensor pacis I, I, 4-7, p. 5,1. 18 to p. 9, 1. 7; I, XIX, 13, p. 136,1. 11 to p. 
137, 1. 6; and II, XXVI, 19, p. 515, 1. 26 to p. 516,1. 7. 

7 Cfr. Defensor pacis I, XIX, 13, p. 137, ll. 6-15. 

8 Cfr. C. PINCIN, Marsilio, p. 149. 
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January and March 1327, upon the expedition to Rome?. Pope John XXII 
blamed Ludwig of Bavaria for the protection given to Marsilius, an 
individual who disseminated doctrines already condemned by the 
Church). Marsilius preached against John XXII in the same year in Milan 
(probably around 31 May, when Ludwig received the Crown of Iron)ll. 
Marsilius accompanied Ludwig when the emperor was in Rome in 1328. 
His influence can be seen from several events during this year: the 
coronation of Ludwig of Bavaria by a delegate of the Roman people, the 
imperial sentence deposing pope John XXII, and the election of the 
antipope Nicholas V12, 

This paper aims to show that Marsilius” analysis of the papal policy, 
his personal attitude and the strategy that he advocates against the papacy 
are based on a theory of human action. First, it is argued that the «singular 
cause of strife» has a double face, namely opinion and desire. Next, comes 
the marsilian theory of human action. Finally, there is a discussion of how 
that theory can explain why Marsilius has no hope on the pope or the 
clergy, but is inclined to see the use of force as a necessary measure against 
the papacy. 


The first point to note here is the exact meaning of the «singular cause 
of strife». This cause 1s the key to understanding Marsilius' analysis of the 
papal policy in the early fourteenth century as well as his reaction against 
it. Although a long and varied bibliography about Marsilius has formed in 
the century, one basic question still needs to be answered, namely, what is 
it that he calls causa singularis discordiae? It has often been 
misunderstood as something different from the letter of the Defensor 
pacis, or, as simply the doctrine of papal plenitude of power. Imprecise 


9 Cfr. C. Pwnc, Marsilio, p. 154, n. 17. See also Monumenta germaniae historica, 
Constitutiones et acta publica, I. SCHWALM (ed.), Hannover, 1914-1927, tome VI, part 1, p. 
186, 1. 14. 

lo Cfr. C. Pıncın, Marsilio, p. 154. See also Monumenta Germaniae Historica, 
Constitutiones et acta publica, tome VI, part 1, p.185, 1. 1 to p. 186, 1. 47. 

11 Cfr. N. VALOIS, «Jean de Jandun et Marsile de Padoue, auteurs du Defensor 
pacis», p. 591. 

12 Cfr. Marsilius of Padua, Defensor pacis, C.W. PREVITÉ-ORTON (ed.), Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge, 1928, Introduction, p. xi. 
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descriptions appear already in 1906 and 1924, just before the first critical 
edition of the Defensor pacis by C. W. Previté-Orton was published. Allan 
Gewirth and J. Quillet are no exceptions, nor are recent commentaries on 
Marsilius in English, Spanish and Portuguese13. 

Marsilius speaks of this cause as being the perverted desire of the 
pope for rulership, along with his false opinion of having plenitude of 


13 Cfr. N. VaLors, «Jean de Jandun et Marsile de Padoue, auteurs du Defensor pacis», 
p. 577: «Dans le dernier chapitre de la premiére partie, ils [Marsile de Padoue et Jean de 
Jandun] dénoncent cette cause nouvelle de discorde...: elle n'est autre que la papauté». F. 
BATTAGLIA, «Marsiglio da Padova e il Defensor pacis», Rivista internazionale di filosofia 
del diritto 4 (1924) 398-417: «Una cosa solo é certa: l’opera s’inizia con un capitolo, ove 
l’autore tratteggia le cause contemporanee della discordia...: tra queste cause, la più 
importante è l'immunità troppo grande datta al clero e la sovranità della Chiesa Romana...» 
(p. 401). Battaglia probably has Defensor pacis I, I, 3, p. 4, 1. 20 to p. 5, 1. 7 in mind. A. 
GEWIRTH, in his introduction to the English translation of the Defensor pacis, affirms that 
«the second discourse treats of the «unusual» and «singular» or «special» cause, namely, the 
acts and pretensions of the papacy deriving from its claim to plenitude of power» (op. cit., 
p. xxi). Nicolai Rubinstein follows Gewirth without criticism (cfr. idem., «Marsilius of 
Padua and Italian political thought of his time» in J.R. HALE, J.R.L. HIGHFIELD and B. 
SMALLEY (eds.), Europe in the late middle ages, London, Faber and Faber, 1965, pp. 44-75). 
J. QUILLET, commenting on Defensor pacis I, XIX, 3, repeats the same view: «Cette cause 
est, comme Marsile le déveloperra ci-dessous ($ 7-8-9-10-11-12-13) est la prétension 
pontificale a la plenitudo potestatis» (Marsile de Padoue, Le Défenseur de la paix, Paris, 
Von, 1968, p. 171 n. 9). PR. BAERNSTEIN, «Corporation and organicism in Discourse 1 of 
Marsilius of Padua’s Defensor pacis», Journal of medieval and early modern studies 26 
(1996) 113-38: «Marsilius uses Scriptures and the commentaries of the church fathers... to 
condemn what he calls the immediate, singular cause of discord in the Italian state, namely 
church intervention in secular affairs» (p. 113). David Carris aware of the fact that Defensor 
pacis I, XIX, 12 speaks of the singular cause of discord in terms of both wrong opinion and 
perverted desire. Yet he does not explore this ambivalence and says that the «cause was, of 
course, the perversion of the priestly office by the papacy» (p. 21-2). D.R. CARR, «Marsilius 
of Padua: the use and image of History in Defensor pacis», in C. CONDREN and R.P. COOPER 
(eds.), Altro Polo, a volume of Italian renaissance studies, Sydney, 1982, pp. 13-28. J.R.G. 
CUE, «Teoria de la ley y de la soberania popular en el Defensor pacis de Marsilio de Padua», 
Revista de estudios politicos 43 (1985) 107-48: «Pero, como el proprio Marsilio apunta y 
sus commentaristas destacam, a las causas de discordia sefialadas por Aristöteles habria que 
afiadir otra que necessariamente era ignorada por el Estagirita, a saber: la pretensi6n del 
Papado de ejercer un poder absoluto tanto en el Ambito del espfritu como en los asuntos 
temporales...» (p. 122). Francisco Bertelloni’s Introduction to O Defensor da paz: «Ai [no 
primeiro Discurso] alude especialmente a um conflito que Aristóteles não conheceu, cuja 
causa é a pretensão papal e eclesiástica à plenitudo potestatis» (Marsílio de Pádua, O 
Defensor da paz, Petrópolis, Vozes, 1997, p 26). 
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powerl4. Such an ambivalence is already implicit in the expression opinio 
perversa, used when he first refers to the «singular cause of strife» in the 
Defensor pacis15. The passage that is of particular interest in this respect 
is Defensor pacis 11,XXV1,18. This text concludes the sequence from 
chapters XXIII to XXVI which describes the varied forms plenitude of 
power has taken, and the use which the popes have made of such a 
doctrine in both ecclesiastical and civil matters. Chapter XXVI, in 
particular, describes its use in relation to the emperor and the Roman 
empire. After this long description, Marsilius finally reveals the forces 
beh ind the events he has set forth. The «avarice or cupidity, and ambition 
or pride» are cited as the «origin and incitement» of these things; and the 
doctrine of the plenitude of power, as an important instrument of «aid and 
encouragement» to them. 


A 


The specificity of the «singular cause of strife» must be emphasised. 
One finds in the Defensor pacis several papal arguments which Marsilius 
lists in order to refute them. The Donation or Edict of Constantine, for 
example, states that emperor Constantine gave the Roman church and its 
bishop a certain pre-eminence over the other bishops and princes, and, 
seemingly, the «coercive jurisdiction over the fields, estates, and most of 
the possessions of the other bishops and churches, as well as secular 
dominion over certain provinces»16. (Marsilius seems to not fully trust the 
authenticity of the Donation of Constantine, yet he does not make a point 
of insisting on his lack of confidence in it). Besides the Edict, Marsilius 
mentions other imperial concessions subsequently granted to the pope. 
Marsilius also speaks of the papal interpretation of the Translatio imperii. 
However, he never counts either the Edict or these concessions or the 


14 Cfr. Defensor pacis I, 1, 3, p. 5, 11. 10-14; I, XIX, 12, 13, p. 135, Il. 1-6; p. 137, 
Il. 9-15. The adverb fortassis in the expression perversa fortassis affectio in Defensor pacis 
L XIX, 2 reveals some hesitation, which is not always present in the Defensor pacis. 
Generally, Marsilius affirms that the pope is corrupted with no hesitation. In Defensor 
pacis III, III, 1, p. 602, 11. 5-11 Marsilius considers not only the extimatio and desiderium 
of the pope but also his conatus to be the causa singularis discordiae. 

15 Cfr. Defensor pacis J, I, 3, p. 5, 1. 10. 

16 Cfr. Defensor pacis U, XVIII, 7, p. 380, 1. 16 to p. 381, 1. 15. 
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transfer of the empire as part of the doctrine of the plenitude of power. 
This doctrine refers specifically to the powers which Christ conveyed to 
His vicar, Peter and his supposed successors. Indeed, when listing the 
authorities cited in favour of the papal point of view, Marsilius only quotes 
John 21:17 (Pace oves meas), Matthew 16:19 (Tibi dabo claves regni 
celorum), and Luke 22:38 (Ecce duo gladii)17. 

The primacy of the bishop of Rome as vicar of Christ constitutes the 
essence of the doctrine of papal plenitude of power, as well as of the 
different forms which it took from the time of Constantine to the time of 
pope John XXII. Marsilius, in fact, reckons that an important evolution has 
taken place. The doctrine of papal plenitude of power comprises, 
according to him, six out of eight distinct meanings which have been 
successively incorporated in the course of the intervening centuries. At 
first, the doctrine meant that the bishop of Rome had the care of all 
believers, as opposed to the other bishops and priests, who looked after 
only part of them. Starting from such a restricted, religious sense, 
however, it gradually developed and, in the end, came to mean with 
Boniface VIII, Clement V and John XXII that the bishop of Rome had 
supreme jurisdiction over all rulers, communities, individuals and 
temporal things, which neither the Donation, nor the Translatio or imperial 
concessions could guarantee18. 


B 


As to the second aspect of the «singular cause of strife», viz., the papal 
perverted desire, several passages in the Defensor pacis are peppered with 
adjectives addressed to popes in general, and to John XXII and his 
accomplices in particular. Such a desire has, according to Marsilius, the 
influence of «that ruler of this world, that first parent of arrogance and 
presumption, that inculcator of all vices, the devil». «Cupidity and 
avarice» and «pride and ambition for secular rule» invaded the mind of the 
Roman bishops. Simplicius would have been the first to fall in that 
temptation. Usurping an authority that did not belong to him, he «decreed 


17 Cfr. Defensor pacis II, XXIII, 5, p. 445, 11. 14-30. 
18 Cfr. Defensor pacis I, XIX, 9, p. 131, 1. 23 to p. 132, 1. 17; II, XXIII, passim, p. 
440, L 13 to p. 451, 1. 17; II, XXV, 17, p. 483, 1. 14 to p. 485,1. 3. 
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that no clergyman must receive investiture from a layman»»19. Many 
Simplicius came until the 14th century. «We have seen», Marsilius says, 
«many modern bishops to be» «avaricious, arrogant, or otherwise 
vicious», of «insatiable avarice» and «other vicious desires». They fight 
the empire «moved by cupidity, avarice, pride and ambition», with «crafty 
pretence» and «astounding subtlety»20. 


I 


The contribution of Aristotle to the exact description of «the singular 
cause of discord» has not been noted by modern commentators. It is no 
accident, however, that elements related to both perverted desire and false 
opinion are included in Marsilius’ description of this cause. The 
significance of this double aspect (desire and opinion) is revealed by the 
brief theory of human acts developed in Defensor pacis 1,V,4 and 
ILVIIL2-3. These passages are implicitly involved in many issues 
throughout the treatise, though they actually aim at specific purposes. The 
first intends to prove which are the necessary parts of the city by assigning 
to each one the moderation of a human action or passion21. The second 
aims to introduce discussion about the differences between human and 
divine laws, judges and judgements, by presenting the sorts of act they 
deal with22. In both passages, Marsilius conceives human action in terms 
of every sort of quantitative and qualitative alteration, as well as any 
change of place. Accordingly, not only the body's motion, internal or 
external, but also a thought and a desire are, by this reckoning, human 
acts. 

Marsilius initially distinguishes between actions and passions which 
either come from «natural causes apart from knowledge» or «are 
performed by us or occur in us through our cognitive and appetitive 
powers». Examples of the former are the «alterations effected by things 
entering human bodies, such as food, drink, medicines, poisons, and other 


19 Cfr. Defensor Pacis U, XXV, 7, p. 473,1. 9 to p. 474,1. 6. 

20 Cfr. Defensor Pacis II, XXI, 12, p. 415, 1. 19 to p. 416, 1. 6; II, XXV, 17, p. 484, 
11. 15-24; IL, XXVI, 2, 6, 8, 13, 16, p. 488, IL. 4-12; p. 492, 11. 9-11; p. 495, Il. 30-1; p. 502, 
ll. 6-15; p. 509, 1. 25. 

21 Cfr. Defensor pacis I, V, 4, p. 22, ll. 5-23. 

22 Cfr. Defensor pacis II, VIII, 2-3, p. 222, Il. 5-31. 
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similar things». Intellect and appetite thus appear from the very beginning 
as the source of a certain kind of human action and passion. This basic idea 
will remain throughout the Defensor pacis 1,V,4 and ILVIIL2-3. The 
actions and passions to which they give birth are divided, in turn, into 
«immanent» and «transient» ones. Immanent acts are those ones which 
«do not cross over into a subject other than the doer, nor are they exercised 
through any external organs or locomotive members». Our thoughts and 
desires are an example of them. Those acts which do not cross over and 
which do have external instruments are all transient. 

Defensor pacis T,VIIL2-3 presents a slightly different classification. 
Marsilius speaks now of acts, not of actions and passions. He maintains 
the general distinction from I,V,4 between acts which are brought about 
with the participation of the intellect and the appetite, and acts which are 
brought about without such participation. A new class is now introduced, 
however, between acts which arise «without any control by the mind» and 
acts which arise «through the control of the human mind». Marsilius goes 
on to say that man has power (potestas) only over the latter. Immanent and 
transient acts appear now to be a subdivision of acts which arise through 
the control of the human mind, and, as such, are under the control of man 
«according to the Christian religion». Furthermore, and this is the essential 
point, Marsilius now regards the transient acts to follow from the 
immanent ones. 


Transient acts, on the other hand, are all pursuits of things desired, and the 
omissions thereof, in the manner of privations, and the motions produced by some 
of the body’s external organs, especially of those which are moved in respect of 
place23. 


Through this long chain, intellect and appetite finally show themselves 
to be the powers behind the transient acts, that affect other people. 

Some passages of the Defensor pacis suggest that, in order to make a 
correct choice, a human being must neither be ignorant nor have a 
perverted desire. Marsilius mentions these conditions, for instance, when 
he discusses the making of laws, and in referring to the acceptance of 
certain ideas in the course of the Defensor pacis24. Although these 


23 Cfr. Defensor pacis II, VIII, 3, p. 223, 11. 5-9. 
24 See, for example, Defensor pacis I, I, 8, p. 9,11. 9-12; I, XI, 2-3, p. 53, 1. 10 to p. 
57,1. 12; I, XII, 5, p. 65, 11. 12-15; and I, XIV, 6, p. 81, Il. 8-10. 
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passages are not sufficiently developed to form the outline of any theory, 
nevertheless, along with his description of the human acts, they help 
reinforce Marsilius’ conception of human action. 


II 
A 


As we have seen, Marsilius describes the «singular cause of strife» as 
the perverted desire of the pope for government, along with the false 
opinion according to which he has plenitude of power. It is significant that 
he virtually never abandons the double faceted nature of this cause 
throughout the Defensor pacis. The reason for this is that the two elements 
of this cause express both the perversion of papal appetite (the pope’s 
desire for rulership) and the error of his intellect (the pope’s opinion that 
he has plenitude of power). Thus, this dual definition reveals the 
corruption of both the faculties from which the pope’s external acts derive. 
Moreover, Marsilius theory of human action proceeds to unveil one further 
aspect of this cause. Making clear the relationship between thoughts, 
desires and external acts, it explains how a false opinion and perverted 
desire can be seen as the cause of unrest in Italy and the corruption in the 
Church which the Defensor pacis sets forth. 

Marsilius sought to solve this political and religious problem. On at 
least one.occasion, he considers recalling the oppressors from their error25. 
Generally speaking, however, he has no hope of convincing them of their 
mistake. To understand his behaviour, it is important to bear in mind the 
fact that he regards, not simply the pope’s acts, but the pope’s perverted 
desire and false opinion to be the cause of unrest. So, the Defensor pacis 
could not change the attitude of the pope by simply making the truth known 
to him, because the assent of the Pontiff to the ideas of the book would also 
depend on his not having a perverted desire, which is not the case26. 


25 Cfr. Defensor pacis I, I, 6, p. 7,1. 25. 

26 The contrast between «love» and «ignorance» of the pope in Defensor pacis II, 
XXI, 19, p. 519, 1. 21 to p. 517,1. 6 is worth noting in this respect: «Hence let him first take 
heed and be personally mindful of the order of love, so that he may then teach others to be 
thus mindful. For he is not ignorant, or at least he will not henceforth be ignorant, that his 
unjust action in hampering, attacking, and distressing the Roman ruler and government is 
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B 


Marsilius has no hope, not only that the pope abandons the path of 
error, but also that an ecclesiastical reaction could put an end to the 
«singular cause of strife». To see such cause eliminated by an internal 
movement of the clergy is most unlikely as one realises that the papal 
pretentious plenitude of power abolished perhaps the only way to that self 
regeneration, viz., election. For the «Roman bishop» «used his assumed 
primacy and plenitude of power» in «the appointment of ecclesiastic 
officials and the distribution of ecclesiastic temporal goods», and therefore 
«contaminated and, if one may say so, destroyed the whole mystical body 
of Christ»27. The popes «restricted, corrupted, and at length almost totally 
abolished the method of election», «the best, indeed the only method 
wherein there is assurance of making an absolutely good appointment of 
any official», the method by which «the apostles together with the other 
believers appointed the deacons»28. 

The papal attitudes to the election and the temporal goods of the 
Church go together. To abolish election, the pope himself appointing the 
ecclesiastics, serves for all sorts of deals and to name, everywhere, people 
more willing to maintain and to seize temporal goods. As a consequence, 
the qualifications of the clergy that controls the Church undergo a 
profound change. These men know nothing about the «divine Scriptures», 
many of them lack «proper moral gravity», are «unlearned, untrained and 
sometimes notorious criminals», who not even speak the language of the 
communities entrusted to them. Marsilius counts less than one in ten 
«bishops or archbishops of the provinces», «patriarchs» and «lower 
prelates» that is «doctor of sacred theology or adequately trained 
therein»29. The pope assigns disqualified people to preside the faithful. 


external, or rather contrary, to the counsel or command of Christ and the apostles. Nor, 
again, is he ignorant that bitter conflicts have arisen because of the scandals stirred up by 
himself and by certain of his predecessors in Italy, as a result of which violent deaths have 
been suffered by so many thousands of believers, whom we may with probability assume 
to have been sentenced to eternal damnation, because sudden death found them filled with 
hatred and malevolence for their brethren...». 

27 Defensor pacis II, XXIV, title and 2, p. 451, 11. 19-22 and p. 452, 11. 6-9. 

28 Defensor pacis II, XXIV, 2, p. 452, 11. 9-14. See also II, XVII, p. 355, 1. 23 to p. 
375, 1. 9. 

29 Defensor pacis Il, XXIV, 5, p. 455, 11. 4-7. 
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They do not have moral qualifications and are unable to teach the 
Scriptures, which is a bishop’s main duty30. Many «lower prelates», 
«abbots and prior of monasteries and other ecclesiastic curates are 
immoral and so poorly educated that they do not even know how to speak 
grammatically»31. Moreover, directly appointing people to every post, the 
pope subverts the ecclesiastical hierarchy, engendering in the superior 
church officials indolence and negligence, and in the inferior ones 
arrogance, disobedience and disrespect32. 

The «singular cause of strife», the above mentioned false opinion and 
perverted desire, spreads in this way to the local level, because of the sort 
of people chosen by the pope. With election abolished, the clergy has 
become a supporter, rather than a prospective opponent to the papacy. 


IV 


To sum up, a certain view of the human action as involving intellect 
and appetite lies behind Marsilius’ analysis of the papal policy to the 
empire, kingdoms, cities and the Church. That view shapes his attitude to 
the pope and clergy. In describing the bishop of Rome and his partisans as 
having a perverted desire, Marsilius indicates why admonition might not 
be enough. His strategy is rather to resist, and to fight against, them. He 
calls upon everyone, the princes in general, Ludwig of Bavaria in 
particular, to eliminate by force a cause of discord which cannot be 
defeated by words33. Fighting appears as the unavoidable outcome of a 
book whose keystone is the perversa fortassis affeccio of the pope. 


Universidade São Judas Tadeu de São Paulo 


30 Cfr. Defensor pacis II, XXIV, 5, p. 455, 11. 7-16. 

31 Defensor pacis II, XXIV, 6, p. 455, Il. 17-22. 

32 Cfr. Defensor pacis II, XXIV, 14, p. 461, 11. 6-17. 

33 Cfr. Defensor pacis I, XIX, 13, p. 136, ll. 16-1; IL I, 1, p. 138, 11. 4-9 and I, I, 6, 
p. 8, Il. 2-16. 
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KOGNITIVE UND ONTOLOGISCHE WAHRHEIT BEI SUAREZ 


Um zu zeigen, daß die Erste Philosophie zurecht “Wissenschaft von 
der Wahrheit’ genannt wird, verweist Aristoteles im zweiten Buch der 
Metaphysik (993b 30-31) auf einen inneren Zusammenhang von 
Seiendheit und Wahrheit: «jedes verhält sich zur Wahrheit so, wie es sich 
zum Sein verhält». Diese Erklärung bildet eine gemeinsame Grundlage 
der Entwürfe zur Theorie des ontischen oder transzendentalen Wahren - 
des Wahren als einer Eigentümlichkeit des Seienden als Seienden - um die 
sich scholastische Autoren im Zuge der Neubegründung der Metaphysik 
als Wissenschaft vom Seienden als solchen bemühen. In ihrer Folge 
stimmen sie in der Auffassung überein, daß Seiendes und Wahres 
begrifflich verschieden, jedoch der Sache nach identisch und daher in der 
Aussage miteinander vertauschbar (konvertibel) sind!. 

Die Entwürfe begegnen nun, insoweit sie an die aristotelische 
Lehrtradition anknüpfen, einer Schwierigkeit: Nach einer Aussage im 
sechsten Buch der Metaphysik (1027b 25-27) «liegt das Wahre und das 
Falsche nicht in den Dingen, ... sondern im Denken». Im Verständnis der 
scholastischen Autoren bestimmt Aristoteles hier den urteilenden Verstand 
als den eigentlichen und alleinigen Träger von Wahrheit. Wie kann dann 
aber Seiendes formal als Wahres ausgelegt werden? Aristoteles, der keine 
systematische Lehre von der ontischen Wahrheit entwickelt, stellt diese 
Frage nicbt. 


1 Zum Forschungsstand siehe den Bericht von J. AERTSEN, «The Medieval 
Doctrine of the Transcendentals. The current State of Research», Bulletin de Philos. 
médiévale 33 (1991) 130-147, bes. 68 sq.; Id., «The Medieval Doctrine of the 
Transcendentals. New Literature», Bulletin de Philos. médiévale 41 (1999) 107-121, bes. 
119 sq. 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Eds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginação na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrés International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.LE.P.M.) Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. III, pp. 1929-1940. 
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Zu ihrer Lösung muß gezeigt werden, in welchem Sinne den Dingen 
und in welchem Sinne allein dem urteilenden Verstand Wahrheit 
zugesprochen werden kann, und wie diese Prädikationsweisen 
zusammenhängen. Eine rein zufällige Äquivokation erscheint 
ausgeschlossen. Daher bleibt nur die Annahme, daß “Wahres’ von den 
Dingen und vom Verstand gemäß einer Ordnung des ‘Früher und Später’ 
(analog) ausgesagt wird. Unter der Annahme, daß der eigentliche Ort der 
Wahrheit im Verstand ist, kann diese Ordnung dabei nur so verstanden 
werden, daß “Wahres’ ‘früher’ (per prius) vom Verstand und ‘später’ (per 
posterius) von den Dingen ausgesagt wird. Aber in welchem Sinne wird 
Wahrheit von den Dingen ‘später’ (per posterius) ausgesagt - und worin 
besteht die Einheit in dieser Ordnung? 

Unter dem Einfluß von Überlegungen des Thomas setzt sich im 13. 
Jh. ein Lösungsansatz durch, in dessen Mittelpunkt die allgemeine 
Definition der Wahrheit als adaequatio rei et intellectus steht. Diese 
Bestimmung erhält unter verschiedenen Wahrheitsdefinitionen den 
Vorzug, da sie Ding und Verstand explizit in ihrem wechselseitigen 
Verhältnis faßt, ohne dieses Verhältnis über das Merkmal der Angleichung 
hinaus näher zu charakterisieren. Ausgangs- und Zielpunkt der 
Angleichung bleiben in ihr offen2. So eröffnet sie der metaphysischen 
Wahrheitsbetrachtung den erforderlichen weiten Horizont und Rahmen, in 
dem der Sinngehalt der Dingwahrheit im Vergleich zu demjenigen der 
Wahrheit im Verstand bestimmt und die Ordnung der Prädikation von 
“Wahres’ genauer erläutert werden kann. 

Thomas widmet dieser Ordnung eingehende Überlegungen. Diese 
werfen Fragen auf, die in der späteren Scholastik zu Auseinander- 
setzungen über die ‘Analogie des Wahren’ führen. Innerhalb der Tradition, 
die sich auf Thomas beruft, gelangen seit Beginn der neuzeitlichen 

- Geschichte der analogia veri vor allem zwei Konzeptionen zur Wirkung: 
Die Deutung Cajetans und die des spanischen Jesuiten Francisco Suarez; 
dieser entwickelt seine Auffassung in den Disputationes metaphysicae 
(1597) in direktem Gegenzug gegen Cajetan. In der älteren Forschung 
wurde ihre Übereinstimmung mit derjenigen des Thomas hervorgehoben; 
in der neueren Forschung werden dagegen eher die scotistische Züge der 


2 S. theol. J, q. 16, a. 1c: «Quod autem dicitur quod veritas est adaequatio rei et 
intellectus, potest ad utrumque pertinere». 
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suarezianischen Position betont3. Worin ihr eigentümliches Profil besteht, 
ist bisher jedoch weitgehend unerforscht4. - Einige Züge dieses Profils 
sollen im folgenden im Hinblick auf die Lehre von der Wahrheit 
hervorgehoben werden. Dazu wird zuerst (I.) der Grund der Kontroverse 
über die Analogie des Wahren bestimmt - danach werden (II.) einige 
Grundlinien der suarezianischen Lösung entwickelt, und schließlich wird 
versucht (III.), charakteristische Züge ihres ontologischen Fundaments zu 
bestimmen. Hauptquelle ist die achte Disputations. 


J. DIE AUSEINANDERSETZUNG MIT DER THOMISTISCHEN POSITION 


Der Prozess der zur wirklichen Angleichung von Verstand und Ding 
führt, findet seinen vollendenden Abschluß im Verstand. Deshalb findet 
sich Thomas zufolge “Wahres’ nachgeordnet in den Dingen, vorrangig 
und dem vollen Sinngehalt nach aber im Verstand6. Zur Erklärung dieser 
Ordnung greift Thomas auf die bekannte Konzeption der Beziehung ‘auf- 
Eines-hin’ (pros-hen) zurück, die Aristoteles in Metaphysik IV am 
Beispiel des Prädikats ‘Gesundes’ erläutert. ‘Gesundes’ wird primär und 
seiner eigentlichen Bedeutung nach von einem Organismus gesagt; nur 
nachgeordnet - in einem abgeleiteten Sinn, der eine Beziehung zum 
primär Gemeinten ausdrückt - wird ‘Gesundes’ etwa von einem Heilmittel 
oder von Urin gesagt (das Heilmittel wird ‘gesund’ genannt, insofern es 
Gesundheit bewirkt, Urin wird gesund genannt, insoweit er Gesundheit 
anzeigt). Ähnlich wird ‘Wahres’ in erster Linie und im eigentlichen Sinne 
vom Verstand gesagt - und nur nachgeordnet, in einem davon abgeleiteten 


3 L. HONNEFELDER, Scientia transcendens, Hamburg 1990, bes. 200-294; - J.F. 
COURTINE, Suarez et le systeme de la metaphysique, Paris 1990. 

4 Suarez’ Lehre über die Wahrheit findet ihre gründlichste Darstellung noch immer 
bei H. SEIGFRIED, Wahrheit und Metaphysik bei Suarez, Phil. Diss. Bonn 1967. Ihr 
eigentümliches Profil bleibt darin jedoch ungeklärt, da Seigfried einem Verfahren folgt, das 
den Gegenstand unter Absehung von der Lehrtraditionen rekonstruiert; cfr. ibid. 8. 

5 Die Disputationes metaphysicae werden in üblicher Weise nach der Vivés- 
Ausgabe: Opera omnia, C. BERTON (ed.), Bde. XXV und XXVI, Paris 1877 zitiert; die 
Stellenangabe erfolgt ohne Nennung des Werktitels. 

6 De veritate q. 1, a. 2c: «per posterius invenitur verum in rebus, per prius autem 
in intellectu». 
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Sinne, der eine Beziehung zur Wahrheit des Verstandes ausdrückt, von den 
Dingen”. 

Das Primäranalogat von ‘Wahres’ sieht Thomas dabei wiederum 
mehrfach in sich gestuft. Die erste und fundamentale Stufung bilden der 
göttliche und der diesem untergeordnete menschliche Verstand. Daraus 
ergibt sich die folgende Differenzierung: ‘Wahrheit’ wird erster Linie und 
im eigentlichen Sinne (primo et proprie) dem göttlichen Verstand 
zugesprochen, im eigentlichen Sinne und nachgeordnet (proprie et 
secundario) dem menschlichen Verstand - und nur uneigentlich und 
nachgeordnet (improprie et secundario) den Dingen, weil und insofern 
diesen Wahrheit nur in Rücksicht auf die Wahrheit des göttlichen oder des 
menschlichen Verstands zukommt$. Die Beziehung zum Verstand, 
aufgrund deren die Dinge ‘wahr’ genannt werden, beruht in bezug auf 
beide Intellekte auf einer realen Abhängigkeitsbeziehung zwischen Ding 
und Verstand, die Thomas mithilfe des aristotelischen Schemas von Maß 
und Gemessenem beschreibt9. 

Cajetan geht nun in seiner Interpretation dieser Konzeption deutlich 
über Thomas hinaus. Er legt seine eigene Systematik der Analogie 
zugrunde, in der die Aussageweise ‘auf-Eines-hin’ als eigener Analogietyp 
unter dem Namen ‘analogia attributionis’ erscheint. Als charakteristisch 
für diesen Typ betrachtet Cajetan, daß der Sinngehalt des gemeinsamen 
Prädikats allein dem Primäranalogat formal und innerlich zukommt. Die 
Sekundäranalogate werden durch das gemeinsame Prädikat nur äußerlich 
benannt - so wie im Fall von ‘Gesundes’ nur der Organismus, der die 
Gesundheit innerlich besitzt, formal ‘gesund’ genannt wird, nicht aber das 
Heilmittel oder der Urin; diese werden ‘gesund’ nur durch äußere 
Benennung von der Gesundheit des Organismus her genannti0. Nach 
diesem Modell erläutert Cajetan die Position des Thomas in einem Sinne, 


7 Tbid.; S.theol. 1, q. 16, a. 6c. 

8 De veritate q. 1, a. 4 c: «Est ergo veritas in intellectu divino quidem primo et 
proprie, in intellectu vero humano proprie quidem et secundario, in rebus autem improprie 
et secundario, quia nonnisi per respectum ad alteram duarum veritatum». 

9 Ibid., a. 2c. 

10 Cajetan, De nominum analogia, cap. 2, n. 10 B. PINCHARD (ed.), Paris 1987, 
116): «primum analogatorum tantum est tale formaliter, caetera autem denominantur talia 
extrinsece. Sanum enim ipsum animal formaliter est; urina vero, medicina et alia 
huiusmodi, sana denominantur non a sanitate eis inhaerente sed extrinsece, ab illa animalis 
sanitate, significative vel causaliter, vel alio modo». 
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wonach sie besagt, “Wahres’ werde von den Dingen lediglich in der Weise 
einer äußeren Benennung von der Wahrheit des Verstandes her gesagt; mit 
Rücksicht auf den göttlichen Verstand erfolge die Benennung aufgrund 
eines Verhältnisses der Nachahmung (imitatio) - also darum, weil die 
Dinge dem Wahren im göttlichen Verstand als ihrer Norm angeglichen 
sind - mit Rücksicht auf den menschlichen theoretischen Verstand erfolge 
sie aufgrund einer ursächlichen Beziehung, also deshalb, weil die Dinge in 
gewisser Weise Ursache des Wahren im Verstand sind oder zumindest sein 
können!l. 

Cajetans Deutung wird dem Standpunkt des Thomas sicherlich nicht 
gerecht. Sie übergeht die Überlegungen, in denen Thomas deutlich zu 
machen sucht, daß ‘Wahres’ einem Ding aufgrund einer ihm 
innewohnenden Form zugesprochen wird, nämlich aufgrund seiner (dem 
Verstand angeglichenen oder sich einen Verstand angleichenden) 
Seiendheit12. 

Dennoch erlangt Cajetans Deutung den Rang einer thomistischen 
Standardlehre. Deshalb verwirft Suarez die Erklärung Cajetans nicht 
einfachhin; sie erscheint in den Überlegungen, in denen er seine eigene 
Lösung vorbereitet, wieder. Darin entfaltet er zwei Thesen: Die eine 
bestätigt die aristotelische Lehrtradition; ihrzufolge meint ‘Wahrheit’ in 
der ursprünglichen Verwendung des Wortes die Wahrheit der Erkenntnis 
und insbesondere die Wahrheit des Verstandesurteils!3. - Die andere 
bezieht sich auf die Folgerungen, die Cajetan im Hinblick auf die 
Benennung von Dingen als ‘wahr’ zieht. Ihrzufolge können Dinge 
durchaus äußerlich von der Wahrheit der Erkenntnis her ‘wahr’ genannt 
werden - insoweit sie Gegenstand, Ursache oder Ausdruck eines wahren 
Urteils sind. - Eine solche äußere Benennung bringt aber nicht die 
transzendentale Wahrheit zum Ausdruck, die den Dingen formal und 


11 Cajetan, In S.theol. I, q. 16, a. 6, VI (ed Leon. IV, 214): «Veritas autem, si 
comparetur ad res et intellectus, est nomen ab uno: quoniam in intellectu solo est veritas, a 
qua res dicuntur verae» - Ibid., VII: «verae [...] dicuntur [res] extrinseca tantum 
denominatione, ita quod nulla est in rebus formaliter veritas; sed imitative seu adimpletive 
respectu intellectus divini, et causaliter respectu nostri intellectus speculativi». 

12 Thomas von Aquin, De veritate q. 1, a. 4c; S. theol. I, q. 16, a. 6c. 

13 8.8.9: «censeo [...] veritatem in primaeva significatione dictam esse de veritate 
cognitionis, quae in compositione ac divisione specialiter reperitur». 
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innerlich eignetl4. - Wie aber ist es möglich, daß Wahrheit den Dingen 
auch formal und innerlich zugesprochen wird, wenn doch - wie die ersten 
These behauptet - ‘Wahrheit’ ursprünglich und eigentlich die 
Verstandeswahrheit besagt? 


II. AQUIVOZITAT UND ANALOGIE DES WAHREN 


Die Lösung dieser Frage erfordert nach Ansicht des Suarez die 
Annahme, daß der Sinngehalt der transzendentalen Wahrheit nicht auf 
denjenigen der Erkenntniswahrheit zurückführbar ist. Daß “Wahrheit’ 
tatsächlich äquivok von der Dingwahrheit und von der Erkenntniswahrheit 
ausgesagt wird, vermag im Sinne des Suarez eine genauere Analyse des 
jeweils Gemeinten zu zeigen. - Hier genügt es, ein wesentliches Ergebnis 
hervorzuheben: Die beiden Wahrheitsbegriffe werden mittels der vor 
allem durch Wilhelm von Ockham verbreiteten Lehre von den 
konnotativen Termini bestimmt und unterschieden. Konnotative Termini 
bezeichnen - im Unterschied zu den absoluten Termini, die sich direkt auf 
die durch sie bezeichneten Gegenstände beziehen, ohne etwas anderes 
mitzubezeichnen - einen bestimmten Gegenstand in erster Linie und 
nachgeordnet noch etwas anderes. Die Anwendung dieser Konzeption auf 
“Wahres’ ergibt: Wahres’ im Sinne der Erkenntniswahrheit bezeichnet in 
erster Linie den betreffenden Erkenntnis- oder Urteilsakt des Verstandes - 
und konnotiert ein diesem Akt äußeres Moment, nämlich die Begleitung 
(concomitantia) des betreffenden Gegenstands, die darin besteht, daß 
dieser sich seinem eigenen Sein nach so verhält, wie jener Akt ihn 
repräsentiert; durch dieses Moment der concomitantia obiecti Konstituiert 
sich nicht der Sinngehalt der Erkenntniswahrheit überhaupt (da diese eben 
auch den Erkenntnisakt einschließt), wohl aber der eigentümliche 
Sinngehalt der Erkenntniswahrheit als solcher]5. 

“Wahres’ im Sinne der transzendentalen Wahrheit bezeichnet dagegen 
in erster Linie und unmittelbar das jeweilige Ding in seiner Seiendheit 


14 8.8.10: «censeo, res cognitas posse ab hac veritate cognitionis per extrinsecam 
analogiam ac denominationem dici veras, non tamen secundum hanc rationem aut 
denominationem sumi verum, cum dicitur esse passio entis». 

15 8.2.12: «concludo, veritatem cognitionis includere talem repaesentationem 
cognitionis, quae habeat coniunctam concomitantiam obiecti ita se habentis, sicut per 
cognitionem repraesentatur» - 8.2.14; 8.2.19. 
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oder realen Wesenheit «und konnotiert dazu den Begriff des Verstandes, zu 
dem sich die so und so beschaffene Seiendheit gleichförmig verhält, oder 
in dem das so und so beschaffene Ding repräsentiert wird oder werden 
kann, wie es ist»16. - Gleichlautende Kennzeichnungen mit unterschied- 
lichem Primärsignifikat können aber nur als äquivok gelten. 

Daß Wahrheit primär dem Verstand zugesprochen wird, kann danach 
nicht mehr nach dem Modell von ‘gesund’ mittels des aristotelischen 
Schemas der Aussageweise ‘auf-Eines-hin’ erklärt werden. Suarez 
entwickelt deshalb einen neuen Erklärungsversuch. Er umfaßt drei 
Thesen: 

Erstens: Das Nomen ‘Wahrheit’ bezeichnet in der ursprünglichen, 
anfänglichen Verwendungsweise die Erkenntniswahrheit des Urteils 
(8.8.9) - Zweitens: Es wurde von dorther übertragen (translatum), um die 
Dingwahrheit zu bezeichnen (8.8.11) - Drittens: Diese Namensübertra- 
gung hat einen sachlichen Grund; er besteht in einem realen Verhältnis 
zwischen Erkenntniswahrheit und Dingwahrheit, das als ‘Analogie’ im 
ursprünglichen Wortsinn der Verhältnisähnlichkeit (Proportionalität) zu 
verstehen ist (8.8.12). 

Suarez begründet jede dieser Thesen ausführlich. Hier interessiert vor 
allem das innovative Moment, das in den Überlegungen zur zweiten und 
dritten These erscheint. Diesen zufolge hat der Ausdruck ‘Wahrheit’ eine 
zusätzliche, eigenständige Bezeichnungsfunktion erhalten, nach der er 
primär nicht auf den Erkenntnisakt, sondern auf die innere Seiendheit des 
Dings verweist. Die translatio nominis bedeutet hier die Verbindung des 
Ausdrucks “Wahrheit” mit einem zweiten Begriff, durch welche seine 
Verwendung erweitert wird vom ursprünglichen Gebrauch zur 
Bezeichnung der Erkenntniswahrheit zum Gebrauch auch zur 
Bezeichnung der Wahrheit der Dinge - und zwar so, daß “Wahrheit’ auch 
in dieser Funktion im vollen und eigentlichen Sinne gebraucht wird; 
Seiendes wird im Hinblick auf seine ontische Wahrheit nicht in einem 
abgeleiteten uneigentlichen Sinne, sondern im vollen und eigentlichen 
Sinne ‘wahr’ genannt17. 


16 8.7.25: «Dico [...] veritatem transcendentalem significare entitatem rei 
connotando cognitionem seu conceptum intellectus, cui talis entitas conformatur, vel in 
quo talis res repraesentatur vel repraesentari potest prout est». 

17 8.8.5: «vocem illam extensam esse non per metaphysoricam translationem, sed 
per proprietatem ad significandam veritatem rerum». 
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Suarez bietet in dieser Erklärung eine neue Lösung, welche die 
aristotelische Lehre “Wahres’ werde ursprünglich und eigentlich vom 
Verstand gesagt, bestätigt - und zugleich das herkömmliche Verständnis 
der transzendentalen Wahrheit als einer Eigentümlichkeit des Seienden als 
solchen bewahrt. Dabei entsteht jedoch ein neues Problem; denn nun stellt 
sich die Frage, ob der Namen ‘Wahrheit’ nicht gemäß einer bloß zufälligen 
Mehrdeutigkeit zum Ausdruck der Erkenntniswahrheit und der ontischen 
Wahrheit dient. Die Abwehr der cajetanischen Konzeption scheint zur 
Annahme einer reinen aequivocatio veri zu führen. 

Nun ist nach dem Gesagten der Schluß auf eine Art aequivocatio veri 
allerdings unvermeidbar. Nicht jede Äquivokation bildet jedoch eine bloße 
Mehrdeutigkeit. Im Anschluß an die durch Boethius vermittelte 
porphyrianische Erklärung des homónymon wird traditionell zwischen der 
rein zufälligen (a casu) und der geregelten oder bedachten (a consilio) 
Äquivozität, die ‘Analogie’ genannt wird, unterschieden. Mit Hilfe dieser 
Differenzierung läßt sich der Schwierigkeit durch den Nachweis 
begegnen, daß jene Mehrdeutigkeit gerade dem zweiten Äquivokations- 
typ zuzurechnen ist. 

Suarez sucht deshalb zu zeigen, daß die Übertragung des Namens 
nicht zufällig erfolgte, sondern aus einem objektiv-sachlichen Grund, der 
durch die wesentliche Struktur des Bezeichneten selbst gegeben ist. Die 
beiden Gestalten der Wahrheit verhalten sich ihrzufolge ähnlich 
zueinander im Hinblick auf das in ihnen jeweils beschlossene Verhältnis 
von Verstand und Ding: Wie die Erkenntniswahrheit wesentlich eine 
Gleichförmigkeit zwischen dem Sein des beurteilten Dings und dem 
betreffenden Urteil erfordert und einschließt, so erfordert ähnlich die 
transzendentale Wahrheit wesentlich eine zumindest mögliche 
Gleichförmigkeit zwischen der so und so beschaffenen Seiendheit des 
Dings und dem eigentümlichen Begriff, der Idee oder intellektuellen 
Repräsentation eines derartigen Wesens im Verstand18. Wenn der Name 
“Wahrheit? wegen dieser realen Verhältnisähnlichkeit oder 
Proportionalitätsanalogie übertragen wurde oder zumindest im Prinzip 
übertragen werden kann, läßt sich wohl sagen, daß “Wahrheit’ in bezug auf 
die beiden Formen nicht rein äquivok, sondern in bedachter 
Mehrdeutigkeit verwendet wird. 


18 8.8.12: «sicut veritas compositionis requirit illam conformitatem inter esse rei et 
iudicium, ita veritas transcendentalis requirit talem rei entitatem, quae adaequari possit 
proprio conceptui, seu idea, aut intellectuali repraesentationi talis rei». 
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Diese Erklärung bringt somit auch eine Art von Analogie in Geltung. 
Dabei unterscheidet sie sich aber fundamental von der thomistischen 
Konzeption. Der Unterschied besteht nicht nur darin, daß sie die Analogie 
nicht als pros-hen-Relation, sondern als Proportionalität bestimmt - er 
besteht vor allem in der Einschätzung der Rolle der Analogie in diesem 
Zusammenhang. Die Analogie wird in der thomistischen Konzeption 
primär als eine interne Leistung des Verstandes aufgefaßt, durch die der 
Sinngehalt oder Begriff zustandekommt, unter dem Dinge ‘wahr’ zu 
nennen sind. In der suarezianischen Erklärung erhält sie dagegen die 
Bedeutung eines realen Grundes, der nicht den Sinngehalt der ontischen 
Wahrheit bedingt, sondern nur die Übertragung des Namens zu dessen 
Ausdruck oder Bezeichnung erklärt. Der Sinngehalt der ontischen 
Wahrheit ist dabei vorausgesetzt. In diesem Verständnis - und nur so - 
vermag die Analogie gemäß Suarez zu einer Deutung der Ordnung des 
‘Früher’ und ‘Später’ der Prädikation von ‘Wahres’ in bezug auf Verstand 
und Ding beizutragen, bei der Wahrheit als Eigentümlichkeit des Seienden 
als solchen nicht aus dem Blick gerät. 


III. ONTOLOGISCHE GRUNDLAGEN DER DEUTUNG 


Der ontologische Ansatz, aus dem diese Erklärung erwächst, führt 
verschiedene Traditionslinien - eine thomistische, eine scotistische und 
eine nominalistische - zusammen. 

1. Die transzendentalen Attribute des Seienden sind ihmzufolge nichts 
anderes als das Seiende selbst unter einem bestimmten Aspekt der ihm als 
solchen, in seiner Seiendheit eigenen Vollkommenheit. Sie schließen 
daher den Sinngehalt des Seienden wesenhaft ein. So besagt auch das 
transzendentale Attribut “Wahres’ in erster Linie ‘Seiendes’ (3.1, nn. 11 
und 12). Suarez hält sich in dieser Annahme in der Linie der vorscotischen 
und insbesondere der thomasischen Transzendentalien- lehre19. 

2. Andererseits jedoch knüpft Suarez an die scotische Tradition an, 
indem er den zugrundeliegenden Sinngehalt des Seienden mit dem des 
Dings (res a ratitudo) identifiziert und im Sinne desjenigen expliziert, was 


19 Cfr R. Darce, «Die Grundlegung einer allgemeinen Theorie der 
transzendentalen Eigenschaften des Seienden bei F. Suarez», Zeitschrift für philosophische 
Forschung 54 (2000) 341-364. 
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eine reale - der denkunabhängigen Existenz fähige - Wesenheit besitzt 
(2.4.15); in diesem Sinngehalt kommt, wie Suarez annimmt, das endliche, 
geschaffene Seiende mit dem unendlichen, göttlichen Seienden überein. In 
der Konsequenz gelangt Suarez in der Auslegung des transzendentalen 
Wahren zu Ergebnissen, die sich deutlich von denjenigen des Thomas - der 
Gott aus dem Umfang der transzendentalen Termini ausschließt - 
unterscheiden: 

Thomas zufolge fügt das Wahre zum Seienden eine begriffliche 
Beziehung hinzu, die sich durch eine reale Abhängigkeitsrelation 
zwischen Ding und Verstand konstituiert: Diese besteht zwischen den 
Dingen und dem göttlichen schöpferischen Verstand als eine reale 
exemplarursächliche Beziehung des Gemessenen zu seinem Maß - und 
zwischen den Naturdingen und dem menschlichen theoretischen Verstand, 
der den Erkenntnisinhalt von den Dingen her empfängt, als eine 
Beziehung des Maßes zum Gemessenen (De veritate .q.1, a. 2c). - Suarez 
dagegen bestreitet, daß sich transzendentale Wahrheit durch eine reale 
Relation konstituiert; und seiner Ansicht nach fügt das Wahre zum 
Seienden auch keine begriffliche Relation hinzu; seine Argumentation 
geht dabei jeweils vom exemplarischen Fall Gottes aus, der im Umfang 
der transzendentalen Termini eingeschlossen ist (8.7.12). 

Aber wie ist die Gleichförmigkeit zum Verstand, durch die sich 
Seiendes als Wahres auszeichnet, dann zu verstehen? - Suarez’ expliziert 
sie nach dem Modell der Erkenntniswahrheit als einen Zusammenhang 
von Verstand und Ding, der lediglich ‘gemäß dem Gesagtwerden’ 
(secundum dici) eine Beziehung ist: konnotiert wird zur Seiendheit der 
Erkenntnisakt oder formale Begriff des Verstandes, in dem das so und so 
beschaffene Ding repräsentiert wird oder werden kann, wie es ist; das 
Verhältnis schließt keinerlei Beziehung ein, wenn es auch - wie Suarez mit 
Rücksicht auf die thomistische Schultradition vermerkt - gewöhnlich eine 
‘begriffliche Relation’ genannt wird. Tatsächlich ist es nicht mehr, als ein 
Beieinandersein (consortium) von Mehrerem, wovon das eine so 
beschaffen ist, wie es vom anderen repräsentiert wird, oder zumindest 
werden kann. Die Erläuterung gilt so für das ontische Wahrsein des 
geschaffenen wie auch des ungeschaffenen Seienden20. 


20 8.7.25: «Illa enim conformitas non intelligitur esse relatio aliqua, ut supra in 
veritate cognitionis explicatum est, sed denominatio sumpta ex consortio plurium ita se 
habentium, ut tale unum sit, quale ab alio repraesentatur» 8.7.35: «intelligitur [...] quomodo 
esse verum conveniat omni enti reali, sive creato, sive increato». 
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Ein zentraler Gedanke der Konzeption erscheint bei Scotus 
vorgebildet. Scotus zufolge besagt oder erfordert die passio entis “Wahres’ 
keine reale Abhängigkeitsbeziehung; das in ihr ausgedrückte Verhältnis 
zwischen Ding und Verstand besteht gerade in einer möglichen, im esse 
manifestativum der Seiendheit angelegten Kundgabe, in welcher der 
Verstand nur als verstehend vergegenwärtigende Erkenntniskraft und das 
Ding nur als Erkenntnisterminus fungiert2l. Daher ist ‘Wahres’ so wie 
‘Seiendes’ auch von Gott aussagbar. - Trotz dieser Ähnlichkeit des 
Grundgedankens kann Suarez’ Erklärung nicht einfachhin in die scotische 
Lehrtradition eingeordnet werden: Gemäß Scotus ist die passio “Wahres’ 
vom Seienden als solchen mehr als nur begrifflich unterschieden ist; sie 
schließt den Sinngehalt von ‘Seiendes’ nicht formal ein. - Sodann geht 
Suarez in der Interpretation dessen, was das Wahre zum Seienden 
hinzufügt weit über Scotus hinaus. Dessen Ausführungen bieten keine 
Entsprechung zu den eingehenden Erwägungen, in denen Suarez dem 
Wahren jeden eigentlichen Beziehungs-Charakter abspricht und seine 
Differenz zum Seienden als solchen durch die Konnotation eines 
consortium von intentional Repräsentierendem und Repräsentierten 
erläutert. Schließlich findet auch Suarez’ Lösung der Frage nach dem 
Verhältnis der transzendentalen Wahrheit zur Erkenntniswahrheit in der 
Lehre des Scotus kein Vorbild. 

Überlegungen ähnlicher Art finden sich auch nicht bei Suarez’ 
Ordensbruder Petrus Fonseca, der vielfach scotische Erwägungen 
aufnimmt und weiterführt. In der Auslegung des transzendentalen Wahren 
orientiert Fonseca sich nicht an Scotus, sondern an der Lehre des Thomas. 
Seiner Auffassung nach drückt “Wahres’ die Gleichförmigkeit des 
jeweiligen Seienden mit seinem Maß im göttlichen Intellekt aus22. In einer 
solchen Erklärung findet aber Suarez Konzeption keinen 
Anknüpfungspunkt; sie verhält sich zu ihr eher als ein Gegenentwurf. 


21 Duns Scotus, Quaestiones subtilissimae super libros Metaphysicorum Aristotelis 
VI, q. 3, n. 23, 26, 71 (ed. St. Bonav., 65 und 83); dazu A. WOLTER, The Transcendentals 
and Their Function in the Metaphysics of Duns Scotus, Lancaster 1946, bes. 111-118. 

22 Fonseca, Comm. Metaph. IV, cap. 2, q. 6, sect. 10 (ed. Köln 1615, ND 
Hildesheim 1964, I, 804): «Veritas cuiusque rei est conformitas eius cum propria et prima 
ipsius mensura: at eae tantum rationes formales rerum, quae existunt in mente divina sunt 
propriae ac primae mensurae rerum omnium. Est igitur veritas rerum omnium conformitas 
cum iis earum rationibus»; ibid. 805. 


ae 
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Es liegt nahe, Anknüpfungspunkte bei Ockham zu vermuten; denn 
bereits Ockham betrachtet das transzendentale Wahre - das er in der 
scotischen Tradition als eine konvertible passio entis versteht, welche die 
reine Intelligibilität des Seienden ausdrückt - als einen konnotativen 
Terminus23. Solche Anknüpfungspunkte lassen sich im Umkreis der 
Termlogik wohl finden. Besondere inhaltliche Anregungen zur Auslegung 
des transzendentalen Wahren verdankt Suarez Ockham jedoch nicht, da 
dieser und seine Nachfolger die Lehre von der transzendentalen Wahrheit 
infolge einer einseitigen Verlagerung des Interesseschwerpunkts der 
Wahrheitsbetrachtung auf die Erklärung der propositionalen Wahrheit 
nicht weiterbilden24. 

Zusammenfassend ist daher festzustellen, daß Suarez" Erklärung 
Elemente der thomasischen, scotischen und ockhamschen Deutung des 
Wahren als passio entis aufnimmt, dabei aber einer eigenen Grundlinie 
folgt, die sich nicht auf eine dieser traditionellen Positionen zurückführen 
läßt. 


Universität zu Köln 


23 Cfr. Wilhelm von Ockham, Summa logicae I, cap. 10 (ed. St. Bonav., Op. philos. 
I, 38): «Sub istis etiam nominibus [connotativis] comprehenduntur omnia talia ‘verum’, 
‘bonum’, ‘unum’ [...] ‘verum’, quod ponitur convertibile cum ‘ente’, significat idem quod 
‘intelligibile’ ». 

24 D. PERLER, Der propositionale Wahrheitsbegriff im 14. Jahrhundert, Berlin/New 
York 1992, bes. 351-353. 
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SUAREZ ON INTRINSIC REPRESENTATIONALISM 


In the 80’ Ned Block, editor of Readings in Philosophy of Psychology, 
remarked that the majority of topics of concern to contemporary 
philosophers of psychology would have been intelligible and, even 
familiar to philosophers that lived long before the rise of modern 
psychology. This remark is clearly in the right target regarding one of the 
issues having to do with what is currently philosophy of psychology’s 
hottest topic, namely, mental representation. In this occasion I shall take 
on the relevant views of Francisco Suarez (1548, Granada - 1619, 
Coimbra), and show that in fact the problems of current philosophy of 
psychology are, by an large, traditional problems in new guises. For in 
Suarez’ case, his psychological investigation (i) on the nature of mental 
representation in general, and (ii) on whether they can refer, and if so, 
whether they can refer in virtue of resemblance to their causes in 
particular, he was addressing the question of how do perceivers get 
information or cognition from the external world. 

Regarding the general issue (i) about the origin of mental 
representation, Suarez, like Descartes and Leibniz later, is responding to 
the problem of becoming in an Aristotelian way, except that what becomes 
in the psychological realm are ideas. At least Prima facie all ideas are 
innate for Suarez —or educted as he puts It.1 This means that ideas exist as 
dispositions or pre-formations2, because when considering how ideas of 


1 Cfr. E Suarez, Disputaciones Metafisicas, (hereafter, DM) Trans. by S. RABADE 
et al., Madrid, Gredos (1962) 16 2 8. 

2 To say that a subject S has an idea P dispositionally is to say: (a) P is in the mind 
prior to being consciously apprehended, and (b) if certain conditions were to obtain, P 
would be consciously apprehended. Cfr. A. HAUSSMAN, «Innate Ideas», Studies in 
Perception (1988). 


in: M.C. Pacheco — J.F. Meirinhos (Éds.), Intellect et imagination dans la Philosophie Médiévale / 
Intellect and Imagination in Medieval Philosophy / Intelecto e imaginagäo na Filosofia Medieval. 
Actes du Xle Congrès International de Philosophie Médiévale de la Société Internationale pour l'Étude 
de la Philosophie Médiévale (S.I.E.P.M.), Porto, du 26 au 31 août 2002, (Rencontres de philosophie 
médiévale, 11) Brepols Publishers, Turnhout 2006; vol. Ill, pp. 1941-1957. 
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sense are caused, he sees that no interaction theory can explain how ideas 
of sense come into being, since as effects they are unlike their causes. He 
admits that the soul is more independent of the body than is usually 
thought of and there is a sense in which all ideas are innate. Regarding the 
more particular issue (ii) about whether ideas can refer in virtue of 
resemblance to their causes, Suarez adopts the vocabulary of intentionality 
(or intrinsic representation), and accepts in his ontology formal concepts, 
objective concepts, and things themselves (in the sense of res extra causas 
suas posita). It is clear to me that, from this ontological triangle, his 
conceptus objectivus in fact is the championship. For it does not only set 
the limit and even overshadow the things themselves, as is clearly shown 
by J. E Courtine (1990), but also seems an ad hoc adaptation of the causal 
principle: ‘ideas have to be about their causes’. It there cannot be 
intentionality without the necessary connection between the idea and its 
cause. So the real issue about intentional representation turns out to be 
over causation. 

In the following we shall proceed first, illustrating how old issues take 
on new forms by briefly sketching the D. Dennett and A. Danto’s central 
charges against mental representationalism. Secondly, I shall show that the 
ontological moves that avoid the Dennett- Danto charges of circularity and 
regress are in fact the ones Suarez makes. So this is strong circumstantial 
evidence that Suarez saw the problems as Dennett- Danto see. On the one 
hand, we shall advance Suarez’s doctrine of anti-abstractionism or innate 
species that are grounded not only on the ‘vital immanent activity’ of the 
human soul, but also on ‘harmony’ and ‘metaphysical causality’. A corollary 
to be drawn here is that such a metaphysical causality appears very familiar 
to the one Hume has -i.e., the regularity theory of causation- in his Enquiry, 
VII IL Besides, I will argue that Suarez has no information regresses 
looming, for his case in favor of ‘intrinsic representations’ avoids it. 


I. DANIEL DENNETT AND ARTHUR DANTO CRITICISMS OF REPRESENTATIONS. 


In his defense of Artificial Intelligence theory for the possibility of 
Intelligence or knowledge, Dennett asserts that AI has broken the back of 
an argument that posits internal representations (i.e., ideas, sensations, 
impressions) for solving the problems of human cognition. Dennett is 
convinced that in fact: 


Nothing is intrinsically a representation of anything, something is a representation 
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only for or to someone; any representation [...] thus requires at least one user or 
interpreter of the representation who is external to it. [...] Such an interpreter is then 
a sort of homunculus. Therefore, psychology without homunculi is impossible. But 
psychology with homunculi is doomed to circularity or infinite regress, so psychology 
is impossible. (1981, pp.119-122)3. 


The Dennett regresses and circularities can be read as Alain 
Haussman has done it (for Descartes case4) i.e.: 

(a) Premise: No representation R is intrinsically representational. 

(b) Given (a) claims Dennett, there are three tasks to perform with 
respect to R: 

grasping the properties of R 

choosing s subset of R’s properties R°°° to represent an object O. 

giving the function that connects R°” to O. 

© Now (b)(1) can be seen to generate at least two regresses: 

(1) To grasp the properties of R we need an R’. 

(2) To be aware of R’ we need another awareness or homunculus. 

©(1) and ©(2) are the information regresses. It need be noted that 
despite what Dennett seems to think, they are not dependent on the 
premise in (2)(a). Even if R is intrinsically representational, we will, if 
certain assumptions are made, need R’. These assumptions are: 

(d) That if R is not an intrinsic representation then it can only be 
grasped by means of another, distinct representation, and 

(e) There is no such mental activity as direct awareness. 

As Haussman shows Dennett is confused at this point. It is as if he is 
taking that if a representation is not intrinsic, so that representation is 
external to it, then it can’t be directly known anymore than a physical 
object can be directly known. For, just as it takes a causal chain to get 
information about O, it will take one, he believes, to get one about R, since 
R (if it is not an intentional entity) is for all intents and purposes being 
treated as just another ‘object’. However, if there is such thing as direct 
awareness we don’t need an R’ to grasp R. We can grasp R's properties 
directly. At any rate, there is no doubt that Suarez has, as we shall see, 
direct awareness of intrinsic representations. He has no information 


3 D. DENNET, «Artificial Intelligence as Philosophy and as Psychology», 
Brainstorms: Philosophical Essays in Mind and Psychology, Bradford Books, 
Montgomery, Vt., 1981, pp. 109- 126. 


4 A. HAUSSMAN Class Notes, 1988. 
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regresses looming. So far, then, we haven’t gotten a good notion of the 
regresses and circularities that depend on (2)(a). But suppose we turn to 
the clearly semantical issues raised by (b)(2) and (b)(3) above, and 
suppose that we assume (2)(a). Now consider (b)(2). Suppose we have 
grasped the properties of R. Now we need a strategy to choose a subset of 
R in order to make it represent O. Then we are dealing with a full-blown 
intelligence (homunculus) here that might be argued to be different than 
the one that looks at O. At least it must have the same capacities as the 
intelligence that looks at O (we have already seen that R, if it is considered 
like another object might be considered to be ‘external’ to the intelligence 
that grasps it: this adds to the view that we have a different homunculus 
than the one that is perceiving O). So we have not explained the capacities 
of the homunculus that looks at O, because we have posited the existence 
of a homunculus with the same capacities. 

But again this problem is avoided by intrinsic representations. We 
need no strategy to grasp its properties and make them represent. They 
already, as it were, represent. 

(3) Now we can see the deeper circularities and regresses. They stem 
from (b)(3) above, in the attempt to assign the function that connects R°°° 
to O. The problems are sophisticated versions of the classic arguments 
against representationalism —what Danto calls ‘the problem of the external 
world in his paper'5. 

In analyzing the notion of idea in Descartes (from the first and third 
Meditation), Danto remarks that for Descartes ideas can be treated as 
pictures or sentences, because they are like images of things. Besides, 
Danto is convinced that Descartes assign them two second-order 
properties, i.e., (i) they are representational in the sense that are always of 
something (of chimerae, of bits of wax, of pieces of manuscript), and (ii) 
they are true or false. But, according to Danto, the representational 
character of ideas underdetermine their semantical value in that ideas as 
such can either be true or false, all the while representing what they do 
represent. (p. 287) So Danto says: 


Since an idea is rendered true through some rapport with something other than and 
hence external to itself, the independence of ideas, as representationaly characterized 


5 A DANTO, «The Representational Character of Ideas and the Problem of the 
External World», M. HOOKER (ed.), Descartes: Critical and Interpretative Essays, The John 
Hopkins University Press, Baltimore and London, 1978. 
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entities, from anything external to themselves gives rise to the Problem of the 
External World. How is one able to deduce, from what an idea is of, that there exists 
something, external to it, and in relationship to which it has the favored semantical 
value (p. 288)? 


Danto’s complain can be read as follows: 

To know O we need R. But to assign the function to R we need to 
know O, and we cannot know it independently of R. 

Perhaps then we need another independent representation of the 
object to know how to assign the function. That is, to assign the function 
from R°” to O, we need another representation of O (since, presumably we 
cannot know O directly). But then we must relate this new representation 
to O, and so on. 

These considerations show that Danto is thinking that ‘of-x’ or 
‘aboutness’ is a simple feature of ideas, a one-place predicate true of the 
idea of -x. But this notion is very complex. It need be noted however that 
the ‘aboutness’ that Suarez talks about, is not a one-one correspondence, it 
is not a relational property between the idea and its cause. Danto does not 
understand this notion phenomenologically, Suarez does (when he says 
that ideas are of something or refer to something). 

Again it seems that these problems are avoided by intrinsic 
representations and a strong causal principle, the one that Suarez has in his 
treatise DA. The causal principle ultimately gives us the basic elements in 
our domain of objects. It guarantees that some elements of every 
representation do represent something. 

Let’s see now, how does Suarez avoid the Dennet —Danto criticism 
about non-intrinsic representation. 


Il. SUAREZ’S PSYCHOLOGICAL GROUNDS FOR INTRINSIC REPRESENTATIONS: 
VITAL-IMMANENT ACTIVITY, HARMONY, AND INNATE IDEAS. 


Vital-immanent activity: Peter J. Olivi, Durandus, and Ockham are 
some of the main figures of the critical Scholastics that contribute to a 
major modification of the Aristotelian -classical conception of the mind. 
Durandus not only denies the real distinction between the possible and the 
agent intellect, but also between sense and intellect. He defends the view 
that the acts of intellect and the acts of sense as well are identically 
«immanent acts» of the soul which do not causally depend on the external 
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object.6 Suarez systematically brings together these views to his own 
psychological investigations in. In fact Suarez argues that the content of 
intellect are not intrinsically different than their correlative content of 
sense neither by being more abstract, more universal, nor by being the 
sensible species subordinated to the exemplars. For these mental contents 
are all equally vizal-immanent acts of the soul. So a sufficient condition for 
the actualization of the intelligible species is neither abstraction nor 
illumination, but the radicalization in one and the same soul7. Suarez calls 
the sui generis activity that proceeds from the soul, not from the body or 
physical organs, vital activity: «Through their potencies the soul acts as 
principal principle of vizal activities [that is, nutrition, sensation, 
intellection, volition]» (DA 1 4 10). Every potency of soul produces some 
kind of vital act. Suarez refers to intellection as «my vital action». Also 
sensing, understanding, knowing, and desiring are all rendered as vital 
activities, «because they depend and posit from within a first vital 
principle». (DA 10 3 3) In the treatise De Anima, Suarez calls these vital 
acts, «immanent acts» as opposed to transeunt acts (DA 5 5 30). The 
suarecian notion of ‘potency’ involves a passive and active ratio at the 
same time. It is conceived as a passive potency that with its act composes 
a unitary integral entity. It is not a potency that becomes an act, but a 
passive potency that lacking an act gets constituted as formal immanent 
act. The act of this complex potency is called ‘immanent act’ by Durandus 
and Suarez, and ‘virtual act’ by D. Scotus. So the potencies that 
particularly operate through immanent activity are cognitive and 
appetitive potencies, because they elaborate in fieri, and at the same time, 
receive in themselves their acts. 

Harmony: The coherence of Suarez’ s conception of the soul as a 
principal principle of vital activity depends on propositions like these: 


(i) The soul instantiates a ‘formal complete concept’ (integras rationis formalis), 
(ii) The soul is an indivisible unitary entity, but 

(ili) In connection to its potencies it has summa unitas (DA 2 8 14), or 

(iv) Between the soul and its potencies there is an intrinsic essential connection. 
(v) Between sense states and mental states there exist causal harmony. 


6 Cfr. S. RABADE, Ockham y la Filosofia del Siglo XIV, Madrid (1966). 

7 Suarez insists that the operations of the potencies omnes radicentur in eadem 
essetiaia anima. Cfr. F. Suarez, Commentaria una cum Questionibus in Libros Aristotelis 
de Anima, vol. I-IU (hereafter, DA), S. CASTELLOTE (ed.), Fundaciön Xavier Zubiri, Madrid 


(1971-1991), 3 3 18; 14 5 3. 
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Indeed, theses (v) between sense states and mental states there exist 
causal harmony is entailed from (i) to (iv). To say that there exist an 
intrinsic essential connection between the soul and its potencies is to say 
that there is a necessary connection between them. It is well know, 
however, that in the scholastic tradition there isn’t a necessary connection 
without a sort of causality. Thus, Suarez assigns an efficient causality to 
the soul regarding its potencies. But it is not a rigorous Aristotelian 
efficient causality, but a causality that he calls ‘per resultantiam’. (DA 3 
38). This means a sort of causality that an efficient cause exercises by the 
unfolding of its own essential plenitude’. Suarez expresses the same sense 
of causality by repeating that the operative potencies are properties that 
efficiently flow from the soul or spring from its essence (fluent effective 
ab essentia) to which they are intimately united (intima unio). (DA 3 3 5) 
(In a a causal language of eduction Suarez explains the ordo potentiarum 
). However, this is not in a physical efficient mode of causality, but a 
broader mode, that he finally calls ‘metaphysical causality’ (DA 3 3 10). 
This same metaphysical causality Suarez assigns to the supervening 
potencies (specially to the cognitive and appetitive) where there is no 
interceding medium It seems to me that the necessary conditions for the 
suarecian analysis of ‘metaphysical causality’ are different than the 
ordinary analysis of the type ‘A causes (physically) B’. On the contrary, it 
seems very analogous to the regularity theory of causation given by 
Hume in his Enquiry. The conditions offered by Suarez can be briefly 
summarized as: 


(i) ‘Given A, immediately follows B’. In Suarez words, «it is a certain metaphysical 
causality accordingly to posit one the other follows, not because it is [efficient] cause 
of it [...]» (sed est quaedam causalitas methaphysica, in qua uno posito sequitir 
aliud [...] (DA 3 3 22) 

(ii) ‘A is a requirement to the occurrence of B’. He says, «[...] But it is necessary for 
its factual occurrence» (quia est necesse ad positionem illius, non quia sit propia 
causa eius) (DA 3 3 22). 


In Hume’s causal analysis the sentence "A causes B’ clearly means 
that A and B are objects or events that occur in regular sequence. (He says 


8 Cfr. S. RABADE «Influencia de Suárez en la Filosofia Moderna», Cuadernos de 
Pensamiento 6 (1991). 
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«we may define a cause to be an object, followed by another, and where 
all objects similar to the first are followed by objects similar to the second, 
and —he adds- or in other words where if the first object had not been the 
second never had existed» 9. 

Now, in Suarez’s case, unity and metaphysical causality of the soul 
are necessary conditions of the causal harmony between sense activity and 
mental activity. According to Suarez the strongest proof in favor of the 
causal harmony between sense activity and mental activity is offered by F. 
Valles (1524-1592) in his Controversiarum medicarum, last chapterl0. As 
a physician —Suarez comments- Valles’ arguments are grounded on 
experience. So Suarez illustrates: 


There could not be so perfect harmony, if there weren’t just one principal principle 
and only one soul that acted through others. In fact, we experience that the activity of 
one potency get in the way of the activity of another potency that even belongs to the 
same level of the soul. For instance, when somebody is for a while concentrated with 
intense attention in intellectual activity, the sensitive and digestive function get 
obstructed (DA 2 5 5). 


The suarecian notion of harmony, however, has nothing to do with the 
notion of ‘armonian’.11 So, it is not about the presence or absence of 
certain equilibrium, or even an ethical attunement in the soul, neither with 
certain proportion or combination of elements, but rather with a sort of 
‘consensio’, in so far as it is a feature of an ontological dependence. There 
is then a ‘connexio naturalis’, ‘colligantia’, ‘coordinationem’ and 
‘concomitantia’ all different names for the ‘causal harmony’ between the 
soul’s potencies. For instance, there is causal harmony between 
imagination and intellect, because, Suarez explains, «When one potency 
operates, the other also immediately operates.» (DA 6 2 13). Evidence of 
their consonance or sympathy is that «they serve to each other and also get 
in the way of each other» (Ibid.). 


9 Cfr. D. HUME (1748) An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, New York 


, Anchor Books Ed. 1974. 

10 As a main background for his own psychological views, Suarez considers the 
Aristotelian - thomistic tradition, the fourteen-century critical tradition of Henry of Ghent, 
D Scotus, Ockham, John Olivi, Durandus of Saint Pourgain, and the naturalist scientist of 
the Renaissance: Ficino, Galeno, Fernellio, F. Valles, Pomponazzi. 

11 Already criticized by Plato in Phaedo, or Aristotle in Eudemus, and De Anima I 4. 
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What is interesting in Suarez’s theory of causal harmony is that it 
seems to eliminate the need for an agent-sense that produce sense-species 
or an agent-intellect that produce intelligible-species. In the case of the 
sense-species or ideas they spring from the internal sense as a result of its 
own internal activity not as an effect of an external thing, because, as he 
suggests: 


[...] In this natural harmony (naturalis consencio) between potencies [...] resides the 
explanation concerning the soul that in the moment of perceiving something by sight, 
it immediately forms in its imagination a similitude of that object [...] So given an 
external sensation an species arises in the internal sense, as a natural outcome, not by 
activity of sensation, but just by activity of soul that appeal to imagination, although 
before the presence of a sensed object (DA 62 13). 


According to Suarez causal harmony, sympathy, order, consonance, 
and necessary nexus between the operations of sense and intellect — or 
between body and mind- are due to the fact that «these potencies 
ultimately reside in one and same soul». (DA 9 2 12) Or as Suarez puts it, 
«harmony proceeds from the nature of form more than from causality 
itself.» (DA 6 2 12) 

But although we see Suarez articulating necessary connection 
between sense and mind in term of causal harmony which seems a 
particular instance of the Cartesian or Leibnizian ‘harmonie pré-établie’ 
(to which God appeals in order to govern the world), like them, 
unfortunately Suarez never removes the mystery surrounding the 
explanation of the soul as «the nature that grounds the harmony», as 
Amaral remarks (p. 541-2). Therefore, at least the necessary connection 
between body and mind in terms of causal harmony becomes an explicans 
unexplained. 

Innate ideas: Given his theory of causal harmony, one might expect 
him to turn to a form of innatism. This he does in his doctrine of eduction, 
as Amaral points out. (p. 540)12. His position on harmony requires that the 
soul have the innate abilities necessary for carrying through the 
cooperation of the potencies. In the case of ideation, nothing can be added 
or superadded from outside the cognitive potency: The soul must be rich 
enough to accommodate all the elements required in ideation. 


12 P. AMARAL, «Harmony in Descartes and The Medical Philosophers», Philosophy 
Research Archives, 13 (1987-88). 
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Thus to the question for the generation of vital-immanent operations 
and acts, Suarez will answer by appealing to eduction. His notion of 
‘eduction’ has at least three distinct features: 


* The things educed are qualities produced by natural, be, not by supernatural 
agents], so they are not created ex nihilo (DM 16 2 6). 
¢ The nature of eduction does not consist in a relationship to the precedent alteration, 
but in an intrinsic mode and in the proper causality of that action (DM 16 2 6). 
* The process of being educed consists only in being produced by a subject with the 
appropriate concourse and dependence in the production and being (DM 16 2 10). 


In eduction, then, the external objects first determine the sense and 
the powers of the intellect by means of the species. The species, although 
produced with the collaboration of the external object, are forces which the 
agent educes from the subjective potency of the possible intellect: al 
for the agent intellect does not create the intelligible species, but educes 
these from the potency of the possible intellect in the natural potency of 
which they are contained and upon which they depend for their occurrence 
and esse» (DM 16 2 8). 

Within the context of the question whether every accidental form is 
educed from the potency of the subject, Suarez remarks: | 


I add that not only these bodily qualities, but also the spiritual ones, that are produced 
by a proper action in a natural way, are educed from the potency of the subject in 
which and by which they are made. —This, in fact, is what happens with the agent 
intellect that does not create the intelligible species, but educes these from the 
potency of the possible intellect in the natural potency of which they are contained 
and upon which they depend for their production and esse (DM 16 2 8). 


So, the process of being educed consists only in being produced by a 
subject with the appropriate concourse and dependence in the production 
and being (DM 16 2 10). | 

Some natural qualities like the intentional species are distinguished 
from those absolutely natural and physical. These qualities or accidental 
forms are educed from the potency of the subject that receives them. (DM 
16 2 6) The conversion of the recipient can be instantaneous and without 
a preceding alteration (whose purpose is to eliminate the contrary). 

In fact, Suarez depends on the intrinsic nature of the essence of the 
potencies in such a way that he makes it appear as if there ought to be 
determinate, innate, cognitive abilities. Suarez will argue that the 
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determinate abilities are intelligible species. 

The problem according to Amaral’s interpretation is that «If we call 
them «first-order» abilities, we can say that they are brought about by 
virtue of second-order abilities to acquire them». So —Amaral concludes: 


Suarez’ theory of innateness is as nebulous as Descartes’. Suarez needs something 
like determinate second-order abilities if he is to make his view of eduction 
intelligible, but there is no explicit recognition of this fact. Thus, while his doctrine 
of eduction is far more complete than Cartesian innatism, [...] Suarez needs the 
abilities to explain how the cognitive faculties can generate the appropriate responses 
[...]. Suarez never comes to the realization that the doctrine of harmony has to be 
supplemented by determinate innate abilities to represent [...] (1987-88, pp. 541-2). 


I think that Amaral’s reading is partly right, but partly wrong. He is 
right in that Suarez avoids the charge of occasionalism by relying on the 
necessary connection between sensory states and ideas: a connection 
articulated in terms of causal harmony. Nonetheless, Amaral is wrong in 
that Suarez «seems satisfied with the concept of the soul or mind/body 
composite as the locus of the necessary connection between states: non- 
cognitive or cognitive». So he «never comes to the realization that the 
doctrine of harmony has to be supplemented by determinate innate 
abilities to represent [...]». 

As I have shown in another place13, Suarez clearly asserts that divine 
innate abilities for ideation are necessarily representational. —-In regard 
to future contingents, which are not known in divine ideas—- Suarez 
argues: 


[...] Ideas as they are in God do not concur to the cognition of creatures by way of 
proximate objects, but by way of the intellectual act, which is going to intentionally 
represent the creatures themselves... Secondly, because ideas from themselves and 
from their nature, that is, inasmuch as they have a necessary representation, do not 
represent the future contingent as Scotus correctly says [...] (Opusc. Theol. 
Secundum L I 4 8, p. 308). 


However, not only in theological context, but also in the 
psychological human context, Suarez holds that the mind has determinate, 


13 G. BURLANDO, «La arquitectura mental en el escolasticismo», Revista de 
Filosofía, (1995). 


1952 GIANNINA BURLANDO 


innate abilities in order to represent. And most important here, Suarez 
thinks of representation not as a second-order quality of-species as Danto 
has taken it for Descartes case above. In fact in agreement with Henry of 
Ghent, Suarez says that these representational abilities are not just 
qualities of-intelligible species, but rather literally of-the integral unitary 
instrument (unum integrum instrumentum) («constituted by the cognitive 
potency together with such species and from which the cognitive act is the 
immediate outcome»; DA 5 4 16, p. 366-368). 

In analyzing the human cognitive act, Suarez distinguish two aspects 
of the potency: 


The first [is] its substance; the second is its condition of similitude of the object that 
constitutes the potency in second act. [...] However, in this [integral unitary] 
instrument there are two parts: one [...] that does not represent the object; other, 
whose condition is less noble, but does represent the object. Then, from the first part 
the cognitive act gets the perfection of its entity, from the second part instead gets its 
representative ability (DA 5 4 16, p. 368). 


Thus, these considerations show: first that Suarez does come to the 
realization that the doctrine of harmony has to be supplemented by 
determinate innate abilities to represent. Second, Suarez however does not 
think that ‘representation’ is a simple feature of species or ideas, a one- 
place predicate true of the idea of-x, as Danto takes it. This notion is much 
more complex. We shall see in a moment that the ‘about-ness’ that Suarez 
talks about is not a one-one correspondence; it is not just a relational 
property between the idea and its cause, mainly because intelligible 
species or ‘species intentionales’ - as he calls them - «are neither of the 
same nature nor of the same order [of perfection] than its objects.» (DA 5 
2 17). The ontological nature of these intentional species is that (i) they are 
a determinate class of quality, more than any they belong in the class of 
dispositions, for they dispose to action, and they can’t dispose if they are 
not (ii) representative. Though they are representative in the sense of 
«formal similitudes of objects.» (DA 5 2 21) (iii) Strictly speaking, Suarez 
remarks, this sort of similitude is not a picture-like (figura) that materially 
represents the object. (DA 5 2 23). Third, in this characterization, Suarez 
has reduced the species’ nature to a mere formal principium assimilandi. 
In doing so he is diminishing the species’ status, and taking an anti- 
abstractionist stand. Unlike Thomas, Suarez thinks that the species is not 
the place in which (id in quo: by which), nor like Ockham because of that 
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(id quod) the object is known. It is the cognitive potency in its integral 
unitary structure that can intentionally represent the things ex se. Thus 
understood intentional species need not to abstract, illuminate, transduct, 
transfer nor quasi picturing (depingit) in its ideation function, that is, in its 
process of getting information and cognition of the external world14. 
Therefore, Suarez’ strong causal harmony principle, and his cognitive 
potency (being an integral unitary structure) ultimately gives us the basic 
elements in our domain of objects. They guarantee that some elements of 
every representation do represent something. Let’s see now some deeper 
details of Suarez’s doctrine of intrinsic representations. 


III. SUAREZ’S METAPHYSICAL GROUNDS FOR INTRINSIC REPRESENTATIONS: 
FORMAL CONCEPT, OBJECTIVE CONCEPT. 


Regarding whether ideas can refer in virtue of resemblance to their 
causes, Suarez adopts the vocabulary of intentionality Oe, intrinsic 
representation). He introduces an ad hoc talk about ‘formal’ and ‘objective 
concepts’, which seem to me, an adaptation of the causal principle: ‘ideas 
have to be about their causes’. Then, one may ask Suarez, like Caterus 
asked Descartes, »For what cause, I ask, does an idea require15? 

In discussing about mental language —with Thomas, Cayetan, the 
Fathers— Suarez responds: 


The terminus of cognition in an object should not be understood materially as we 
understand the terminus of the line in a point; it should be taken instead in an 
intentional or spiritual sense. Therefore, the terminus of knowledge in the thing is but 
knowledge of the thing itself (nisi rem illam cognosci), and this is possible even in the 
absence of the thing. There is no need that its representation be objective in [the sense 
of] an image [...]. We talk as if knowledge of the rose objectively ends in the rose 
itself, even thought the rose itself does not exists [...] Therefore the act of cognition 
produced by the intellect together with the species is produced to reach out a notitia 
of the thing. This and no other thing mean to end in it (DA 5 5 23)16, 


14 So Suarez thinks that «If intellect had a proportional object to it, then there 
would not be need of an agent-intellect» (DA .9 8 7). 

15 Cfr. J. CATERUS «The First Set of Objections», Oeuvres de Descartes, Ch. ADAMS 
and P. TANNERY (eds.), vol. VII, Vrin, Paris 1973, p. 92. 

16 «Terminatio cogitationis ad objecctum non est materialiter intelligenda eo modo, 
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The non material-image that Suarez introduces in the process of 
cognition is described as a notitia of the thing. This means that the 
representative form (forma qua cognoscitur vel repraesentatur) need not 
be posited in terms of, what Suarez usually calls, ‘species expressa’, 
‘mental language’, ‘verbum mentis’, ‘proles mentis’, vocaliter dicere’, 
‘intelligere’, ‘imago’ or (whatever quatenus est aliquid factum ab 
intellectu). Also, these elements in cognition need not be posited as a real 
thing absolutely distinct from the act of cognition itself (as a production or 
actus in fieri) (DA 3 5 13). In other words, the mental act (mentaliter 
concepire) by which the thing is conceived is also called ‘formal 
conception’, ‘vitalter assimiletur’, or ‘similidudo formaliter’ of the thing. 
This is the reason that by commenting on Suarez new notion of 
‘objectivity’ J. F. Courtine points out: 


[...]. There is no need to imagine many moments which would involve first the 
creation of a formal similitude and only then a second act which would be the aspect 
of this imago, really distinct from the thing itself extra me and from the act of 
knowing. (1990, p. 179). 


In addition it need be noted that the form produced by the act of 
cognition is a representation or a presentation of the thing, without being 
just a representative in the sense of a substitute or a replacement. The form 
remains forma, qua forma, then —as Courtine says— in a certain sense as 
an opening to or about not to the thing itself, but to its ob-stance, that is, 
its possible objectivity (Op. cit. p. 181). 

In fact, unlike the formal concept (that is a mental or a conceptual 
representation), the ‘objective concept’ is what is represented in the mental 
act, which is the formal concept. «The objective concept is not a concept 
in the way a formal concept is, namely as a form that modifies the intellect, 
determining its conception. Indeed it is called a concept only derivatively 
because of its relation to the formal concept»17. But it is also called 
objective insofar as it is — in Suarez’s words- an extrinsic denomination 


quo intelligitur termination lineae ad punctum: sed est sumenda intentionali, seu spirituali 
modo; cognitionem ergo terminari ad rem, nihil aliud quam rem cognosci, quod fieri potest, 
etiam si non existat, nedum absit [...]» (DA 3 5 17- 18). 

17 JJ.E. GRACIA «Metaphysics and Mentalism», American Catholic Philosophical 


Quarterly (1991) p. 298. 
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of the thing itself (i.e., res extra causas suas posita — or its so-called 
extrinsic denomination as known. It is this extrinsic denomination the 
thing signified (re significata) —by it. 

Now, regarding Danto’s assumption about the semantical value of 
ideas or that an idea is rendered true through some rapport with something 
other than and hence external to itself, Suarez raises an important 
objection against Durandus!8 that enhances the status of the esse 
objectivum: 


In third place we offer a general argument, because the thing insofar is known or 
represented, when is truly known and represented does not have other additional 
objective being than the one that has in itself; and it is said that this being is in act 
object of such knowledge only by an extrinsic denomination taken from the 
knowledge whose terminus is that object (DM 814). 


Here Suarez adopts the vocabulary of representation. He translates 
‘objective being’ in represented image (imago repraesentans), in order to 
prima facie accept that truth resides in a repraesentatio. The reason is that 
this is an intrinsic representation or intentional one. Suarez understands 
the intrinsic character of a representation as a respectus trascendentalis, he 
says: 


[...] The transcendental relation does not always require a real terminus, but some 
times can refer to a fictum, or to being of reason, or to some extrinsic denomination; 
thus the concept, or thought-of a being of reason, or of- privation, as such, expresses 
an essential difference to that object which, however, is not real. Also many times this 
transcendental relation, though is ordained to a real term, does not require the real 
existence of it, [...] And the same happens for any science of a possible object, and in 
the potency in regard to a non- existent act (DM 47 4 2). 


Intentionality — as Courtine notices — is that which allows thought 
reaching out of it to act receptively regarding a presence. A presence 
defined here as a terminus ...or as the objectum. This object, however, is 
already an adjusted (or coaptatio) object to a reason acting as cogitative or 
ideational. (p. 180). Hence, it is not necessarily an external physical object. 


18 Courtine comments «Durandus considers the objective concept not only as a 
mere external aspect of the thing itself but more and more as a tertium quid [...] which 
inserts itself as a screen (s’ intercaler et faire écran) between the formal concept and the 
thing in its ad extra existence». J.F.COURTINE, Suarez et le système de la métaphysique, 
PUF, Paris, p. 178. 
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In the following passage, Suarez comes to reject the traditional view of 
truth as adaequatio rei et intellectus, he writes: 


For truth is not enough just a representation. If the object does not behave in the same 
manner than the one in which is represented; it can’t be enough either the 
concomitance of the object for the denomination of truth [...]; because truth does not 
consist just in that extrinsic denomination, but also involves an intrinsic relation of 
the act whose terminus is the object behaving in such a determinate manner (DM 8 2 
12). 


So, by appealing to his favorite notion of esse objetivum, Suarez aims 
at a new definition of truth. Like in Durandus, such definition presupposes 
the view of the possibility of intuitive knowledge of the non-real or the 
objective concept without an object. Besides, as Courtine remarks, Suarez 
is denouncing here a double insufficiency: (i) the insufficiency of the 
representation absolutely regarded as a ground of truth, and (ii) the 
insufficiency of the «states of things». Truth is not a complete 
correspondence between two res. Suarez seems to see that complete 
correspondence between the idea —a picture-like representation- and its 
cause —a physical reality, is impossible. So he locates truth in the relation 
between the intrinsic representation and its objectivity (O. c. pp. 193-4). In 
the typical formulation the res had all the weight of reality, since it 
measured the intellect. In Suarez’ re-formulation it is intellect as such the 
one eminently. «real». He argues: 


I accept that truth as such never formally consist in a real relation; But I deny that 
from this it may be inferred that it does not entail the concomitance of an object to 
which knowledge adequate. It doesn’t matter that this logical truth does not always 
require an object that has actual existence, since we do not assert that the concept of 
truth involves the real existence of the object, but only that the object behaves as it 
were represented or judged by intellect; that is, that its being is such as it is known; 
but this being is not always of existence, though it is enough for the truth of the 
statement (DM 8 2 16). 


Sufficient condition for truth (sufficit veritatem) is the concomitentia 
objectil9. That is, its being known or even better represented or judge (ita 
se habere, sicut per cognitionem repraesentatur). Such «as it were 
represented» («ita se habere») coincides with the possible or thinkable 


19 Thus, what is required for the concomitentia objecti is the objective reality. 
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(esse essentiae). The objective concept is not the thing itself. If someone 
wants it is the thing itself, but as being cogitably. So, for Suarez, the 
objective concept reduced to its objectivity is the primary bearer of truth. 
This is what Suarez also takes as the cause of the idea. The answer to 
Ceterus’ question is that an idea requires a cause such as this objectivity. 
The objectivity that Suarez introduces to improve the scholastic concept of 
truth, not thing at all, but an objective content of thought and this come 
about while the thing does not exist. 


CONCLUDING REMARKS. 


I wish to have shown first that Suarez -like Descartes and Leibniz in . 
classical modern times- is yet responding to the Aristotelian problem of 
becoming. In Aristotle the problem of becoming is solve by going between 
the two horns of the dilemma. That is, either something comes from 
nothing, which is impossible, or something already exists, in which case 
does not become, i.e., there is not change. Aristotle’s solution is that 
something does already exist, but only potentially not actually. If a leaf 
becomes red, the color must exist potentially in the leaf. The theories of 
innate species, and causal harmony is a response to the same problem of 
becoming, for no interaction theory can explain how such species or ideas 
come into being, since as effects they are unlike their causes. 

Secondly, that internal representationalism does not necessarily needs 
homunculi psychology. We saw that Functionalist like Dennett and Danto 
think that in getting rid of the homunculi, they are getting rid of serious 
regresses and difficulties involved in mental representational psychology. 
Their problem is that they cannot explain how ideas function about the 
world because they think that ideas are not about anything, ideas are not 
intrinsically representations. Suarez does not have these problems, for the 
mental and the physical would merge. The mental and the physical merge 
because of the re-invention of the ‘objective concept’. This is what 
definitely marks the new notion of the mental.20 


Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile 


20 Whether referring to the general problem of being or not, Heidegger asserts that 
Suarez's conception of objective being «is what is most adequate to realize the 
phenomenological exposition of the problem», M. HEIDEGGER, Los problemas 
fundamentales de la fenomenologia, Madrid, Trotta, 2000, p.130. 
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972, 1198, 1211, 1234, 1340, 1736, 
1737, 1738 

Augustinus Niphus, 108 

Avempace. vide Ibn Bajja 

Avendauth. vide Ibn Daud 

Averroes. vide Ibn Rushd 

Avicebron. vide Ibn Gabirol 

Avicenna. vide Ibn Sina 


Bahmanyär and Ibn Zayla, 356 

Barlaam de Seminara, 1048 

Bartholomaeus de Brugis, 1147, 1184, 
1185, 1189, 1778 

Bartholomaeus Salernitanus, 1015- 
1017, 1020, 1021, 1023 

Basilius Magnus S., 332, 333, 732, 
841, 1736-1738 

Beda Venerabilis, 337, 338 

Benedictus XII papa, 8, 1338, 1619, 
1875, 1877 

Bernardus Carnotensis, 993-996, 998, 
1005, 1036 

Bernardus Claraevallensis, 132, 335, 
915, 917, 949, 985, 986, 1039, 
1041, 1043, 1203, 1583, 1855, 
1863-1873, 1875 

Bernardus de Aretia, 34 

Bernardus de Trilia Nemausensis, 
1500 

Bernardus de Waging, 1680 

Bernardus Iordanus, 1915 

Bernardus scholasticus, 441 

Bertholdus de Moosburg, 321 

Bertholdus Ratisbonensis, 1646 

Blasius de Pelacanis de Parma, 1219, 
1775, 1777, 1778, 1798, 1810, 1811 

Boethius (A.M.T. Severinus), 127, 
251, 340, 480, 714, 715, 759, 770, 
771,785, 827, 828, 838, 861, 885, 
917, 918, 920-923, 937, 938, 944, 
949, 950-953, 957-964, 966, 972, 
993, 999, 1002, 1003, 1018-1020, 


1028-1030, 1202, 1319, 1334, 
1340, 1341, 1395, 1397, 1440, 
1741, 1760, 1783, 1793, 1936 
Boethius de Dacia, 340 
Bonaventura de Iseo, 1814 
Bonaventura, 29, 47, 49, 251, 254, 
255, 420, 429, 1071-1081, 1193, 
1207, 1243-1254, 1255-1266, 1439, 
1539, 1542, 1627 | 
Bonifatius VIII papa, 1920 
Burgundius Pisanus, 20, 234, 1009, 
1011, 1012, 1337 


Caietanus Thienaeus, 139, 1782 

Can Grande della Scala, 1915 

Cassiodorus, 335, 338, 339, 918, 
1059, 1688, 1733, 1735 

Chalcidius, 714, 715, 809, 1028, 
1036, 1038 

Chrysipus, 708, 1045 

Cicero (Marcus Tullius), 103, 105, 
168, 331, 706, 714, 759, 776, 790, 
794, 861, 917, 919, 920, 922-924, 
983, 984, 1002, 1020, 1040, 1042, 
1049-1052, 1391, 1737, 1914 

Cicero (Marco Tullio) (pseudo-), 887 

Ciryllus Alexandrinus, 234 

Clarembaldus Atrebatensis, 949, 1038 

Claudianus Mamertus, 1741 

Clemens Alexandrinus, 783 

Clemens papa, 1530 

Clemens V papa, 1920 

Clemens VI papa, 1046 

Constantinus Africanus, 987, 1009, 
1012-1016, 1034, 1863 

Cristoforus Landinus, 1704 


Damascius, 1889, 1892-1897 

Daniel Morleius (sive Morilegus), 
1290 

Dante Allegherius, 265, 1047, 1704, 
1901, 1908, 1909, 1914 
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Democritus, 1238 

Didymus Alexandrinus, 849 

Diocles de Magnesia, 708 

Diodorus Cronus, 1255, 1258, 1261 

Diogenes Laertius, 762, 1040, 1391 

Dionysius Areopagita (pseudo-), 27, 
28, 420-428, 430, 432, 434, 446, 
447, 461-471, 477, 743, 785, 806, 
807, 809, 970, 1309, 1317, 1321, 
1322, 1329, 1332, 1334-1337, 
1339, 1340-1343, 1347, 1612, 
1680, 1681, 1741, 1859, 1887- 
1889, 1892, 1893, 1896, 1897 

Dionysius Carthusianus, 423, 426, 
428, 434 

Dionysius de Phourna, 449 

Dionysius Exiguus, 983 

Dominicus Gundissalinus (sive 
Gundisalvi), 80, 689, 692, 694-701, 
949, 952, 958, 960, 971, 1071- 
1081, 1319 

Dorotheus diaconus, 1335 

Durandus de Sancto Porciano. vide 
Guilelmus Durandus de Sancto 
Porciano 


Eckhardus de Hoheim (sive Meister 
Eckhart), 306, 341-349, 743, 750- 
752, 1340, 1557-1573, 1575-1586, 
1646, 1704 

Elijah del Medigo, 620, 621 

Empedocles (pseudo-), 634 

Epictetus, 333, 348 

Euclides, 5, 16, 17, 486, 605, 1028, 
1035 

Eudemius de Rodes, 1392 

Eunonius, 1736 

Eustratius, 1334 

Fakhr al-Din al-Räzi, 571 

Farabi (al), Abu Nasr, 21, 255, 287, 
295, 297, 298, 306, 361, 384, 391, 
392, 497, 498, 525, 527, 553, 555, 


558, 559, 566, 583, 586, 609, 622, 
628, 641, 670, 672, 673, 682, 690, 
693, 695, 1170, 1172, 1327, 1329, 
1366-1368, 1395, 1455, 1776, 1902 
Farabi (al), Abu Nasr (pseudo-), 556 
Ferrandus de Hispania, 1185 
Franciscus Assisiensis, 786 
Franciscus de Marchia (sive de Ascoli, 
de Pignano), 1589-1600, 1601- 
1612, 1613-1624, 1625-1636 
Franciscus de Mayronis, 1589, 1590, 
1626, 1627, 1836 
Franciscus Petrarca, 1039-1052 
Fulgentius Ruspensis ep., 234 


Gabriel Bielus, 51, 153 

Galenus, 5, 6, 16-20, 27, 76, 184, 186, 
484, 488, 545-547, 627, 628, 636- 
638, 1014, 1208, 1209, 1213, 1214, 
1772, 1948 

Galfridus de Aspall, 1086 

Gaspar Aindorffer, 1680 

Gaunilo, 867-880 

Gazzali (al-), Abu Hamid Muhammad 
(sive Algazel), 5, 287, 290, 293, 
307, 403, 552-554, 556, 571-582, 
685, 1074, 1075, 1077, 1078, 1079, 
1087, 1088, 1298, 1319, 1320, 
1329, 1333, 1377, 1790, 1885, 
1886 

Geber (pseudo-). vide Paulus de 
Taranto 

Gennadius Scholarius, 1234 

Gerardus Cremonensis, 689, 692-701, 
1285, 1459 

Gerardus de Prato, 1193 

Gerardus Odonis (sive Oddonis), 58, 
59, 1875-1886 

Gerhohus Reichersbergensis, 329, 
337, 338 

Gershon ben Solomon de Arles, 605, 
684, 685 
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Gersonides (sive Levi ben Gershon), 
641-651, 653-664, 686, 687 

Gilbertus Porretanus (sive 
Pictaviensis), 931, 949-952, 978, 
979, 993, 1002, 1003, 1039, 1041, 
1043, 1054, 1055 

Gilduinus de Sancto Victore, 1856 

Godefridus de Fontibus, 44, 48, 340, 
341, 1131-1141, 1183, 1496, 1501, 
1502 

Gorgias Leontinus, 14 

Gratianus, 732, 1530 

Gregorius Ariminensis, 8, 89, 92, 93, 
95, 96, 1597, 1759, 1767, 1803 

Gregorius I Magnus, 334, 337, 448, 
916, 1085, 1234, 1245 

Gregorius Nazianzenus, 236, 333, 
334, 489 

Gregorius Nyssenus, 93, 249, 323- 
329, 332, 344, 349, 467, 801, 806, 
826, 983, 984, 987-990, 1036, 
1736, 1739, 1741, 1802 

Gregorius Palamas, 1738, 1739, 1740 

Gregorius VII papa, 1524 

Gualterus Burlaeus, 15, 47, 48, 124, 
1479, 1800 

Gualterus de Brugis, 68 

Gualterus de Castellione, 978 

Gualterus de Chatton (sive 
Chattonensis), 47, 1800, 1876 

Gualterus de Mortagne, 1853 

Guilelmus Autissiodorensis, 1880 

Guilelmus Crathorn, 15, 1760 

Guilelmus de Alvernia, 7, 19, 28, 29, 
239, 242, 1080, 1086, 1101, 1105, 
1199, 1294, 1297, 1395, 1439 

Guilelmus de Campellis, 917-923 

Guilelmus de Clifford, 1100, 1101, 
1105, 1108 

Guilelmus de Conchis, 985, 986, 987, 
989, 993, 994, 1003, 1005, 1016, 
1035, 1037 


Guilelmus de Mara, 1612 

Guilelmus de Moerbeka, 251, 488, 
491, 773, 1370, 1398, 1402, 1403, 
1448, 1450, 1478, 1480, 1481, 
1904 

Guilelmus de Ockham, 5, 23, 42, 44, 
47-50, 91, 152, 753-758, 857, 885, 
1046, 1167, 1172, 1439, 1521, 
1527, 1528, 1539-1546, 1547-1554, 
1622, 1626, 1627, 1633-1635, 
1661-1677, 1757, 1758, 1760, 
1762, 1763, 1765, 1766, 1800, : 
1801, 1807, 1822, 1934, 1940, 
1945, 1946, 1948, 1952 

Guilelmus de Sancto Theodorico, 770, 
774, 915, 981-991 

Guilelmus de Ware, 44-47, 50 

Guilelmus Durandus de Sancto 
Porciano, 149, 152, 239, 246, 1184, 
1876, 1877, 1945, 1946, 1948, 
1955, 1956 

Gundissalinus. vide Dominicus 
Gundissalinus 


Haimo Halberstatensis, 335, 338 

Halevi. vide Ibn Daud 

Haly Abbas. vide ' Ali ibn al-‘ Abbas 
al-Magüsi 

Hamid al-Din al-Kirmäni, 505 

Hardewinus, 1054 

Hasdai ben Abraham Crescas, 620 

Hayyän al Tawhidi, 392, 393, 400 

Hazim al- Qartäyanni, 393 

Henricus Bate de Mechlinia, 1153, 
1154 

Henricus de Frimaria, 1575 

Henricus de Gandavo, 29, 68, 254, 
429, 734, 1153, 1168, 1172, 1177, 
1496, 1500-1502, 1506, 1539, 
1612, 1780, 1839, 1846, 1848, 
1849, 1948, 1952 

Henricus Suso, 341, 346, 347, 1557, 
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1560, 1563, 1571, 1573 

Hermannus de Carinthia (sive 
Hermannus Secundus), 1028, 1035 

Hermes Trismegistus, 133, 317, 318, 
319, 1815 

Hermias Alexandrinus, 1394 

Herophilus de Calcedonia, 19 

Hervaeus Natalis, 48, 74, 77, 239, 
1184 

Heymericus de Campo, 321 

Hierocles Alexandrinus, 324 

Hieronymus Stridonius, 148, 706, 
1041, 1042, 1048, 1051, 1052, 
1314 

Hilarius Pictaviensis, 234, 1175 

Hippocrates, 310-312, 314, 320, 638 

Honein ben Ishaq. vide Hunain ibn 
Ishaq 

Honorius Augustodunensis, 337, 767- 
770 

Horatius, 985 

` Hrabanus Maurus, 332, 336, 339, 848 

Hugo de Novocastro, 1838, 1842 

Hugo de Sancto Caro, 1280 

Hugo de Sancto Victore, 332, 336, 
338, 769, 772, 903, 907, 908, 958, 
965, 971, 973, 1853-1862 

Hunain ibn Ishag, al Ibadi (sive 
Honein ibn Ishaq, al Ibadi), 1395 


Iacobus de Duaco, 1143-1154 

lacobus de Placentia, 1800 

Iacobus de Turbio, 1493 

Iacobus de Viterbio, 340, 1139, 1502 

Iacobus Douacensis, 1143 

Iacobus Venetus, 1040 

Iamblichus, 324, 461, 1397, 1400 

Ibn al-Arabi, Muhyi al Din, 386-389, 
402, 403, 500, 501, 503, 506, 567, 
595-602, 785 

Ibn al-Haytam, Abu Ali al-Hasan (sive 
Alhazen), 4, 5, 6, 17, 21, 22, 26, 


1969 


408, 1219, 1220, 1225-1228, 1239, 
1284-1290 

Ibn al-Jatib, 396 

Ibn Bajja, Abu Bakr (sive Avempace), 
287, 407, 408, 586, 593, 609, 649, 
1298 

Ibn Daud, Abraham ha-Levi (sive 
Avendauth, Halevi), 80, 287, 288, 
294-296, 298, 299, 301 

Ibn Ezra, Abraham, 287, 628 

Ibn Falaquera. vide Shem Tov ben 
Joseph Falaquera 

Ibn Gabirol, Salomo (sive Avicebron, 
Avencebrol), 287, 625-639, 1072, 
1298 

Ibn Hazm, 392, 394, 395, 406, 407, 
413 

Ibn Ishaq, Hunayn, 1009 

Ibn Masarra, 502, 505 

Ibn Rushd, Abu 1-Walid (sive 
Averroes), 5, 15, 21, 25, 26, 28, 34, 
124, 127, 129, 130, 135, 138, 139, 
140, 147, 203-246, 249, 253, 255, 
258, 259, 260, 261, 264, 265, 267- 
269, 271, 273, 274, 288, 298, 306, 
307, 312, 320, 392, 497, 498, 507, 
508, 516-521, 553, 555, 558-560, 
564, 565, 583-594, 606-610, 613, 
618, 628, 641-651, 654, 655, 657, 
659, 660, 667-676, 678, 679, 681- 
683, 686-688, 690, 691, 1039, 
1040, 1046, 1052, 1079, 1080, 
1087, 1089, 1093, 1096, 1103, 
1104, 1106, 1109, 1144, 1145, 
1149, 1151, 1154, 1169-1172, 1179- 
1190, 1200, 1201, 1232, 1234, 
1256, 1296, 1298, 1319-1321, 
1329, 1332, 1333, 1359, 1368- 
1370, 1372-1377, 1391, 1394, 
1395, 1399, 1416, 1428, 1439, 
1451, 1455, 1468, 1471-1473, 
1486, 1501, 1771-1774, 1776, 
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1778, 1784, 1792, 1794, 1804, 
1807, 1809 

Ibn Sina, Abu Ali (sive Avicenna), 4- 
6, 16, 21, 23-26, 28, 76-80, 91, 95, 
147, 156, 183, 184, 253-255, 287, 
291, 294, 295, 298, 299, 306-314, 
351-372, 384, 391, 411, 506-508, 
513-515, 518, 520, 521, 523-532, 
533-549, 551-562, 563-569, 571- 
578, 579, 581-583, 588, 609, 641, 
667-676, 677, 682, 685, 690, 691, 
956, 1072-1074, 1079, 1081, 1087, 


1088, 1104, 1109-1111, 1115, 1122, 
1124. 1149, 1154, 1170-1172, 1197- 


1200, 1208, 1211, 1212, 1219- 
1224, 1232, 1234, 1256, 1259, 
1294, 1298, 1301, 1319, 1320, 
1321, 1326, 1329, 1333, 1334, 
1351, 1366, 1368, 1369, 1377, 
1395, 1437, 1439, 1448, 1451, 
1454, 1455, 1457-1461, 1470, 
1474, 1657, 1771, 1776, 1785, 
1786, 1788, 1790, 1802, 1815, 
1820 

Ibn Sina, Abu Ali, sive Avicenna 
(pseudo-), 1816, 1820 

Ibn Tibbon, Mosheh, 606, 678, 681 

Ibn Tibbon, Shemuel, 678, 680, 684 

Ibn Tibbon, Yehudah, 625, 626 

Ibn Tufayl, 408 

Ibn Zamrak, 396 

Ioachim de Flore, 785 

Ioannes Alexandrinus. vide Ioannes 
Philoponus 

Ioannes Argyropulus, 110 

Ioannes Bessario, 139, 141 

Ioannes Blundus, 956, 1079, 1081 

Ioannes Buridanus, 9, 40, 47, 48, 54, 


58-71, 108, 1661-1677, 1798, 1799, 


1801, 1802-1811, 1822, 1824, 
1826, 1831 


Ioannes Canonicus, 1836, 1839, 1841- 


1843, 1846-1848 

Ioannes Capreolus, 123, 149, 150, 
1589 

Ioannes Cassianus, 336, 720 

Ioannes Chrysostomus, 1336 

Ioannes Damascenus, 152, 234, 278, 
446, 732, 1012, 1195, 1196, 1198, 
1211 

Ioannes de Baconthorp, 1835, 1837- 
1841, 1844 

Ioannes de Bassolis, 1627 

Ioannes de Caramagne d’Euse, 1046 

Ioannes de Goettingen, 1183 

Ioannes de Hesdin, 1046 

Ioannes de Ianduno, 124, 138, 231, 
239, 245, 1147, 1179-1190, 1776- 
1778, 1780, 1798, 1799, 1801, 
1802, 1804-1806, 1808, 1810, 
1811, 1915, 1917, 1918 

Ioannes de Rupella, 955, 1121, 1122, 
1128, 1170, 1193-1204, 1205-1216, 
1294, 1297 

Ioannes Duns Scotus, 6, 8, 13, 44, 47, 
49, 74, 77, 103, 112, 152, 240, 254, 
255, 429, 753, 756, 1162, 1167, 
1172, 1173, 1184, 1189, 1193, 
1205, 1206, 1493-1506, 1507-1521, 
1523-1535, 1550, 1589, 1590, 
1597-1599, 1601, 1605, 1609, 
1612, 1615, 1619, 1621, 1622, 
1627, 1630, 1670, 1760, 1780, 
1800, 1844, 1876, 1939, 1946, 
1948 

Ioannes Gerson, 441, 1680 

Ioannes Grammaticus. vide Ioannes 
Philoponus 

Ioannes Hiltalingen, 1575, 1576 

Ioannes Hispalensis, 1015 

Ioannes Lutterell, 1876 

Ioannes Mair (sive Major), 1761 

Ioannes Peckham, 7, 1231-1239, 
1275, 1496, 1502, 1780 
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Ioannes Philoponus, 19, 127, 212, 
486-493, 690, 1393, 1395, 1401- 
1404 

Ioannes Philoponus (pseudo-), 490 

Ioannes Picus de Mirandula, 139, 
1707 

Ioannes Quidort Parisiensis, 1502, 
1633, 1901, 1906, 1908, 1914 

Ioannes Ruusbroec, 339, 341 

Ioannes Sarisberiensis, 335, 338, 766, 
771, 918, 920, 1035, 1039-1052, 
1053-1062 

Ioannes Sarracenus, 1887, 1888, 
1896, 1897 

Ioannes Scotus Eriugena, 329, 383, 
461, 743, 762, 785, 801-826, 827- 
839, 841-853, 944, 945, 946, 947, 
970, 983, 1507-1509, 1511-1514, 
1518, 1520, 1521, 1741 

Ioannes Tauler, 341, 347-349, 1557, 
1560, 1563, 1571, 1573 

Ioannes XXI (Petrus Iuliani), 1301. 
vide Petrus Hispanus Portugalensis 

Ioannes XXII papa (Iacobus de Eusa), 
284, 1530, 1575, 1577, 1631, 1633, 
1635, 1875, 1877, 1879, 1915, 
1916, 1917, 1920 

Iordanus Bruno, 1706 

Iordanus de Quedlinburgo, 1575-1586 

Iosephus Albo, 619 

Irenaeus Lugdunensis, 707 

Isaac ben Solomon Israeli. vide Isaac 
Israeli na 

Isaac Comnene, 491 i 

Isaac de Stella, 691, 955-966, 971, 
1121, 1245 

Isaac Israeli, 630, 691, 1329 

Isaac Iudaeus. vide Isaac Israeli 

Isaac Narbonnensis, 149 

Ishaq ben Honein. vide Ishaq ben 
Hunayn 

Ishaq ben Hunayn ben Ishaq al Ibadi, 


Abu Yaqub, 1395 

Isidorus Hispalensis, 761-763, 848, 
1733, 1735 

Iulianus Apostata, 485 

Iustinus S., 248, 787 

Ivo Carnotensis, 732 

Judah ben Solomon ha-Cohen, 605, 
612, 681, 685 

Judah ha-Levi (sive Judah ben 
Hallevi), 287-296, 298, 300, 301, 
558 


Kindi (al), Abū Yüsuf, 4, 5, 10, 14, 
21, 22, 23, 27, 498, 559, 634, 636, 
689-701, 1238, 1239, 1283, 1319, 
1320, 1329, 1333, 1395 


Lactantius (Firmianus), 334 

Landulfus Caracciolo, 1590, 1598, 
1836-1844, 1849 

Laurentius Londorius (sive de Scotia), 
1826-1830 

Leonardus da Vinci, 1707 

Leo Battista Albertus, 439 

Levi ben Hayyim, 685 

Lucilius, 331 

Lucretius, 6, 1802 

Ludolphus de Hildesheim, 1746 


Macrobius, 706, 913 

Maimonides, 287, 288, 296-301, 616- 
620, 622-624, 653, 655, 667-676, 
679, 680 

Marcus Antonius Zimara, 124 

Marcus Aurelius, 348 

Marius Victorinus, 706, 759, 761, 
762, 787 

Marsilius de Inghen, 6, 9, 26, 1589, 
1744, 1747, 1748, 1755, 1822, 
1826 

Marsilius Ficinus, 418, 787, 1704- 
1706, 1948 


1972 


Marsilius Patavinus, 6, 9, 26, 418, 
1589, 1744, 1747, 1748, 1755, 
1822, 1826, 1901, 1910, 1915-1925 

Martianus Capella, 945, 946 

Martinus magister, 1864 

Matthaeus de Aquasparta, 1496, 1500, 
1502, 1780 

Matthaeus de Eugubio, 1776-1778, 
1781 

Matthaeus Vicecomes de Mediolano, 
1915 

Maurus Salernitanus, 1015, 1016, 
1021, 1023, 1025 

Maximus Confessor, 801, 806, 809, 
827, 1560 

Mechthildis Magdeburgensis, 1646 

Michael Caesenatis, 1530, 1626, 
1631, 1635 

Michael Ephesinus, 490 

Michael Psellus, 483, 485, 486, 489 

Michael Savonarola, 1814 

Michael Scotus, 225, 226, 231, 259, 
587,589, 1085 

Moses ibn Tibbon, 687 

Muhammad ibn-al-Munawwar, 352 

Mundinus sive Magister Mundinus 
(Mondino de Luzzi), 6 

Müsä al-Käzim, 503 


Nemesius Emesenus, 6, 20, 27, 249, 
740, 987, 1009-1012, 1035, 1298, 
1802 

Nicolaus Albergatus, 1639, 1730 

Nicolaus Ambianensis, 949 

Nicolaus Cusanus, 423, 434, 834, 
1557, 1577, 1639-1650, 1651-1660, 
1661-1677, 1679-1693, 1695-1707, 
1709-1722, 1723-1730 

Nicolaus Damascenus, 1395, 1396 

Nicolaus de Altricuria, 34, 1553, 1554 

Nicolaus Oresme, 48, 1798, 1799, 
1801-1810 
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Nicolaus V antipapa (Petrus 
Rainalducci), 1917 

Nissim de Marseille, 623 

Novatianus, 706 


Odo (Eudes Rigaud), 138 

Odo de Lucca, 1855 

Olympiodorus, 1394, 1400 

Origenes, 326, 331, 334, 336, 339, 
343, 450, 566, 785, 841, 842, 849, 
850, 983, 1245 

Otlohus S. Emmerammi (sive 
Othlonus), 339 

Otto Frisingensis, 1055 

Ovidius Naso, Publius, 776, 984 


Parmenides, 1784 

Paulus de Taranto (sive pseudo 
Geber), 634, 1816, 1817 

Paulus Venetus, 124, 130, 131, 138, 
149 

Petrarca. vide Franciscus Petrarca 

Petrus Abaelardus, 883-894, 895-902, 
903-913, 915-926, 927-939, 944, 
947, 948, 952, 972, 985, 986, 1039- 
1041, 1043, 1053, 1864 

Petrus de Abano, 1783-1795 

Petrus de Alliaco, 48, 1747, 1757- 
1767 

Petrus de Alvernia, 1447-1461, 1463- 
1475, 

Petrus Aureoli, 17, 32, 33, 34, 238, 
1167-1177, 1554, 1589, 1590, 1592, 
1597-1599, 1607, 1609 

Petrus Bonus Lombardus (de 
Ferraria), 1819, 1820 
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1818 

Ricardus de Conington, 1843 

Ricardus de Mediavilla, 44, 68, 1500, 
1502 

Ricardus de Sancto Victore, 329, 330, 
336, 338, 1340 

Ricardus Fishacre, 1269-1277, 1279- 
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Witelo, 408 
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Zerahya ben She’altiel Hen, 606 
Zerahyah ben Isaac ben, 687 
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